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Employee empowerment, performance appraisal quality and performance 
 
 
Abstract 
This study provides an empirical insight into the mediating role of the quality of performance 
appraisal systems, assessed using four quality dimensions (trust, clarity, communication and 
fairness), on the association between the level of employee empowerment of lower level 
managers and their  performance, assessed in respect to their business unit’s performance. Data 
were collected from 203 Australian lower level managers using an online survey. The findings 
reveal that while employee empowerment is positively associated with all four dimensions of 
the quality of the performance appraisal system, one specific dimension, trust, mediates the 
association between employee empowerment and business unit performance. Specifically, trust 
is found to mediate the effect of employee empowerment on both financial and non-financial 
business unit performance. These findings highlight the importance of enhancing employee 
empowerment and improving the quality of performance appraisal systems, in particular the 
level of trust. This study provides an initial empirical insight into whether ‘real autonomy’ is 
provided by focusing on the extent to which empowerment extends to other aspects of 
employees’ organisational experience, specifically their performance appraisal system, and the 
subsequent impact on performance. 
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Employee empowerment, performance appraisal quality and performance 
 
 
1. Introduction 

Employee empowerment refers to “the delegation of power and responsibility from higher 

levels in the organisational hierarchy to lower level employees, especially the power to make 

decisions” (Baird and Wang 2010, 577). Previous literature on employee empowerment has 

emphasised the antecedents of employee empowerment (Baird and Wang 2010), and the 

benefits of employee empowerment (Appelbaum et al. 2013; Biron and Bamberger 2010; 

Greasely et al. 2005; Mathieu et al. 2006) including its impact on organisational performance 

(Bordin et al. 2006; Ozaralli 2003). However, other studies raise concerns that the benefits of 

empowerment, including the positive impact on organisational performance, may not be 

realised as the balance of power is maintained by top management (Spreitzer and Doneson 

2008). Similarly, Argyris (1998) suggests that empowerment is superficial, with control 

maintained by top management.  

 

This study attempts to provide an empirical insight into the debate concerning the effectiveness 

of employee empowerment by examining the mediating role of performance appraisal quality 

(trust, clarity, communication and fairness), an important mechanism through which employee 

empowerment is operationalised (Kennedy 1995), on the association between lower level 

manager’s employee empowerment and their performance, which is assessed in respect to the 

performance of the business unit that they are held responsible for. Specifically, we address the 

conjecture concerning whether ‘real autonomy’ is provided by focusing on the extent to which 

empowerment extends to another aspect of employees’ organisational experience i.e. their 

performance appraisal system, and also examine the subsequent impact that performance 

appraisal quality has on lower level manager’s  performance.   
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We focus on the quality of the performance appraisal system here, as employee empowerment, 

which represents a characteristic of the performance management system, and the performance 

appraisal system itself are closely related. Accordingly, we would expect that ‘real autonomy’ 

would extend to the performance appraisal system with empowered employees expected to 

indicate that the performance appraisal system is of a higher quality i.e. greater trust, clarity, 

communication, and fairness. Consequently, we examine the mediating role of the quality of 

performance appraisal systems on the relationship between employee empowerment and 

business unit performance. The examination of this relationship, and in particular the 

association between employee empowerment and the quality of the performance appraisal 

system, will enable us to gain an empirical insight into whether the underlying philosophy of 

employee empowerment is reinforced through an alternative operational mechanisms i.e. the 

performance appraisal system. In particular, given employee empowerment involves the 

delegation of additional decision-making responsibility and greater autonomy, it is expected 

that this would necessitate and be reinforced by a higher quality performance appraisal system 

i.e. greater trust, clarity, communication, and fairness. 

 

The focus on the mediating role of the quality of the performance appraisal system is 

considered pertinent for a number of reasons. First, performance appraisal systems represent a 

means of ‘performance management used to motivate and manage employee performance’ 

(Fletcher 2001, 473), and are frequently a source of employee dissatisfaction (Cook and 

Crossman 2004, 527). In particular, given a performance appraisal system clarifies roles and 

expectations (clarity), involves constant communication between employees and supervisors 

(communication), and evokes employee feelings of trust (of their supervisor) and fairness in 

respect to how their performance is evaluated, employees’ perception of the quality of such 
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systems is expected to influence the likelihood that empowered employees will achieve desired 

performance objectives. 

 

Hence, the effectiveness of employee empowerment is expected to transpire through the impact 

that it has on the quality of the performance appraisal system. Secondly, given evidence that 

performance appraisal systems have a significant impact on work related attitudes (Su and 

Baird 2017) and employee performance (Bratton and Gold 1999; Taylor and Pierce 1999), it is 

expected that the impact of employee empowerment on business unit performance will 

transpire through its impact on the perception of the quality of the performance appraisal 

system. Thirdly, in line with Honold (1997), Foster-Fishman and Keys (1995) and House 

(1988), organisations should provide an environment which is supportive of empowerment, 

and hence the quality of the performance appraisal system is expected to influence the 

effectiveness of employee empowerment.  

 

In assessing the quality of the performance appraisal system, we rely on Brown et al.’s (2010) 

four dimensions of the quality of performance appraisal systems: clarity, communication, trust 

and fairness. While previous studies have reported a positive association between these 

dimensions with work-related attitudes (Brown and Benson 2005; Su and Baird 2017), we 

consider the interrelationships between these performance appraisal quality dimensions with 

business unit performance. In addition, we consider the antecedent role of employee 

empowerment in influencing these dimensions of the quality of performance appraisal systems.  

 

Therefore, we assess the mediating role of the quality of performance appraisal systems on the 

association between employee empowerment and business unit performance, assuming that 

lower level manager’s employee empowerment will affect their business unit’s performance 
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through the influence employee empowerment has on the perceived quality of the performance 

appraisal system. In doing so, we hypothesise the association between employee empowerment 

with each of the four characteristics of the quality of performance appraisal systems (trust, 

clarity, communication, and farness), and the subsequent association between each of these 

four characteristics with business unit performance. The theoretical model of the study is 

presented in Figure 1.  

 

<Insert Figure 1 here> 

 

The study contributes to the literature in a number of ways. First, the findings contribute to the 

empirical literature examining the effectiveness of employee empowerment, revealing that 

employee empowerment exhibits a direct (indirect) influence (through trust) on non-financial 

performance and an indirect influence on financial performance through trust. From a 

theoretical perspective, these results suggest that the influence of employee empowerment 

transpires through a specific internal organisational mechanism i.e. the quality of the 

performance appraisal system. Accordingly, when considering the influence of employee 

empowerment, future research should consider the mediating role of the quality of performance 

appraisal systems and other internal mechanisms.  

 

2. Literature review and hypotheses development 

2.1 Employee empowerment 

The focus on employee empowerment and its impact is increasingly relevant due to its 

enhanced prevalence in organisations (Houghton and Yoho 2005) and evidence of its impact 

on individual (Chen et al. 2007) and organisational performance (Biron and Bamberger 2010). 
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There are two streams of employee empowerment, the psychological empowerment literature, 

(Spreitzer 1996, 1995) which focuses on individuals’ feelings of empowerment, and the 

structural empowerment literature which focuses on the operational practices employed to 

empower employees. This study operationalises employee empowerment in respect to 

structural employee empowerment i.e. the extent to which the responsibility for decision-

making is delegated to employees at lower levels in the organisational hierarchy (Bowen and 

Lawler 1995). We focus on structural empowerment, as its inherent focus on operational 

practices aligns with our focus on a specific internal operational mechanism, i.e. performance 

appraisal systems. In addition, given Menon (2001, 157) states that “when empowerment is 

considered an act, the emphasis is on the employer or others doing the empowering”, we 

believe that by focusing on the act of delegating decision-making authority our findings will 

provide greater practical usefulness for managers of organisations. 

 

Structural employee empowerment is conceptualised using Pardo del Val and Lloyd’s (2003) 

instrument which measures employee empowerment as the combined measure of four 

dimensions of empowerment: collaboration (in decision-making); formalisation (of 

participation procedures); directness (of participation in decision-making as opposed to 

through intermediates); and the degree of influence (in respect to making decisions about 

tasks). 

 
 
2.2 The quality of performance appraisal systems 

A performance appraisal system consists of a series of activities and individual and/or 

organisational goals and includes set criteria which is used to determine the achievement of 

such goals and evaluate performance (Dilts et al. 1994). Brown et al. (2010) refer to two aspects 

of the quality of performance appraisal systems. First, they refer to the procedures employed, 
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specifically whether the performance expectations are clear (i.e. clarity) and whether there is 

adequate communication within the organisation. Secondly, they refer to the treatment of 

employees, specifically whether employees trust their supervisor and believe that their 

performance is assessed fairly. “Understanding the impact of performance appraisal quality is 

particularly important as Treadway et al. (2007) suggest that performance appraisal systems 

are becoming increasingly subjective” (Brown et al. 2010, 376).  

 

While many previous studies have examined the relationship between performance 

measurement systems (Baines and Langfield-Smith 2003; Braam and Nijssen 2004; Crabtree 

and DeBusk 2008; Davis and Albright 2004; Ittner et al. 2003; Lee and Yang 2011) and 

organisational performance, and the effect of performance management systems on employee 

work related attitudes (e.g. Appelbaum et al. 2013; Lawler 2003; Leach-Lopez et al. 2008; Su 

et al. 2015), sparse research has considered the relationship between the perception of the 

quality of the performance appraisal system and business unit performance. Furthermore, no 

study has considered the relationship between employee empowerment and the influence this 

has on employees’ perception of the quality of the performance appraisal system. Hence, as 

previously discussed we consider the influence of employee empowerment on each of the four 

dimensions of the quality of the performance appraisal system (trust, clarity, communication, 

and farness), and the subsequent association between each of these four dimensions with 

business unit performance. 

 
 
2.3 The association between employee empowerment and the quality of performance 
appraisal systems 
 
This section discusses the association between employee empowerment with each of the four 

dimensions of the quality of the performance appraisal system: trust, communication, fairness 

and clarity.  
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2.3.1 Trust 
 
Trust refers to the ‘psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based 

upon positive expectations of the intentions or behaviour of another’ (Rousseau et al. 1998, 

395). In the context of a supervisor-subordinate relationship it represents the extent to which 

the subordinate, in this study the lower level manager,  believes that their supervisor has the 

knowledge, skills and competence to utilise the performance appraisal system in a way that 

will benefit them, will evaluate their performance both accurately and fairly, and will generally 

act in a way which protects their interests (Brown et al. 2010).  

 

Davis et al. (2000) found a direct association between the characteristics of supervisors, 

specifically employees’ perceptions of the ability, benevolence, and integrity of general 

managers, and employees’ level of trust of general managers. However, rather than focusing 

on the characteristics of supervisors, we focus on the acts undertaken by supervisors. In 

particular, we incorporate social exchange theory, a psychological theory which discusses the 

interrelationship between two parties, to argue that the level of trust in subordinates, exhibited 

through the delegation of decision-making responsibilities (i.e. the level of employee 

empowerment), will be reciprocated in respect to the level of trust that employees in turn place 

in their supervisors in respect to the performance appraisal system. Hence, in line with social 

exchange theory, we argue that supervisors will build trust through their exchanges with 

subordinates (Stafford 2008; Wagner et al. 2010), and that the trust placed in employees 

through higher levels of employee empowerment (Chiang and Jang 2008) will in turn be 

reciprocated as employees place greater trust in their supervisors’ ability to assess and evaluate 

their performance.  

Therefore, we propose that the level of employee empowerment will be positively associated 

with trust, being the trust that employees have in respect to their supervisors’ ability to evaluate 
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their performance. 

 
H1:  Employee empowerment will be positively associated with the trustworthiness 

of the performance appraisal system. 
 
 
2.3.2 Communication 

Communication in respect to the performance appraisal system refers to the extent to which 

the supervisor reviews performance and discusses a subordinates’ progress towards the 

achievement of set goals, provides guidance in respect to how to improve performance, and 

allows the subordinate to express their feelings when their performance is evaluated. Enhanced 

communication is an inherent feature of employee empowerment with Bowen and Lawler 

(2006, 157) defining empowerment as “sharing with front-line employees’ information about 

an organisation’s performance, information about rewards based on the organisation’s 

performance, knowledge that enables employees to understand and contribute to organisational 

performance, and giving employees the power to make decisions that influence organisational 

direction and performance.” Similarly, empowered employees require additional 

communication exchanges as organisations attempt to provide opportunities for empowered 

employees to ‘learn and develop’ (Larkin et al. 2008). Further, the enhanced information 

asymmetry associated with empowering employees, means that there is a greater need for 

empowered employees to actively inform management in respect to their performance (Morrell 

and Wilkinson 2002).  

 

Therefore, we argue that employee empowerment will warrant enhanced communication with 

the delegated decision-making responsibilities expected to be accompanied by top management 

supportive mechanisms (Gerber et al. 1998) and formal control mechanisms to monitor the 

performance of subordinates. Hence, it is expected that supervisors will be more likely to 

monitor the progress of subordinates more frequently, provide guidance in respect to how they 
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can improve their performance, and discuss aspects of their performance with subordinates. 

Accordingly, we propose that there will be a positive association between the level of employee 

empowerment with the level of communication in the performance appraisal system. 

 
H2:  Employee empowerment will be positively associated with the level of 

communication in the performance appraisal system. 
 
 
2.3.3 Fairness 
 
The fairness of the performance appraisal system refers to the extent to which subordinates’ 

performance is evaluated in a way that is perceived to be accurate, fair, justified, and free from 

bias. Jawahar (2010) stipulates that in order to be fair, a formal performance evaluation session 

should be held. This session should be conducted by a manager familiar with the employees’ 

work, and the employee should be provided with the opportunity to “correct any 

misperceptions or even challenge the manager’s assessment of their performance” (Jawahar 

2010, 498). 

 

The delegation of responsibility to employees enhances the likelihood of formal sessions to 

evaluate performance, as opposed to subjective evaluations, with supervisors more likely to 

organise formal review meetings to monitor and assess the performance of empowered 

employees (Baird and Wang 2010). Further, such meetings are more likely since empowered 

employees “possess valid, unique and relevant performance information and insight that is 

unavailable or unobservable by their rater [supervisor]” (Roberts 2003, 2). In addition, 

consistent with the employee involvement and participative management theories (Spreitzer 

1995), as empowered employees have greater autonomy and control over their performance 

evaluation, they are more likely to participate in the performance appraisal process and 

accordingly, perceive the process to be fair (Roberts 2003). Finally, “superiors empowering 

subordinates by delegating responsibilities to them leads to subordinates who are more satisfied 
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with their leaders and consider them to be fair” (Honold 1997, 203). Therefore, it is expected 

that there will be a positive association between the level of employee empowerment and the 

perceived fairness of the performance appraisal system. 

 
H3:  Employee empowerment will be positively associated with the fairness of the 

performance appraisal system. 
 
 
 
2.3.4 Clarity 
 
Clarity refers to the extent to which employees have a clear understanding of their performance 

expectations and the functioning of their performance appraisal system. Jawahar (2010, 498) 

states that organisations should “communicate performance standards or goals, discuss how 

the standards could be met, explain the criteria for evaluation, and provide feedback in a timely 

manner”. The need for such communication is exacerbated when employees are delegated 

additional decision-making responsibilities. Specifically, as supervisors provide autonomy to 

subordinates, they are expected to provide more specific information regarding performance 

expectations and implement more formal performance monitoring mechanisms. For instance, 

Morrell and Wilkinson (2002, 121) suggest that “traditional control systems (supervisors) may 

be replaced by more sophisticated measuring systems”. Accordingly, it is proposed that there 

will be a positive association between the level of employee empowerment and the level of 

clarity of the performance appraisal system. 

 
H4:  Employee empowerment will be positively associated with the clarity of the 

performance appraisal system. 
 
 
 
 
2.4 The association between the quality of the performance appraisal system and business 
unit performance 
 
Performance appraisal systems are increasingly utilised for the purpose of establishing goals, 
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monitoring progress, and evaluating performance (Brown et al. 2010, 376) with the purpose of 

such systems being to influence employees in a way which enhances performance (Aguinus 

2009; Gardner 2008). While Su and Baird (2017) found that three of the four performance 

appraisal system dimensions (all except fairness) indirectly enhanced academic performance 

due to their impact on work-related attitudes, performance appraisal systems are often 

perceived in a negative way with Anderson (2006, 164) referring to such systems as a form of 

surveillance, which can be considered to be “insulting, and impugned their own sense of 

professionalism”. Furthermore, there is evidence that low quality performance appraisal 

systems can have a negative effect on work-related attitudes (Brown et al. 2010) and 

employees’ performance (Bratton and Gold 1999; Taylor and Pierce 1999). Hence, care must 

be taken to enhance the quality of the performance appraisal system, as perceived by 

employees, with higher quality performance appraisal systems generally expected to exhibit a 

positive association with the level of performance, operationalised as business unit 

performance in this study.  

 

In respect to the trustworthiness of the performance appraisal system, effective performance 

appraisal systems are reliant on employees’ feeling that their supervisors are trustworthy and 

supportive, with greater trust in managers leading to higher productivity and performance 

(Teckchandani and Pichler 2015). Alternatively, “employees who expect their line managers 

to be untrustworthy are more likely to be disloyal toward the organisation and exhibit lower 

levels of motivation, which may ultimately result in suboptimal work performance” (Seifert et 

al. 2016, 15). Hence, while trust in general is a “key element in managing the supervisor-

employee relationship” (Boachie-Mensah and Seidu 2012), the trust of employees in respect to 

their supervisors’ ability to evaluate their performance in an accurate way which benefits them, 

is expected to influence their commitment (Seifert et al. 2016) and both individual and business 
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unit performance levels. This is supported by previous studies which have found that a ‘lack 

of trust’ in supervisors can have a detrimental impact on the effectiveness of performance 

appraisal systems (see Boachie-Mensah and Seidu 2012). 

H5:  The trustworthiness of the performance appraisal system will be positively 
associated with business unit performance. 

 
 

Enhanced communication in respect to performance appraisal is generally perceived positively. 

In particular, employees are more likely to be receptive to performance appraisal if they 

perceive that the process assists their learning and development, with greater communication 

perceived as a means of helping to improve their performance (Boachie-Mensah and Seidu 

2012). Enhanced communication, for the purpose of learning and developing employee 

performance, is therefore perceived as an essential source of improving organisational success 

(Daoanis 2012).  Alternatively, excessive communication (i.e. excessive monitoring and 

guidance) could be perceived in an unfavourable manner. Specifically, it may be perceived as 

a sign of a supervisor’s lack of confidence (Long 2018) in empowered employees, in which 

case greater communication may have a negative impact on performance (see Spreitzer and 

Doneson 2008, 316). Further, Boachie-Mensha and Seidu (2012) argue that such performance 

appraisal can have a detrimental impact if employees perceive that management is maintaining 

close supervision and/or control over tasks.  

 

Given the mixed evidence here we develop a null hypothesis in respect to the association 

between communication and business unit performance. 

 
H6: The level of communication in the performance appraisal system will not be 

associated with business unit performance. 
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One of the major concerns of employees in respect to performance appraisal systems is that 

their performance is not assessed in a ‘fair and equitable’ manner (Boachie-Mensah and Seidu 

2012) with Keeping and Levy (2000) maintaining that the performance appraisal system will 

be ineffective if the ratees (i.e. employees) do not perceive it to be fair. Performance is 

dependent upon the fairness of the performance appraisal system with Teckchandani and 

Pichler (2015, 18) highlighting the importance of employees feeling “that they were treated 

fairly, that the feedback given was useful and motivating, and that they were satisfied with their 

review”. In particular, employees’ perception of the fairness of a performance appraisal system 

is expected to influence their individual performance (Boachie-Mensah and Seidu 2012; Organ 

and Ryan 1995; Sudin 2011), thereby contributing to business unit performance. Accordingly, 

we propose that there will be a positive association between the fairness of the performance 

appraisal system and business unit performance. 

 
H7: The fairness of the performance appraisal system will be positively associated 

with business unit performance. 
 
 

Finally, in respect to the clarity of the performance appraisal system it is important that 

employees have a clear understanding of the performance appraisal process and in particular 

how their performance evaluation will be tied to remuneration and opportunities for career 

progression. Armstrong (2006) here stresses the importance of having clearly defined 

performance standards. Similarly, Daoanis (2012) states that “an appraisal system should have 

a clear sense of direction”, while Boachie-Mensah and Seidu (2012, 73) state that “performance 

appraisal will be effective if the appraisal process is clearly explained to, and agreed by the 

people involved”.  Hence it is expected that greater clarity in respect to the performance 

appraisal system will enhance the commitment and performance of employees, and ultimately 

result in higher business unit performance.  
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H8: The clarity of the performance appraisal system will be positively associated 

with business unit performance. 
 
 
2.5 The mediating effect of the quality of performance appraisal systems on the association 
between employee empowerment and business unit performance 

As discussed in the preceding sections, we hypothesise that employee empowerment will 

influence all four dimensions of the quality of performance appraisal systems, with the quality 

of the performance appraisal system subsequently influencing business unit performance. 

Accordingly, it is argued that the effect of employee empowerment on business unit 

performance, is enacted through employees’ perception of the quality of the performance 

appraisal system. The examination of this relationship is both unique and relevant, for it 

considers the interrelationship between the creation of autonomy, through empowerment, and 

the perceived quality of a specific control maintained by top management i.e. the performance 

appraisal system. The examination of this mediating relationship will also enable us to confirm 

that ‘true empowerment’ exists, for if supervisors are really providing autonomy, such 

empowerment should be reflected through employees’ perceptions of the quality of the 

performance appraisal system. Hence, we expect that the relationship between employee 

empowerment and business unit performance, will be mediated by the quality of the 

performance appraisal system. 

H9:  The quality of the performance appraisal system mediates the association 
between employee empowerment with business unit performance. 

  

3. Method  

Data were collected using an online survey questionnaire managed by Qualtrics, a privately-

owned survey management organisation. A total of 914 questionnaires were distributed to 

lower level managers, with a total of 203 usable responses received (22.2%). Lower level 

managers were considered to be appropriate due to their knowledge regarding the extent to 
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which decision-making had been delegated to them (i.e. employee empowerment), as well as 

their perception of the quality of performance appraisal systems and business unit performance. 

The final sample included organisations that operate across various industries (see Table 1) 

with the respondents consisting of 22 account managers, 73 operational managers, 41 service 

managers, 21 sales managers, 6 commercial managers and 40 lower level managers with ‘other’ 

job titles. 

             

<Insert Table 1> 

 

3.1 Common method bias  

In an attempt to overcome the problems of common method bias and consistent with Jordan 

and Troth’s (2020) recommendations, we provided clear instructions to respondents as to how 

to complete the questionnaire, kept the questionnaire concise, varied the anchor labels on the 

scales, and separated the location of the independent and dependent variables. The success of 

these techniques is supported by the results of three technical analyses. First, the results of 

Harman’s (1967) test indicated that the highest total variance explained by a single factor 

(17.2%) was well below the 50 per cent threshold indicative of common method bias problems 

(Podsakoff et al. 2003). Second, the results of the Common Latent Factor (CLF) test indicated 

that the difference in the standardised weights between the model with CLF and the model 

without CLF was less than 0.200 with the calculated common variance (44%) below the 

threshold of 50% (Eichhorn 2014). Finally, the results of the full collinearity test (Kock 2015) 

revealed that all of the variance inflation factors (VIFs) at the factor level were between 1.00 

and 3.1 which is below the recommended threshold of 3.3, thereby indicating that common 

method bias is unlikely to be a concern.  
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3.2 Measurement of variables 

3.2.1 Employee empowerment  

Employee empowerment was measured based on an adapted short version of the Pardo del Val 

and Lloyd (2003) instrument employed in Baird et al. (2018). Specifically, while in Baird et al. 

(2018) this measure requires respondents to indicate the extent of collaboration, formalisation, 

directness and degree of influence of front line workers in their business units, the statements 

were adapted to reflect the empowerment of the respondents (i.e. lower level managers), who 

were required to indicate the extent to which four statements, representing these four 

dimensions of empowerment, applied to them on a five-point Likert scale with anchors of (1) 

“Not at all” and (5) “To a great extent”. For example, in respect to collaboration, the lower 

level managers were required to respond to the statement ‘I have a high level of collaboration 

/ involvement in decision-making’. Hence, collaboration here refers to the involvement of the 

lower level managers in the decision-making process. Formalization refers to ‘official channels 

or norms or rules to guarantee employee participation’ (Pardo del Val and Lloyd 2003, 103) 

with the lower level managers responding to the statement ‘There are official channels or 

certain norms or rules to guarantee my participation in the decision-making process’. 

Directness refers to their ability to make a direct contribution to decisions with the lower level 

managers responding to the statement ‘I contribute directly to the decision-making process, 

rather than through intermediaries (eg. Superiors)’. The degree of influence refers to their 

ability to actually make decisions with the lower level managers responding to the statement ‘I 

have authority / power / influence to make and implement decisions about tasks’. 

 

The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) results (see Appendix A) indicate that the 

measurement model fitted the data well (CMIN/DF = 0.200; GFI = 0.999; CFI = 1.000; AGFI 
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= 0.995; RMSEA = 0.000)1, while the Cronbach (1951) alpha score (0.799) exceeds the 0.7 

threshold (Nunnally 1978) used to indicate a reliable measure. Accordingly, employee 

empowerment was measured as the average of the four items, with higher (lower) scores 

indicating higher (lower) employee empowerment. 

 

3.2.2 The quality of performance appraisal systems 

The four dimensions of the quality of performance appraisal systems were assessed using Su 

and Baird’s (1996) instrument with respondents required to indicate the extent to which they 

agreed with each item on a five-point Likert scale with anchors of “Strongly Disagree” and 

“Strongly Agree” (see Appendix A). While clarity was assessed using a single item the other 

three dimensions were each measured using four items, although one item failed to load on the 

communication dimension resulting in a three-item measure. The CFA results support the 

goodness of fit of the fairness and trust measures (see Appendix A). While there are insufficient 

items to assess the goodness of fit of the communication and clarity dimensions, the Cronbach 

(1951) scores of all four measures exceed 0.7, thereby supporting their reliability. 

 

3.2.3 Business unit performance 

Business unit performance was measured using a six item instrument capturing both financial 

and non-financial performance (Kaynak and Kara 2004) with respondents required to indicate 

the extent to which they agreed with statements relating to their business unit’s performance 

on a five-point Likert scale with anchors of “1= Not at all” and “5= To a great extent”. 

Exploratory factor analysis results indicated that the items loaded onto two dimension, financial 

and non-financial performance (see Appendix A). As there were only three items for each 

 
1 The recommended threshold guidelines for the assessment of the fit of the structural equation model are 
CMIN/DF <5; CFI>0.80; GFI>0.90; AGFI >0.80 (Hair et al. 2010) and close to or lower than 0.05 for RMSEA 
(Brown and Cudeck, 1993).  
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measure, goodness of fit scores could not be calculated. However, the Cronbach alpha scores 

(0.863 for financial performance and 0.803 for non-financial performance) support the 

reliability of the measures. 

 

3.2.4 Control variables 

Organisational size and respondents’ age were chosen as control variables as both variables are 

considered to play significant roles in influencing individual employees’ judgement of their 

organisations performance appraisal system quality and both financial and non-financial 

performance. The size of organisations was measured by the natural logarithm of the number 

of full-time employees. 

 

4. Results 

Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two step approach was followed with step one assessing the 

measurement model and step two assessing the structural model.  

 

4.1 Measurement model 

To evaluate the constructs’ convergent validity, the composite reliability and average variance 

extracted (AVE) scores were examined, with Table 2 showing that the composite reliability 

scores are above the 0.7 threshold (Werts et al. 1974) and the AVE scores are above the 0.5 

threshold (Chin 1998) for all of the constructs.  

 

< Insert Table 2 here > 

 

Discriminant validity was assessed in two ways. First, an exploratory factor analysis including 

all of the items used to measure all seven constructs was conducted (see Appendix B). The 

results provide general support for discriminant validity with the independent variable, 



20 
 

employee empowerment, and the two dependent variables, financial performance and non-

financial performance, loading on separate dimensions. However, there was some overlap in 

respect to the four dimensions of the mediating variable, performance appraisal quality, with 

the single item construct, clarity, loading on the same dimension as the fairness construct items, 

and the communication construct items loading on both the fairness and trust dimensions. 

Accordingly, additional analysis was conducted to confirm the discriminant validity of the 

constructs. Specifically, in line with Fornell and Larcker (1981), a comparison of the AVE 

score of each construct with the squared correlations between the other constructs was made. 

Table 3 provides the results of this analysis with the AVE scores shown to exceed the squared 

correlations in all instances, thereby supporting the discriminant validity of the constructs 

(Fornell and Larcker 1981).  

 

< Insert Table 3 here > 

 

Table 4 provides the descriptive statistics and indicates that the level of employee 

empowerment (mean = 3.52) and business unit performance [(financial mean = 3.62) and (non-

financial mean = 3.65)] are moderate. The quality of the performance appraisal system is also 

moderate with respondents indicating they perceive that it is of higher quality in respect to 

fairness (mean = 3.81), followed by trust (mean = 3.76), communication (mean = 3.58) and 

clarity (mean = 3.44). 

 

< Insert Table 4 here > 
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4.2 Structural model 

Covariance Based Structural equation modelling (SEM) was used to examine the association 

between the extent of employee empowerment, the quality of performance appraisal systems 

(trust, communication, fairness and clarity) and business unit performance2. In accordance with 

Anderson and Gerbing (1988) non-significant paths were eliminated until all of the remaining 

paths in the model were significant3. The three benchmark fit indices shown in Table 5 

(CMIN/DF = 1.072; GFI = 0.991; AGFI = 0.958; RMSEA = 0.019) indicate a good fit of the 

model.  

 

Table 5 and Figure 2 reveal a positive association between employee empowerment and all 

four dimensions of the quality of performance appraisal [(trust (β = 0.397; p = 0.000); 

communication (β = 0.360; p = 0.000); fairness (β = 0.341; p = 0.000); and clarity 

(β = 0.342; p = 0.001);], thereby supporting H1-H4. In addition, a significant positive 

association was identified between two of the quality of performance appraisal dimensions and 

business unit performance, specifically trust was found to be significantly positively associated 

with both financial performance (β = 0.262; p = 0.000) and non-financial performance 

(β = 0.378; p = 0.000), thereby providing support for H5, while a positive association was 

found between clarity and financial performance (β = 0.161; p = 0.000), providing support for 

H8. No significant association was found between communication and business unit 

performance, thereby supporting H6, or between fairness and business unit performance, 

resulting in the rejection of H7. 

 

 
2 As indicated business unit performance is divided into financial and non-financial performance dimensions in 
line with the CFA results. 
3 While two control variables, age and organisational size, were also incorporated into the SEM model, they  
  are not reported in the final model as neither variable was found to be significantly associated with the four 
dimensions of performance appraisal system quality or both financial and non-financial performance.  
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< Insert Table 5 here > 

<Insert Figure 2 here> 

 

In addition, Table 5 and Figure 2 show that there is a direct positive association between 

employee empowerment and non-financial performance (β = 0.176; p = 0.010). Hence, the 

impact of employee empowerment on non-financial performance is found to be both direct and 

indirect, through trust, with Table 6 indicating that trust partially mediates the association 

between employee empowerment and non-financial performance as the confidence interval 

[lower bound (LB) of 0.070 and upper bound (UB) of 0.219] does not cross zero. Alternatively, 

no direct relationship was found between employee empowerment and financial performance. 

Rather, Table 5 illustrates that trust [lower bound (LB) of 0.030 and upper bound (UB) of 0.188] 

fully mediates the association between employee empowerment and financial performance. 

While the findings in Table 5 suggest that clarity also mediates this relationship, given the 

confidence intervals in Table 5 cross zero [lower bound (LB) of -0.006 and upper bound (UB) 

of 0.080], this mediation is not significant. These findings provide partial support for H9. 

 

< Insert Table 6 here > 
 
                                                                                                                                                      
 

5. Discussion and conclusion 

This study sought to provide an empirical insight into the mediating role of the quality of 

performance appraisal systems on the association between employee empowerment and 

business unit performance. While the level of employee empowerment was positively 

associated with all four dimensions of the quality of the performance appraisal system, the 

findings only provide support for the mediating role of one specific performance appraisal 
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system dimension, trust. Specifically, trust is found to mediate the association between 

employee empowerment and both financial and non-financial business unit performance. 

 

The results have a number of significant theoretical and practical implications. First, the 

findings suggest that while employee empowerment exhibits a direct impact on non-financial 

performance, the influence on financial performance is indirect, through the level of trust 

employees have in respect to their supervisors. In addition, the impact of employee 

empowerment on non-financial performance is also mediated by trust. Consequently, these 

findings imply that in evaluating the effectiveness of employee empowerment, future studies 

should consider the role of the quality of the performance appraisal system, in particular the 

level of trust. From a theoretical perspective, such findings imply that when examining the 

influence of employee empowerment within organisations, future studies should consider the 

mediating role of other aspects of an organisation’s operational practices. In particular, while 

our findings allude to the importance of the quality of the performance appraisal system, future 

research may also look to examine how other employee related aspects, for example human 

resource management related factors, mediate the relationship between employee 

empowerment and business unit performance. 

 

From a practical perspective, the findings provide managers with an insight into the important 

role of employee empowerment in enhancing business unit performance and the quality of 

performance appraisal systems. First, in respect to business unit performance, the level of 

employee empowerment exhibits both a direct and indirect association with non-financial 

performance, and an indirect association with financial performance. Such findings are 

consistent with previous literature which has advocated the usefulness of employee 

empowerment in enhancing business unit performance (Bordin et al. 2006; Dainty et al. 2002; 
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Ozaralli 2003). Secondly, the level of employee empowerment is found to exhibit a positive 

influence on all four dimensions of the quality of performance appraisal systems. Such findings 

provide a unique perspective in respect to the role of employee empowerment, suggesting that 

employee empowerment is reinforced throughout the organisation, in particular in respect to 

the characteristics of the performance appraisal system. These findings appear to support the 

refuting of claims that employee empowerment is ‘rhetoric’ as they highlight that the initiation 

of employee empowerment principles extends to the performance appraisal system, with 

empowered employees feeling that there is greater trust, communication, fairness and clarity. 

Consequently, managers are advised to endeavour to enhance the level of employee 

empowerment within their organisation. Specifically, they should enhance the level of 

collaboration, formalisation, directness, and the degree of influence of employees in the 

decision-making process. 

 

The findings also serve to highlight the importance of the quality of performance appraisal 

systems, in particular trust, in impacting business unit performance. Consequently, it is 

recommended that in addition to endeavouring to enhance the level of employee empowerment, 

managers should also look to enhance their level of trustworthiness. Specifically, they should 

strive to build better relationships (Wagner et al. 2010) and/or focus on enhancing employees’ 

opinion of their ability, benevolence, and integrity (Davis et al. 2000). Teckchandani and 

Pichler (2015) recommend that supervisors can look to enhance employees’ trust in them by 

emphasising common ground; engaging in acts of reciprocity; and attempting to better 

understand their employees. 

 

While subject to the limitations of the survey method, the results provide a unique theoretical 

insight into the relationship between employee empowerment and business unit performance, 
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revealing that this relationship takes effect through the impact that employee empowerment 

has on employees’ perception as to the quality of the performance appraisal system. In 

particular, we find that employees’ perception of their trust of their supervisor mediates this 

relationship. The findings provide a number of avenues for future research. For instance, 

researchers may undertake qualitative studies to further explore this relationship. In particular, 

such studies may be undertaken on a longitudinal basis, thereby facilitating an insight into the 

‘lag event’ relating to the impact of perceptions of the quality of performance appraisal systems 

on business unit performance. Such studies may also look to explore other means through 

which empowerment is ensconced throughout the organisation and the ensuing impact that this 

has on business unit performance. Finally, future research may look to incorporate alternative 

performance management system frameworks and/or examine the mediating role of alternative 

aspects of Human Resource Management systems to explore the observed impact of employee 

empowerment on business unit performance.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



26 
 

References 

Aguinus, H. (2009). Performance Management (2nd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson  
            Prentice-Hall. 
 
Anderson, G. (2006). Assuring quality / Resisting quality assurance: Academics’ responses to  
            ‘quality’ in some Australian universities. Quality in Higher Education, 12(2), 161-173. 
 
Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A 

review and recommended two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411. 
 
Appelbaum, S. H., Louis, D., Makarenko, D., Saluja, J., Meleshko, O., & Kulbashian, S. 

(2013). Participation in decision making: a case study of job satisfaction and 
commitment (part three). Industrial and Commercial Training, 45, 412–419.  

 
Argyris, C. (1998). Empowerment in the emperor’s new clothes. Harvard Business Review,   
           76(3), 98-105. 
 
Armstrong, M. (2006). Blending Formal and Informal Approaches to Management Learning.   
 New York: McGraw Hill Book Co. 
 
Baines, A., & Langfield-Smith, K. (2003). Antecedents to management accounting change: 

a structural equation approach. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 28(7), 675-698.  
 
Baird, K., Su, S., & Munir, R. (2018). The relationship between the enabling use of  

controls, employee empowerment and performance. Personnel Review, 47(1), 257-
274. 

 
Baird, K., & Wang, S. (2010). Employee empowerment: Extent of adoption and influential 
  factors. Personnel Review, 39(5), 574-599. 
 
Biron, M., & Bamberger, P. (2010). The impact of structural empowerment on individual 

well-being and performance: Taking agent preferences, self-efficacy and operational 
constraints into account. Human Relations, 63(2), 163-191. 

 
Boachie-Mensah, F. O., & Seidu, P. A. (2012). Employees’ perception of performance  

appraisal system: A case study. International Journal of Business and Management, 
7(2), 73-88. 

 
Bordin, C., Bartram, T., & Casimir, G. (2006). The antecedents and consequences of 

psychological empowerment among Singaporean IT employees, Management 
Research News, 30(1), 34-46. 

 
Bowen, D. E., & Lawler III, E. E. (1995). Empowering service employees. MIT Sloan 

Management Review, 36(4), 73. 
 
Bowen, D. E., & Lawler, E. E. (2006). The empowerment of service workers: What, why, 
  how, and when. Managing Innovation and Change, 33, 155-169. 
 
 



27 
 

Braam, G. J., & Nijssen, E. J. (2004). Performance effects of using the balanced scorecard:  
  a note on the Dutch experience. Long Range Planning, 37(4), 335-349. 
  
Bratton, J., & Gold, J. (1999), Human Resource Management (2nd ed.). London: Macmillan  
            Business.  
 
Browne, M. W. & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In Bollen,  
           K.A. & Long, J.S. [Eds.] Testing Structural Equation Models. Newbury Park, CA:  
           Sage, 136–162. 
 
Brown, M., & Benson, J. (2005). Managing to overload? Work overload and performance     

appraisal processes. Group & Organization Management, 30(1), 99-124. 
 
Brown, M., Hyatt, D., & Benson, J. (2010). Consequences of the performance appraisal  
 Experience. Personnel Review. 39(3), 375-396. 
 
Chen, G., Kirkman, B. L., Kanfer, R., Allen, D., & Rosen., B. (2007). A multilevel study of  

leadership empowerment, and performance in teams. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
92(2), 331-346. 

 
Chiang, C. F., & Jang, S. (2008). The antecedents and consequences of psychological  
 empowerment: The case of Taiwan’s hotel companies. Journal of Hospitality &   
             Tourism Research, 32(1), 40-61. 
 
Chin, W. W. (1998). The partial least squares approach to structural equation modelling. In G.  
            A. Marcoulides (Eds),  Modern Methods for Business Research (pp. 295-336). New  
            Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates 
 
Cook, J., & Crossman, A. (2004). Satisfaction with performance appraisal systems: a study  
 of role perceptions. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 19(5), 526-541. 
 
Crabtree, A. D., & DeBusk, G. K. (2008). The effects of adopting the balanced scorecard on 
  shareholder returns. Advances in Accounting, 24, 8‐15. 
 
Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests. Psychometrika, 
   16, 297-334. 
 
Dainty A. R., Bryman A., & Price A. D. (2002). Empowerment within the UK  

construction sector. Leadership and Organization Development Journal, 23(6), 333-
342. 

 
Davis, S., & Albright, T. (2004). An investigation of the effect of balanced scorecard 

implementation on financial performance. Management Accounting Research, 15, 135‐
153. 

 
Davis, J. H., Schoorman, F. D., Mayer, R.C., & Tan, H. H. (2000). The trusted general 

manager and business unit performance: Empirical evidence of a competitive 
advantage. Strategic Management Journal, 21, 563-576. 

 
Dilts, D.A., Haber, L. J., & Bialik, D. (1994). Assessing What Professors Do: An  



28 
 

         Introduction to Academic Performance Appraisal in Higher Education. London:  
         Greenwood Press. 
 
Daoanis, L. E. (2012). Performance appraisal systems: It’s implication to employee  

performance. International Journal of Economics and Management Sciences, 2(3), 
55-62. 

 
Fletcher, C. (2001). Performance appraisal and management: The developing research  

agenda. Journal of Occupational and Organisational Psychology. 74(4), 473-487. 
  

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Structural equation models with unobservable  
 variables and measurement error: Algebra and statistics. Journal of Marketing  
           Research, 382-388. 
 
Foster-Fishman, P. G., & Keys, C. B. (1995). The inserted pyramid: how a well meaning  

attempt to initiate employee empowerment ran afoul of the culture of a public 
bureaucracy. Academy of Management Journal Best Papers Proceedings, 1, 364-372. 

 
Gardner, C. E. (2008). Employee evaluation: is it worth the effort? DVM, 18(5), 647-681. 
 
Gerber, P.P., Nel, P.S., & Van Dyk, P.S. (1998). Human Resource Management. 
 Johannesburg: Internal Thomson Publishing.  
 
Greasley, K., Bryman, A., Dainty, A., Price, A., & King, R. (2005). Employee perceptions 
  of empowerment. Employee Relations, 27(4), 354-68. 
 
Hair, J. E., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E. & Tatham, R. L. (2005). Multivariate 
  Data Analysis, 6th edition, Prentice-Hall, New Jersey. 
 
Harman, H. (1967). Modern Factor Analysis. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
 
Honold, L. (1997). A review of the literature on employee empowerment. Empowerment in  
 Organizations, 5(4), 202-212. 
 
Houghton, J. D., and Yoho, S. K. (2005). Toward a contingency model of leadership and  
 psychological empowerment: When should self-leadership be encouraged?. Journal  
 of Leadership and Organizational Studies, 11(4), 65-83. 
 
House, R. J. (1988). Power and personality in complex organizations. Research in  
 Organizational Behaviour, 10, 305-357. 
 
Ittner, C. D., Larcker, D. F., & Meyer, M. W. (2003). Subjectivity and the weighting of 

performance measures: Evidence of a balanced scorecard. The Accounting Review, 
78(3), 725-758. 

 
Jawahar, I. M. (2010). The mediating role of appraisal feedback reactions on the relationship 

between rater feedback-related behaviors and rate performance. Group & Organization 
Management, 35(4), 494-526. 

 



29 
 

Kaynak, E., & Kara, A. (2004). Market orientation and organizational performance: a 
comparison of industrial versus consumer companies in mainland China using market 
orientation scale (MARKOR). Industrial Marketing Management, 33, 743-753. 

 
Keeping, L. M., & Levy, P. E. (2000). Performance appraisal reactions: Measurement,  
  modeling, and method bias. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(5), 708-723. 
 
Kennedy, J. C. (1995). Empowering employees through the performance appraisal process.  
 International Journal of Public Administration, 18(5), 793-811. 
 
Kirkman, B. L., & Rosen, B. (1999). Beyond self-management: antecedents and  

consequences of team empowerment. Academy of Management Journal, 42(1), 56-74. 
 
Kline, R. B. (2005). Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling (New York, 
  Guilford Press). 
 
Larkin, M., Cierpial, C., Stack, J., Morrison, V., & Griffith, C. (2008). Empowerment  

theory in action: The wisdom of collaborative governance. OJIN: The Online Journal 
of Issues in Nursing, 13(2), 2.  

 
Lawler E. E. (2003). Reward practices and performance management system effectiveness. 
  Organizational Dynamics, 32(4), 396-404. 
 
Leach-Lopez, M. A., Stammerjohan W. W., & McNair F. M. (2008). Effects of budgetary 

participation conflict on job performance of Mexican and US managers. Advances in 
Accounting, 24(1), 49-64. 

 
Lee, C. L., & Yang, H. J. (2011). Organization structure, competition and performance 

measurement systems and their joint effects on performance. Management Accounting 
Research, 22(1), 84-104. 

 
Long, C. P. (2018). To control and build trust: How managers use organizational controls and  

trust-building activities to motivate subordinate cooperation. Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, 70, 69-91. 

 
Mathieu, J. M., Gilson, L. L., & Ruddy, T. M. (2006). Empowerment and team effectiveness: 

an empirical test of an integrated model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(1), 97-108. 
 
Menon, S. T. (2001). Employee empowerment: An integrative psychological approach. 
 Applied Psychology: An International Review, 50(1), 153-180. 
 
Morrell, K., & Wilkinson, A. (2002). Empowerment: through the smoke and past the  
 mirrors? Human Resource Development International, 5(1), 119-130. 
 
Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric Theory (2nd ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill. 
 
Organ, D.W., & Ryan, K. (1995). A Meta-Analytic review of attitudinal and dispositional 

predictors of organizational citizenship behavior. Personnel Psychology, 48, 775-802. 
 
Ozaralli, N. (2003). Effects of transformational leadership on empowerment and team 



30 
 

effectiveness. Leadership and Organization Development Journal, 24(6), 335-344. 
 
Pallant, J. (2011), SPSS Survival Manual: A Step by Step Guide to Data Analysis Using the      

SPSS Program (4th Ed.), Allen and Unwin, NSW, Australia. 
 
Pardo del Val, M. & Lloyd, B. (2003). Measuring Empowerment. Leadership and  
 Organisation Development Journal, 24(2), 102-108. 
 
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method  
 biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended  
         remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879. 
  
Roberts, G. E. (2003). Employee performance appraisal system participation: A technique  
 that works. Public Personnel Management, 32(1), 89-98. 
 
Rousseau, D., Sitkin, S., Burt, R., & Camerer, C. (1998). Not so different after all: a cross- 

discipline view of trust. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 393-404. 
 
Seifert, M., Brockner, J., Bianchi, E., & Moon, H. (2016). How workplace fairness affects  
 employee commitment. MIT Sloan Management Review, 57(2), 14-17.  
 
Spreitzer, G.M., & Doneson, D. (2008). Musings on the past and future of employee  

empowerment. In T. Cummings (Ed.), Handbook of Organizational Development (pp. 
311-324). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 
Spreitzer, G.M. (1995). Psychological empowerment in the workplace: Dimensions, 

measurement, and validation. Academy of Management Journal, 38(5),1442-1465. 
 

Spreitzer, G.M. (1996). Social structural characteristics of psychological empowerment. 
  Academy of Management Journal, 39(2), 483-504. 
 
Stafford, L. (2008). Social Exchange Theories In L. A. Baxter & D. O. Braithwaite (Eds),  
           Engaging Theories in Interpersonal Communication: Multiple Perspectives (pp. 377- 
           389). Thousand Oaks. 
 
Su, S. and Baird, K. (2018) The association between performance appraisal systems, work- 
           related attitudes and academic performance, Financial Accountability & Management,  
           Vol. 33, pp.356-372. 
 
Su, S., & Baird, K. (2017). The association between performance appraisal systems, work- 

related attitudes and academic performance. Financial Accountability and 
Management, 33(4), 356-372. 

 
Su, S., Baird, K., & Schoch, H. (2015). The moderating effect of organisational life cycle 

stages on the association between the interactive and diagnostic approaches to using 
controls with organisational performance. Management Accounting Research, 26, 40-
53. 

 
Sudin, S. (2011). Fairness of and satisfaction with performance appraisal process. Journal of  
            Global Management, 2(1), 66-83. 

https://books.google.com/books?id=HWLXu63TQWQC&pg=PA377


31 
 

 
Taylor, J., & Pierce, J. L. (1999). Effects of introducing a performance management system 

on employees’ subsequent attitudes and effort. Public Personnel Management, 28(3), 
25-30. 
 

Teckchandani, A., & Pichler, S. (2015). Quality results from performance appraisals.   
  Industrial Management, 57(4), 16-20. 
 
Treadway, D. C., Ferris, G. R., Duke, A. B., Adams, G. L., & Thatcher, J. B. (2007). The 

moderating role of subordinate political skill on supervisors’ impressions of 
subordinate ingratiation and ratings of subordinate interpersonal facilitation. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 92(3), 848-855. 

 
Wagner, J. I. J., Cummings, G., Smith, D. L., Olson, J., Anderson, L., & Warren, S. (2010). 

The relationship between structural empowerment and psychological empowerment for 
nurses: A systematic review. Journal of Nursing Management, 18(4), 4448-4462. 

 
Werts, C. E., Linn, R. L., & Jöreskog, K. G. (1974). Intraclass reliability estimates: Testing 

structural assumptions. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 34(1), 25-33. 
 
 
 
 



32 
 

Appendix A: Questionnaire items and CFA statistics  

These are the retained items after confirmatory factor analysis. The first item of each scale has no t-value since it has a fixed parameter in AMOS. 

  

Constructs and items   Factor 
Loading  

t-value  SE Cronbach alpa 

 

Employee empowerment  

    

        0.799 

They have a high level of collaboration/involvement in decision making. 0.745***   NA  NA  
There are official channels or certain norms or rules to guarantee their participation in the 
decision-making process. 0.714*** 8.677 0.108  

They contribute directly to the decision-making process, rather than through 
intermediaries (e.g supervisors).      0.756*** 8.976 0.111  

They have authority/power to make and implement decisions about tasks.  0.609*** 7.592 0.103 
 

 

  Goodness-of-fit:  CMIN/DF = 0.200; GFI = 0.999; CFI = 1.000; AGFI = 0.995; RMSEA = 0.000 

 
 The quality of the performance appraisal system 
  

Fairness                                                                                     0.864  
        

 My last performance rating accurately represented how well I have performed in my job. 0.786***    NA NA 
 My last performance appraisal was fair.        0.845***   12.374     0.081 
 My supervisor’s las rating of my performance was justified.     0.848***   12.405     0.082 
 My last performance rating was free from bias.       0.069***     9.557     0.093 
 
     Goodness-of-fit:  CMIN/DF = 1.034; GFI = 0.995; CFI = 1.000; AGFI = 0.975; RMSEA = 0.013 
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Constructs and items   Factor 
Loading  

t-value  SE Cronbach alpa 

 
Communication                                                               0.788  

        
  The progress towards my goals set in previous appraisal meetings is frequently  

reviewed by my supervisor with me.        0.769***     NA           NA 
  My supervisor gives me guidance about how to improve my performance.   0.818***    8.461       0.135 
  I am given opportunities to express my feelings when my performance is evaluated. 0.648***    8.077       0.096 
 

Goodness-of-fit:  Scores not available as only three items. 

NB One item - “My supervisor is mainly focused on evaluating my performance rather than providing feedback” did not load on this 
dimension. 

 
 Trust                                                                                        0.872  
        

  My supervisor is competent to evaluate my performance.      0.708***       NA    NA 
  My supervisor is familiar with the details and responsibilities that my job entails.   0.879***    10.551      0.125 
  I have confidence and trust in my immediate supervisor regarding his/her general fairness. 0.834***    11.750      0.103 
  I trust my supervisor to accurately report my performance to his/her supervisor.   0.926***    11.068      0.118 
 
     Goodness-of-fit:  CMIN/DF = 2.631; GFI = 0.994; CFI = 0.997; AGFI = 0.936; RMSEA = 0.090 

  Clarity 
  This dimension only consisted of the following item: 

  
It was made clear to me when I was hired that the results of my performance evaluation would be tied to certain personnel actions (i.e. pay 
rises, promotions, terminations ect. 
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Construct and items   Factor 
Loading 

t-value SE  Cronbach alpa 

Organisational performance   
 
Financial performance  

    
 
      0.863 

Profit goals have been achieved. 0.824*** NA NA  
Sales goals have been achieved. 0.872*** 12.444 0.092  
Return on investment goals have been achieved. 0.777*** 11.661 0.089  
                                      Goodness-of-fit: Not available as only three items. 
 
Non-financial performance 
 
Our product(s) are of a higher quality than that of our competitors.                               

 
 
 
 
0.710***      

  

 
 
     0.803 

We have a higher customer retention rate than our competitors. .0911*** 8.731 0.150  
We have a lower employee turnover rate than our competitors. 0.670*** 8.708 0.116  
  Goodness-of-fit: Not available as only three items. 
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Appendix B: The results of exploratory factor analysis with all items for all variables 
 

  
Cross loadings 

1 2 3 4 5 
Fairness1 0.790 0.151 0.074 0.161 0.118 
Fairness2 0.765 0.285 0.070 0.085 0.035 
Fairness3 0.737 0.323 0.078 0.116 0.104 
Fairness4 0.698 0.307 0.002 0.034 0.177 
Communication1 0.628 0.349 0.260 0.124 0.126 
Communication2 0.456 0.591 0.223 0.037 0.067 
Communication3 -0.245 0.370 -0.405 -0.163 -0.032 
Communication4 0.428 0.595 -0.039 0.121 0.206 
Trust1 0.288 0.724 0.239 0.134 0.063 
Trust2 0.255 0.775 0.167 0.110 0.191 
Trust3 0.361 0.713 0.106 0.165 0.216 
Trust4 0.357 0.752 0.086 0.128 0.137 
Clarity 0.545 0.112 0.417 0.092 -0.019 
Employeeempowerment1 0.207 0.143 -0.031 0.744 0.230 
Employeeempowerment2 0.185 0.203 0.160 0.748 -0.023 
Employeeempowerment3 0.037 0.111 0.059 0.828 -0.010 
Employeeempowerment4 0.026 -0.051 0.122 0.723 0.213 
Financialperformance1 0.057 0.197 0.840 0.061 0.184 
Financialperformance2 0.136 0.125 0.837 0.050 0.185 
Financialperformance3 0.084 0.177 0.723 0.138 0.299 
Nonfinancialperformance1 0.061 0.242 0.165 0.216 0.740 
Nonfinancialperformance2 0.108 0.188 0.304 0.113 0.796 
Nonfinancialperformance3 0.189 0.075 0.165 0.057 0.785 

 
 


	Employee empowerment, performance appraisal quality and performance

