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The Employees’ Performance Appraisal: 
From the Customer Perspective 
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Abstract 
 

Traditional rating sources can not pro-
vide an unbiased solution to the problem of 
evaluating employees’ performance for 
which the job performance behaviors cannot 
be observed by the management. From the 
epistemology perspective, this study is at-
tempting to find an appropriate rating source 
for such employees' job performance behav-
iors. 

Both qualitative and quantitative meth-
ods were utilized. The study first incorpo-
rated critical incident technique (CIT) 
method and categorized the observations of 
both the customers and employees. From this 
exercise then, twenty-five service features 
and eleven criteria were emerged. On the ba-
sis of these results, the analytical hierarchy 
process (AHP) method was then employed to 
conduct a pairwise comparison among alter-
native rating sources. 

The results showed that using the cus-
tomer as the rating source is more objective 
then the conventional sources in appraising 
the performance of the unseen employees. 
The empirical study focused on a service in-
dustry using a sample of 302 customers and 
84 employees for the CIT, and 31 experts for 
AHP. 
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