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Abstract 

Employers rarely utilise their employees‟ capacity to assess the collegiality and productivity 

of their own work unit, yet they are determinants of employee retention and profitability. One 

reason is the lack of a reliable, valid survey instrument to measure collaboration viability 

(CoVi), which we postulate is the construct that employees use to implicitly assess their work 

unit. Inherent weaknesses of own-perception and peer-assessment instruments prevent them 

reliably measuring CoVi. A novel method overcoming respective deficiencies by combining 

the strengths of both approaches is proposed that we term peer‟s-perception. It is contended 

that such an instrument may be improved through formulation in accordance with a universal 

model of collaboration. The model chosen is PILAR as it encapsulates a variety of social and 

organisational psychology theories. Prospects, involved, liked, agency and respect constitute 

five Pillars of collaboration (Heslop, Bailey, et al., 2017). Based on this review, we propose a 

peer‟s-perception instrument (Pillar-PP) and that this instrument be formally evaluated.  

Keywords: productivity, psychological safety, cohesion, collaboration, peer‟s-perception, 

PILAR 

1. Measuring Collaboration Viability 

Collaboration is a synergistic, voluntary combining of individual contributions for a 

collective goal (Hughes & Jones, 2011; Thomas et al., 2007). Viability of collaboration can 

be threatened, such as by interpersonal conflict, poor strategy, or selfish manoeuvring (Chen, 

Ünal, Leung, & Xin, 2016; Topping, 2010). Collaborators are instinctively wary of such 

behaviours, and monitor their threat to collective success. Upon sign of collaboration 

unviability, the member‟s first recourse is to limit their ongoing investment, such as 

dedicating less time or money. Once perceived risks outweigh the likelihood of success, 

leaving the collaboration may be the only option, knowing that doing so may cause 

sacrificing investments already made (Kendall & Salas, 2015). 

It is desirable to ameliorate threats to collaboration before members curtail their participation, 

or withdraw completely, since either may become a self-fulfilling prophecy (Jehn & Mannix, 

2001; Morgeson & DeRue, 2006). Reasons for collaboration breakdown highlighted by the 

literature are free-riders, interpersonal conflict and poor leadership (Kuhn, 2015), which may 

be ameliorated through retraining and changes to; roles, workflow processes, oversight 

systems, and delegation (Daley, 1992). To ensure that failing collaboration in the workplace 

may be identified and repaired, the present study seeks an instrument that can reliably 

measure collaboration viability (CoVi). 

The standard method of measuring constructs reminiscent of CoVi is to survey group 

members for their perceptions of the group, which this article terms own-perception 

(Edmondson, 1999). A second approach is peer-assessment, which is rarely used to measure 

CoVi, but offers certain advantages over own-perception. We examine the weaknesses and 
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strengths of these two instruments (own-perception and peer-assessment) and then combine 

the two approaches to create a novel peer’s-perception instrument.  

1.1 Own-Perception Instruments 

Three constructs are chosen for their relevance to CoVi: psychological safety; group harmony; 

and group cohesiveness. Psychological safety is the extent to which a team feels safe for 

interpersonal risk-taking, such as suggesting an idea or admitting a mistake (Edmondson, 

1999). Group harmony is reflective of intra-group relationship quality, characterised by 

attribution of benign motives when disagreement is encountered, and an overall balance 

between individual needs and group unity (Chen et al., 2016). Cohesiveness refers to aspects 

of liking, task commitment and group pride (Lott & Lott, 1965). Each construct has 

accompanying instruments designed to assess a respondent‟s collaborative environment from 

their perception of its personal impact (Newman, Donohue, & Eva, 2017). Unfortunately, 

assessment of one‟s perceptions of the group is unconsciously influenced by various pro-self 

biases (Mathieu, Gilson, & Ruddy, 2006). 

A bias towards self-enhancement tends to make perceptions of the group unduly negative 

because each respondent feels they are insufficiently celebrated by the group (Lönnqvist, 

Leikas, Verkasalo, & Paunonen, 2008). Secondly, a self-reporting bias encourages 

respondents to hide potentially embarrassing aspects of themselves. Hence, poor 

collaborators will instinctively seek to shift attention from themselves by emphasising fault 

elsewhere (Donaldson & Grant-Vallone, 2002). Thirdly, research on growth versus static 

mindsets shows that those with a static mindset tend to have an overly-pessimistic view of 

others‟ intentions (Chiu & Dweck, 1997). Those with a static mindset are not only likely to be 

poor collaborators, but also likely to blame others for problems they are experiencing, 

delivering an overly-negative view of CoVi (Zingoni & Corey, 2016). Due to these biases, 

there is a genuine risk of false positives when identifying poor CoVi using own-perception 

instruments (Hoenderdos, 2013). 

1.2 Peer-Assessment Instruments 

Peer-assessment instruments ask respondents to rate whether, or to what extent, a peer 

demonstrates certain behaviours or traits (Kusano, Conger, & Wright, 2015). While 

peer-assessment of employees has been undertaken for millennia (Wiese & Buckley, 1998), 

there remains uncertainty in terms of what qualities in peers to measure (Koh, Shibani, Tan, 

& Hong, 2016). In examining the literature, no peer-assessment instrument was found that 

had been used to measure CoVi, although numerous authors have anticipated an equivalent 

application (Koh, Hong, & Seah, 2014; Salas, Shuffler, Thayer, Bedwell, & Lazzara, 2015; 

The iTOFT Consortium, 2015).  

1.3 Weaknesses of Peer-Assessment 

Reliability and validity are metrics of instrument usefulness and accuracy (Cho, Schunn, & 

Wilson, 2006). A reliable instrument has consistent meaning across cohorts, time and in 

differing situations, implying that the instrument can be applied more universally (Messick, 

1995). Validity occurs when an instrument is correctly measuring what it claims to measure. 



 International Journal of Human Resource Studies 

ISSN 2162-3058 

2017, Vol. 7, No. 4 

http://ijhrs.macrothink.org 178 

Respondent disengagement is a major confounder in survey instruments, which can lead to 

inaccurate answers, a primary cause of which is poor question design (Hess & Stathopoulos, 

2013), which can ultimately affect a measure‟s reliability and validity. 

The respondent completes a peer-assessment survey for each peer, for example, up to five 

replicates for a team of six. Respondents that become mentally or emotionally exhausted 

from answering too many, or difficult, questions, may lose accuracy, and perhaps withdraw 

early. Yet, it is common practice in social science to sequence instruments, potentially 

accumulating hundreds of questions. The implicit presumption that instruments maintain their 

reliability and validity when part of a larger survey ignores potential disengagement due to 

accumulated effects of poor question design (Fowler, 1995). Specific weaknesses in 

instrument and question design that may cause respondents to disengage will now be 

examined, based upon the authors‟ previous research (Heslop, Stojanovski, Paul, Iverson, & 

Bailey, 2017). 

1.3.1 Cognitive Dissonance 

In the context of peer-assessment, cognitive dissonance is experienced when the respondent‟s 

emotional reaction to a question differs from the required answer (Claussen, 2004). For 

example, scoring a punctual, yet irritating, peer highly for attendance causes cognitive 

dissonance.  

1.3.2 Opacity 

When information regarding a peer is unavailable or unclear, the respondent perceives a 

question as opaque (Lord & Maher, 1990). Opacity depends primarily upon whether the 

respondent has observed peer behaviours relevant to the question. However, other factors, 

such as the respondent‟s social insight and empathy, their familiarity with the peer, and the 

peer‟s transparency and authenticity, can also affect responses (Wildman et al., 2012). For 

example, the question “do you trust your peer” assumes the ability to perceive others‟ hidden 

motivations (Bargh, Gollwitzer, & Oettingen, 2010). Own-perception instruments suffer less 

from opacity because the respondent‟s opinion is data for the construct being measured. 

1.3.3 Varying Interpretation 

When a question is poorly worded or conceptually unclear, respondents‟ interpretations will 

vary (van Zundert, Sluijsmans, & van Merrienboer, 2010). For example, brusque emails are 

preferred „electronic communication‟ by some, whereas others expect a formal letter style. 

Own-perception may also suffer from varying interpretation, but since the instrument is 

applied only once, can average out misinterpretation with multiple, similar questions.  

1.3.4 Cognitive Load 

Cognitive load is incurred peer-assessment questions require substantial intellectual effort, for 

instance estimation of both quality and quantity of a peer‟s behaviour, followed by a 

comparison of their estimations against a numerical scale (Brody & Dietz, 1997). Repeated 

such comparisons within a single question are highly taxing because assessments are done in 

conscious memory against specific incidents recalled from long-term memory (O‟Neill, 
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McLarnon, & Carswell, 2015). Peer-assessment surveys are typically applied to multiple 

peers, so shorter instruments that impose minimal cognitive load are preferred (Tziner & 

Kopelman, 2002).  

1.3.5 Inter-Rater Bias 

Inter-rater bias distorts the respondent‟s objective capacity to evaluate a peer. Potential causes 

of inter-rater bias are familiarity and liking, the latter of which can increase ratings of liked 

peers by 63%, relative to a neutral relationship (O‟Neill et al., 2015; Viswesvaran, Schmidt, 

& Ones, 2005). Inter-rater bias can also prompt deliberate gaming of the instrument, for 

example, scoring a particularly disliked peer poorly on every question. 

1.4 Remedies for Peer-Assessment Weaknesses 

1.4.1 Score Matrix 

Peer-assessment produces a matrix of scores that can be interrogated manually or via 

algorithms for inter-rater bias, or attempts to game the instrument (Propper & Wilson, 2003; 

Willey & Gardner, 2009).  

1.4.2 Prior Instruction 

Verbal instruction or a written rubric given to respondents prior to the survey can increase 

consistency of question interpretation (Cho et al., 2006; Kusano et al., 2015). Often a 

secondary aim of peer-assessment instruments, instruction has been shown to improve 

participant‟s enduring pro-social behaviours (Ceston, Levine, & Lane, 2008; Lievens, 2001). 

However, due to additionally imposed information and time, a rubric may also decrease 

engagement (Hastie, Fahy, & Parratt, 2014).  

Rather than being provided within a separate document, rubric information may instead be 

pinned to each question, an approach used by a Behaviourally Anchored Rating Scale (BARS) 

that attaches descriptive anchors to answer levels (Kingstrom & Bass, 1981). Regarding the 

earlier example of electronic communication, one behaviour might be listed as an illustration 

of an „unsatisfactory‟ level, while the other is „above average.‟ Just as with a rubric, BARS 

information may cumulatively impose a burden, but its proximity to each question reduces 

the onus to refer to a separate document (The iTOFT Consortium, 2015).  

2. Short, Universally-Valid Instrument 

Fewer, clearer peer-assessment questions will minimise respondent disengagement, but a 

briefer instrument tends to be less universally reliable. One way to achieve both brevity and 

reliability is to craft questions directly against a universally-ideal peer. Such a model of the 

ideal collaborator is yet to be developed, and may indeed never exist since people suit 

different collaboration objectives, for instance requiring creativity or efficiency (Elfenbein, 

2008).  

In response to a lack of universal theory, questions may be rendered more general and 

abstract, such as “Is the peer a team player?” However, this supports varying interpretations, 

for example, is a pleasant and friendly peer who excessively seeks guidance on their tasks 
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from colleagues a team player? Weighing varying interpretations may then increase the 

respondent‟s cognitive load, and perhaps cause cognitive dissonance. Abstract questions also 

add to cognitive load by invoking a larger number of incidents from memory, which are 

weighed to arrive at a numerical answer. Simultaneously addressing tensions in 

peer-assessment design would be assisted by a universal model of the ideal collaborator, but 

in the meantime, existing instruments have made tradeoffs. 

2.1 Examples of Peer-Assessment Tradeoffs 

High reliability implies an instrument will be applicable to a wider range of contexts, for 

example, not-for-profit as well as for-profit organisations, or remote and in-person groups 

(Hastie et al., 2014). Yet there exists a trade-off between reliability and validity, since the 

greater detail and specificity that questions possess, the less often particular behaviours will 

be observed, reducing reliability (DeCoths, 1977). On the other hand, forming questions 

around behaviours that are more abstract invites varying interpretation and increases 

cognitive load, threatening validity (Tziner & Kopelman, 2002).  

2.1.1 Behaviourally Anchored Rating Scales (BARS) 

One method of obtaining greater validity is modifying questions to suit a context, which 

sacrifices reliability. For instance, BARS instruments are routinely modified after 

consultation with experts or representatives of the cohort (Debnath, 2015). Unfortunately, 

such a modified survey is not transportable to other cohorts (Ohland & Loughry, 2006), and 

for this reason BARS instruments are rarely recognised as broadly reliable (Panadero, 

Romero, & Strijbos, 2013).  

2.1.2 Behavioural Observation Scales (BOS) 

BOS allow greater context-specific modification, and ensuing loss of reliability, than BARS. 

Rather than the BARS approach of asking respondents to rate the subjective quality of a 

behaviour, BOS instruments ask how frequently a behaviour occurs (Konak, Magluilo, & 

Kulturel-Konak, 2016). BOS instruments therefore require an explicit, countable behaviour, 

for example, meeting attendance.  

BOS instruments have less potential for cognitive dissonance, since a behaviour either does 

or does not occur. On the other hand, background behaviours often critical to collaboration, 

such as whether a peer is polite or respectful, cannot be counted. Not allowing these generic 

abstractions prevents a BOS instrument from becoming generalisable between different 

contexts, for example, a medical compared to a military setting. 

2.1.3 CATME Instrument 

Aiming to develop a validated instrument for peer-assessment of collaborative ability, the 

Comprehensive Assessment of Team Member Effectiveness (CATME) took a unique 

approach to developing its instrument. Initially, literature review of prosocial research 

generated hundreds of collaborative behaviours. Over 1000 students were then asked by 

CATME developers to rate each question for relevance, giving a short-list of 87, and 

subsequently five factors (Hughes & Jones, 2011, p. 59): 
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“(1) contributing to the team‟s work (for example, “Did a fair share of the team‟s work”), 

(2) interacting with teammates (“Communicated effectively”), (3) keeping the team on 

track (“Stayed aware of fellow team members‟ progress”), (4) expecting quality 

(“Expected the team to succeed”), and (5) having relevant knowledge, skills and abilities 

(“Had the skills and expertise to do excellent work”).” 

While CATME is ostensibly generally-applicable, it was initially too lengthy for 

peer-assessment within larger groups. CATME responded by offering an abbreviated 

instrument containing 33 questions (Hughes & Jones, 2011), which some believe remains too 

long (Ohland et al., 2012). 

Existing peer-assessment instruments demonstrate a trade-off between length and universality. 

A short survey is unlikely to be universal, while a long survey may impose excessive 

cognitive load. On the other hand, allowing flexibility, as BARS does, risks questions that are 

opaque, or incur cognitive dissonance in the respondent. The BOS scale, while easier to 

adjust to context, must feature countable behaviours. Neither BOS nor BARS is likely to be 

reliable outside their original setting. 

3. Novel Peer’s-Perception Approach 

A peer‟s-perception instrument asks the respondent to assess how each of their peers 

perceives the group, which has never to the author‟s knowledge, been suggested or 

implemented. Guidance is sought from own-perception and peer-assessment approaches, in 

order that their respective strengths may be utilised, and weaknesses overcome. 

3.1 Addressing Weaknesses of Own-Perception through Peer’s-Perception 

An instrument that uses peer‟s-perception, rather than own-perception, may escape biases 

prompted by respondents‟ desire to guard their equanimity (Kim, Baek, & Kim, 2011). 

Self-enhancement bias is conceptually avoided since the respondent is asked to consider the 

perceptions of others, and not themselves. Unfortunately, instruments associated with 

established CoVi-related constructs, such as Edmondson‟s (1999) survey of psychological 

safety, are not suitable for assessment of peer‟s-perceptions. 

Taking psychological safety as a representative example, one question asks, „is it safe to take 

a risk on this team?‟ but when applied to peer‟s-perception, the question would become „do 

you perceive that this peer feels safe to take a risk on this team?‟ When extended to a peer‟s 

perception, such a question may be too specific and technical to be evaluated without 

unrealistically close familiarity with the peer‟s intentions and perceptions. This is typical of 

own-perception questions that triangulate with specific questions concerning the same 

construct to overcome pro-self biases, which not only are too exact for peer‟s-perception, but 

which also extend the instrument‟s length. 

3.2 Addressing Peer-Assessment Weaknesses through Peer’s-Perception 

Since evaluating a peer‟s perception is not an evaluation of the peer themselves, 

peer‟s-perception questions may be less likely to experience cognitive dissonance. Consider a 

peer whom the respondent feels has an incorrect perception of the group, whether unduly 
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positive or negative, and who is thus not respected. An accurate answer by the respondent is 

effectively a report to the survey provider of the extent of the peer‟s delusion. On the other 

hand, consider a peer who the respondent feels has an accurate view of their group, and is 

therefore respected. In either case, reporting the peer‟s view accurately is likely to 

synchronise with the respondent‟s inter-rater bias. 

Even if the perceived accuracy of, and liking for, the peer be opposing, the respondent‟s 

ensuing cognitive dissonance will promote truth-telling since the outcome of lying is 

uncertain, yet it increases dissonance (Buss & Duntley, 2008). A peer who is disliked yet 

holds similar views to the respondent can either be scored to endorse the respondent‟s views, 

or else to contradict them, and be unconsciously painted by the respondent as deluded. By the 

same token, a liked peer who disagrees with the respondent can either have their views 

accurately represented, or have their theoretical reputation preserved by their views being 

moderated. It is considered that due to confusion from not knowing how deceit can 

strategically benefit the respondent nor their allies, respondents will simply choose to tell the 

truth, and hope the eventual survey results prove to be a validation of their own perceptions 

and inter-rater biases.  

Humans predict the behaviour of peers by comprehending their information and emotional 

state through mirror neurons (Oberman, Pineda, & Ramachandran, 2007) and 

perspective-taking (Frith & Frith, 2006). A peer‟s-perception instrument will ideally replicate 

this monitoring, to not only lower cognitive load but also reduce the effect of varying 

respondent insight. Since a peer‟s-perception instrument will not be straightforward to game, 

a strategy of truth telling also lowers the respondent‟s cognitive load (Jacob, 2008).  

3.3 Uncertainty in Achieving a Brief, Universal Instrument 

If questions seek perceptions usually hidden, the resulting opacity may cause respondent 

disengagement due to frustration and uncertainty. In the case of poor familiarity between peer 

and respondent, the instrument is vulnerable to opacity, especially if combined with lack of 

respondent insight. As such, peer‟s-perception questions should aim for minimum opacity, 

even for those lacking familiarity and social insight. Abstract questions open to varying 

interpretation may also lead to respondent disengagement due to frustration and uncertainty. 

Based upon this, we recommend that a peer‟s-perception instrument should be short and 

universal, without questions being opaque or open to interpretation. Just as with a 

peer-assessment instrument that is attempting to measure against the universally-ideal 

collaborator, a peer‟s-perception instrument measuring CoVi will be measuring against 

universally-ideal collaboration. This, however, requires a universal model of collaboration, 

which as per a universal model of the collaborator, is not present in the literature (Hackman 

& Katz, 2010; Salas et al., 2015). 

3.4 Identifying a Universal Model of Collaboration 

In seeking a short yet general instrument, an alternative approach to that taken by CATME is 

to formulate a small number of well-defined constructs directly from a model that has already 

categorised a wide range of relevant psychological literature. Should a model encapsulate a 
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significant proportion of group research, an ensuing instrument may conceivably be universal 

(Pounder, 2000). In the absence of an agreed universal model, the PILAR (prospects, 

involved, liked, agency, respect) model of collaboration is selected (Heslop, Bailey, et al., 

2017). Its five perceptions of collaboration, or Pillars, encapsulate a wide variety of social 

psychology and organisational psychology (Table 1). 

Table 1. Definition of each Pillar 

Pillar perception Total capital stock 

prospects Your opinion of whether the group will succeed, and if so, that you will receive 

your anticipated share of that success. 

involved Your willingness to cooperate with colleagues, either providing or receiving 

assistance; in the form of knowledge and physical aid 

liked Your sense of popularity and security based upon colleagues‟ warmth and 

affection towards you 

agency The permission you feel to suggest change to the group‟s norms, processes, task 

allocation and strategy 

respect Your opinion of each colleagues‟ task-relevant competence, and general 

trustworthiness 

4. PILAR-Based Peer’s-Perception Instrument 

Contended to be a universal model of collaboration, PILAR informs design of a 

peer‟s-perception instrument, which we term Pillar-PP. PILAR contends that members of a 

viable collaboration will positively perceive each of its five Pillars. Further, each Pillar is not 

only perceived by each group member, but may be aggregated to represent a dimension of 

CoVi. For example, most members feeling disliked lowers aggregated liked, reducing CoVi 

along that dimension. When compared to own-perception constructs, low agency might 

indicate poor psychological safety; low respect, poor harmony; unfavourable liked, low 

cohesion; and low prospects, an overly-steep hierarchy. We now discuss how a PILAR-based 

peer‟s-perception instrument might specifically overcome weakness in peer-assessment 

instruments. 

4.1 Addressing Weaknesses through Pillar-PP 

In the previous section, we postulated the advantages a general peer‟s-perception instrument 

may have. We now consider specific advantages of an instrument based upon PILAR, in 

terms of addressing weaknesses still unresolved from the general discussion of 

peer‟s-perception. 

4.1.1 Addressing Instrument Modification 

Since PILAR is conceived as a universal model of collaboration, its components should be 

ubiquitous in any collaboration, and so an instrument resulting from directly from the Pillars 

should maintain its universality. Differing contexts may place stronger emphasis on certain 

perceptions, for instance, prospects of success are more immediately important when the 

group is actively competing, such as during a sporting contest. prospects become less 

important when the collaboration‟s objective is, for instance, personal development or 

happiness, close monitoring of which may not be constructive (Erber & Erber, 2000). 
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Although certain Pillars may become less relevant in differing contexts, they still may be 

interpreted at the individual level when applied to peer‟s perception. Taking the case above of 

personal development, a peer‟s perception of prospects may become construed as their 

resilience (Luthans, Avolio, Avery, & Norman, 2007). 

4.1.2 Separate Ratings of Peer Reactions 

We recommend not rating each reaction separately, because doing so would effectively be a 

peer-assessment instrument, and hence invoke its weaknesses. While such an instrument 

would still rely upon the PILAR model that we conjecture is universal, and hence have merit 

over existing peer-assessment instruments, it would still be quite long at 20 questions. It 

would also miss the critical benefit of Pillar-PP in giving respondents leeway to modify each 

perception question to their context, such as including reactions beyond those suggested, or 

even personal traits (Peeters, 2006). Socially-insightful respondents may disengage if the 

reactions do not apply, yet they are forced to answer each. By contrast, Pillar-PP reactions are 

only suggestions, and there may be others more relevant to the context. For instance, a 

respondent encountering an anxious, unhappy peer may wish to give a low score for 

prospects, even if the peer did not exhibit the four suggested reactions. In such a case, the 

instrument would prefer a low prospects score because a person experiencing negative affect 

has a similar impact upon the collaboration to a ordinarily-optimistic person with legitimate 

concerns (Kaplan, Bradley, Luchman, & Haynes, 2009). We contend that modification of 

suggested reactions is allowable because each perception is ostensibly universal, therefore 

intuitively-obvious and not prone to being incorrectly interpreted. 

4.1.3 Addressing Inter-Rater Bias 

As noted previously, we contend that peer‟s-perception would be less influenced by 

inter-rater bias. In the case of the liked Pillar, a peer‟s perception of their popularity is 

independent of the respondent‟s affect for the peer. For instance, a loving mother can 

recognise that her child has few friends. However, to further reduce inter-rate bias, we 

propose using a negative (reverse scoring) approach for questions (Table 2), with the intent of 

prompting recall of negative events that positive interpersonal bias might otherwise occlude 

(Kim et al., 2011). There is less concern for negative bias because humans tend to have 

clearer insight into disliked others, since negative stimuli is more impactful and therefore 

analysed (Smith, Cacioppo, Larsen, & Chartrand, 2003). 

In rating the observed frequency of each Pillar (rarely, sometimes, often), the BOS method is 

utilised. For example, a respondent perceiving that a peer often perceives their colleagues are 

not worthy of respect.  

Table 2. Pillar-PP questions (reverse scored) 

Pillar This colleague (often, sometimes or rarely) … 

prospects Is unhappy with the group‟s overall direction 
involved Avoids asking for help from, or helping, colleagues 
liked Feels unpopular and disliked 
agency Hesitates to give their true opinion about how the group runs 
respect Believes that colleagues can‟t, or won‟t, do a good job 



 International Journal of Human Resource Studies 

ISSN 2162-3058 

2017, Vol. 7, No. 4 

http://ijhrs.macrothink.org 185 

Adjusting for varying familiarity is more difficult. One potential solution is, within a BOS 

scale, adding an option allowing the respondent to indicate that they do not feel sufficiently 

confident to assess how a certain peer perceives a specific Pillar. Should this selection be 

made routinely, analysis of the score matrix will indicate if the respondent has difficulty 

ascertaining specific Pillars, certain peers, or both. In the latter case, the respondent may not 

be willing to engage with the instrument, however, absent data is better than false data.  

4.1.4 Addressing Varying Interpretation and Opacity 

Emotions that assist ones‟ navigation of social situations are relatively consistent among 

individuals and cultures (Schwarz & Clore, 2003). Nevertheless, human insight varies, but a 

rubric may help clarify less-perceptive respondents on how to recognise emotion in their peers. 

To construct such a rubric, we seek guidance from the PILAR model that contends each Pillar 

affects the other via unconscious social-psychological reaction (Heslop, Bailey, et al., 2017). A 

BOS instrument embeds descriptions of behaviours, which in Pillar-PP align with the peer 

exhibiting four reactions related to each Pillar. Since questions are reverse-coded, if a reaction 

is observed often, the Pillar is likely to be low, and if the reaction is observed rarely, the Pillar is 

high (Table 3). Using these instructions, a less-aware respondent may induce the strength of a 

peer‟s perception of a Pillar based upon considering the four reactions (Greitemeyer, 2012). 

Additionally, when familiarity is a factor, we postulate that objective evaluation of familiar 

conspecifics is promoted by the BOS instructions, while recent acquaintances escape unfair 

presumption of guilt (Kendall & Salas, 2015).  

Table 3. Behaviours related to each (low) Pillar often and rarely occurring in the observed 

peer, used for Pillar-PP. 

Pillar Behaviour indicating “often” Behaviour indicating “rarely” 

prospects Wants the group to change direction 

Has misgivings about their tasks 

Often blames people for problems 

Feels colleagues are making mistakes 

Wants the status quo to continue 

Is content with their assigned tasks 

Rarely blames people for problems 

Thinks colleagues are performing well  

involved Confused or uncertain about colleagues‟ 
expertise 

Complains of rarely being asked to help or 
help provided 

Doesn‟t check with others after having an 
idea 

Unaware of the group‟s big picture strategy 

Certain of what colleagues are capable of 
 

Confident that they will be asked to help, 
or help provided when required 

Always gets others‟ feedback on their 
ideas  

Aware of the strategy and how their role 
fits in 

liked Resents being asked to help 

Thinks others don‟t respect their abilities 

Thinks other‟s will dismiss their ideas 

Doesn‟t care if the group fails 

Happy to help when asked 

Thinks their abilities are well-regarded 

Thinks others will listen to their ideas 

Cares a lot if the group succeeds 

agency Avoids causing disagreement 

Thinks colleagues won‟t change their minds 

 

Willing to offer a different perspective 

Confident that colleagues might change 
their minds 



 International Journal of Human Resource Studies 

ISSN 2162-3058 

2017, Vol. 7, No. 4 

http://ijhrs.macrothink.org 186 

Doesn‟t easily think laterally 

Gives up on their ideas quickly 

Often has creative solutions 

Persists in championing their ideas 

respect Avoids cooperating with colleagues due to a 
perception of their incompetence 

Cross-checks and monitors colleague‟s work 

Thinks the group wouldn‟t survive without 
them 

Doesn‟t care if they hurt colleague‟s feelings 

Happy to cooperate with colleagues 
because they are competent  

Doesn‟t need to micromanage anyone 

Believes they are ultimately replaceable 

 
At pains to avoid insulting people 

Critically, Pillar reactions are separate social-psychological effects (Heslop, Bailey, et al., 

2017), which avoids respondent confusion that may otherwise occur if multiple reactions 

were similar. Pillar reactions are also not exhaustive, yet including further reactions would 

unduly increase cognitive load while potentially losing universality. Only reactions between 

the five Pillars are considered to retain the universality of the entire PILAR model.  

5. Pilot Testing Pillar-PP 

Whether a PILAR-based peer‟s-perception instrument is a reliable and valid measure of CoVi 

remains to be tested. It is however recognised that the concept of peer‟s-perception is 

conjectural, and so is the PILAR model. Combining two sets of conjectures limits the claims 

that this article can make. The first step in obtaining evidence will be pilot testing Pillar-PP to 

ascertain whether respondents are comfortable assessing their peer‟s perceptions, preferably 

in an established group to reduce confounding from poor familiarity. 

A challenge will be varying interpretation due to personality or cultural background (Mount, 

Barrick, & Stewart, 1998). To reduce this likelihood, we recommend that prior to application 

of the survey, respondents be instructed to avoid value judgements. For instance, those who 

culturally adhere to hierarchy are asked to be accurate rather than refuse to confer a junior 

colleague with agency, based upon perceived inappropriateness of their making suggestions 

to superiors (Sosik & Jung, 2002). Regarding personality, those with low self-efficacy may be 

less able to recognise competence in others for example, and so be less capable of 

recognising the respect perception in peers (Bandura, 1994).  

Application of the Pillar-PP instrument is designed to give organisations early warning of 

threats to collaboration viability, allowing remedial actions to be taken. If a pilot test were 

successful, we would then recommend utilising Pillar-PP for ongoing monitoring within an 

organisation, for instance, applying the instrument every month. If Pillar-PP provides warning 

of poor organisation outcomes, such as employee absenteeism, retention and profitability, it 

will be useful for decision-makers. Unless regularly surveyed, a change in CoVi may not 

become apparent for months or years, for instance, until a report reveals loss of production, or 

employees formally complain about bullying.  

6. Conclusion 

The proposed Pillar-PP instrument is a short, five-item BOS instrument, intended to be 

feasible for regular deployment in workgroups. It uses a peer‟s-perception approach to 

counter pro-self and inter-rater biases that are otherwise detrimental in own-perception and 
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peer‟s-perception instruments. Pillar-PP is also designed to reduce respondent disengagement 

from opacity, cognitive dissonance and cognitive load sometimes found in peer-assessment 

instruments.  

Early identification of poor CoVi maximises potential for rectification, thereby reducing 

damage to group productivity and member‟s mental health (Morgeson & DeRue, 2006). 

Postulated universality of PILAR (Heslop et al., 2016) extends to the instrument, 

conceptually allowing maintenance of reliability across varying contexts. Developing a valid 

and reliable measure of CoVi would be useful for detecting workplaces that suffer from poor 

collaboration, and our proposed Pillar-PP instrument is a contender. In utilising a universal 

model of collaboration, Pillar-PP adopts an approach that is the reverse of CATME‟s 

derivation.  
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