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ABSTRACT 

This dissct1ation investigates the employee perception on the role of motivation in 

performance appraisal at Mintek. It highlights major problems of the current 

performance appraisal s~ stem b) delineating the weakness and pitfalls of th~ current 

performance appraisal system. Performance appraisal can be a good way for 

organisations to boost .employee's motivation and hone their competitive edge. 

However creating useful performance appraisal and making sure they are used 

effectively throughout an org;.lnisation is not easy. After a review of the literature 

rele\~mt to perl(mnance management systems both over time and across different 

types of organisatwns, this disse11ation confines its research to Mintck. The relevant 

literature has hccn vis1tcd and scrn:d as .t secondary data that ~tdd value to the 

dissertation. Collation of the relevant data is followed by a discussion of the employee 

perception and the role of motivation in performance appraisal. The relative lack of 

research on employee perceptions on the role ol motivation IS the primaf) impetus of 

this study. which advances this important, but neglected research area by investigating 

potential predictors and consequenc~s of role of motivation and perceptions with 

performance appraisal. I he sample was drawn ti·om Mintck employees who were 

coop~rative in the execution of the study. As a result or this. the research on the 

subjcd has moved heyoncl limited confines ol measurement issues and accuracy of 

performance ratings and ha<; begun to tot:us more or motivational aspects of 

performance appraisal. The pert~mnance apprni~als are intended to enhance overall 

organisational performance. unl"ortunatcly ongoing problems with performance 

appraisal can create challenges in trying to study relationships hctween mdividual 

performance and organisational performance. I he findmgs of this study revealed that 

there is deficiency in performance appraisaL supervisors are not properly trained. 

performance management system is not dlicicnt. and supcn isors do not show 

concern. Mintck should improve its method of performance appraisal hascd on 

managers and sup~..:rvisors knO\\ ledge and number of dimensions being appraised: 

look at the conclusion and recommendations made in this disset1atJon. 
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Chapter 1 

Overview of the study 

1. Introduction 

Deming (2000) as cited hy Law (2007: 18) identi lies performance appraisal as one of the seven 

deadly diseases destructive to organisations, and called them the most powerful inh ibitor to 

quality and producti\ it). Furthermore La'' highlights Deming's word on performance 

appraisal. that in practice, nnnual ratings arc a disease. annihilating long term planning. 

demobilising learn work. nourishing rivalry and politics, leaving people bitter crushed. 

battered, deso late, despondent, unfit for work fo r weeks after rece ipts of rating, ~nd unable to 

comprehend why they are inferior. Gray (2002: 16) concurs that after many years of much 

study. there is little evidence that performance appraisal programs elicit the desired dTect, and 

that in tact tying performance appraisal to merit increase ma) be simply waste of time. 

because it presupposes that '' c understand and can manipulate something as compte~ as 

human behaviour. 

Th~ relative lack of research on employee perceptions on the role of motivation is the impetus 

or this study. \vhich advances this important. but neglected research area by investigating 

potential predictors and conscqutnccs of role uf motivation and percept tons\\ ith performance 

appraisal. 

The aim of the study is to dcll'rmine employee perceptions on the role motivation 111 

performance appraisal. lhis chapter begins \-\ ith introduction. the background or the <>tudy. 

statement ol the problem, research aims and obj~ctive:-., research design, limitation of the 

study. and the significance 1()1· the study. The study outlinr 1~ as follows: the background of the 

study, ~tatcment of the probkm, rc::>earch aims and o~jcctivcs. research design. limitation of 

the study. and the significance tor the study. 



1.2 Background to the problem statement 

Performance appraisal is a process aimed at determining the result of an employee's work, one 

of its main functions being to offer justified compensation for employee's effor1. It is 

frequently seen as one ·of the hallmarks of the new managerialism in human resource 

management also commonly represented as a device for individualising the employment 

relationship (Johansen and c.;hiclds. 2007). It has become an increasing tool to manage and 

improve the perf<xmance of employees. to make more valid dec isions and to enhance 

ctl'cctivcncss of tht: organisation overall performance. Performance appraisal system arc 

among the most human resource system in organisations insofar as thcy yield cri tical decisions 

integral to various human resource and outcomes. 

Every method ol assessi ng employee performance has its positive and negative characteristics. 

They all have common characteristics, in such that they are opinion based, generally one sided 

and arc rarely based on metrics. The employer unde11akes th~: performance because they 

believe that it increases productivity and protitability The human rcsourct: managers concerns 

are improving the ahility of m:.mager-; to reward performance (Hcathtidd. 2007:6). 

An organisatim1's pcrfl,rmancc appraisal s~stem is one of its imtwrtanl manag~.:rial adivities 

It seems that nohody likes performance appraisals. neither the manager doing the evaluation. 

or the emplo)<.:~: being evaluated. fhe evaluation of performance appraisal is significant a~ 

even employ~c need and desenes to kno" where they stand on pcrfi.)rmance (Grote. 2006: 

39). 

Thomas (2007; l) assert-.; that getting the most from people and building a workp lace that 

promotes top perrormaiH.:e is one or the biggest challenges for public scetor managers. 

L:nsuring that ~mpln)ces an: tnanaged. developed. recngniscJ. and rewarded is a full-time job 

for the line manager. Managers need to clearly and regularly communicate performance 

expectations; create an en' ironment that encourages and enables the employees to succeed: 

develop their employees in order to ma~imtse perfonnance over the long run: hold employees 

accountable for results: and differentiate between high and low levels of performance. And. 

equally important , managers must be held accountable for these responsibilities. Similarly, 

employees need to make sure the) clearly understand \\hat is expected of them and how this 
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relates to the organisational goals: pursue a path of continual learning: regularly communicate 

with their supervisor: and hold themselvc~ accountable and responsible for their actions. 

In the Republic of South Africa Puhlic Service Act (1994) (Act 103 of 1994), the Executing 

Authority is required to furnish approval as to the persons to be promoted whenever it is 

necessary to make any promotions to posts. In order to enable itself to comply with the 

instruction with regard to the con-<>idcration of such persons' relative merits, Minte" instituted 

a formal system of performance appraisal to compl) v.ith Act 103 of 1994. HO\\evcr. Thomas 

(:?.007: I) argues that man) organisation!'> implement pay-for performance systems that are well 

designed on paper, but these same organisations arc unsuccessful at making the cultural shifts 

necessary to make significant change and results. 

Law (2007:24) concurs that the performance appraisal are ineffective and inefficient 111 that 

they do not nH:asure perl"t1rmam:c, hecause they fai I to take into account the system factors, 

that account for most variation within an organisation. htrthcr they erode interpersonal 

rclationshtps t~atm"or", creativity and motivatton. 

The accurac} of performance appraisal ratings is important. I r the ratings arc inaccurate it is 

unlikely that employees \viii bu) into the performance s;.stcm. ·1 he ctlorts to improw 

perlormance appra1sal should lead to greater bu) tn ti·om managers. The disagreement 

bemccn \\orkcr~ and management over the accurac) and legitimacy of performam:e standards 

and criteria arc extremely common. The disagreement h~:twccn wurkers and management over 

accuracy and legitimacy of performance '>tandards and criteria an.: C\.tn.:mcl) common (Miller 

and Thornton. 2006: 151 ). 

1.3 Problem statement 

Gray (2002: 15) states that employer'!' have hel.'n trying to link performance appraisal to pay 

raises evct smcc the end of the \\ orld War II. by evaluating performance then rewarding it 

monetarily. managers hope to motivate employees to \\Ork harder. \York smarter. and stay at 

the job. However after many years of use and much study, there is little hard evidence that 

performance appraisal programs elicit desired effects. In fact trying performance appraisals to 

merit increases ma) be simply a waste of time, because it presupposes that we understand and 
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can manipulate something as complex as human work behaviour. Most of us are unqualified to 

understand, let alone tamper with the complexities of employee performance. Even more to 

the roint is the fact that performance appraisal don't produce more competent. loyal workers 

because the practice is inherently nawed. 

Furthermore Gray highlights that the conventional performance appra1sal system is more like 

gambling than an objecti"e obse[\ation process. It is distorted by the evaluator bias and more 

often reflect unpredictability of the organisations dynamics. Many employees are sceptical of 

the evaluation n~~ults and even more doubtful of the ability of managers who indulge in the 

annual llurry of paper. Most of performance appraisal programs used for determining merit 

increases fail to generate enthusiasm or motivation. There are at least four key reasons: they 

aren't in sync with the wny business operates today, they aren't a motivating factor. no one is 

a\erage and the timing is terrible (Gray. 2002: 15). 

Grote (2006:39) assetts that one knmv that there is ~omething wrong with performance 

appraisal evaluac~on process. which is why wc·re always tr}ing to fix it v\ith 360 degree 

feedback. and forced ranking are two nf th~: more promment fixes. but no fi\. seems to satisfy 

everybody. the .;ubjcct pL'rforman~e rcvie\\:- tnggcrs a wide range of compk\. responses ti·om 

employees and managers alike. T'hc pain of conducting employee performance reviews seems 

to rank alongside root canal on the list of thing:- man) managers look for\\'ard to. There is 

probabl) no management proces-; that has be~n subjecl of more Dilbl.!rt lampoons than the 

pcrlonnanc~.: appraisal (Montague, ~007:40). 

1:\choltes ( \993)(ci/ed from l.:m. 2007) stales that at best performance appraisals do not vvork, 

at \\orst they c<.~usc serious damage to morale \\·ithin the organisation. Despite the extensive 

u~e of performance appraisal. most people lack confidence in the process. l · urth~.:nnorc, 

Sch<.1ltcs contends that perfonnam:e appnu<..;al concept cannot be fi:-.t.:d, since it is a rl!ncction 

of lcadcrshir philosophy {cited by Rasch, 2004:411 ).Desp1te the popularity of pcrformanc~: 

appraisals as management tools. there is an ongoing debate among practitioners. academicians. 

and scholar" regarding the true cfficac) of performance appraisal (Schraeder, Becton anJ 

Portis. 2007:20). 



Roberts (2002: 333) also highlights that performance is a controversial management tool 

searching for answers to ubiquitous problems in system design and administration. Critics of 

performance appraisal present a number of compelling arguments against its use. Anecdotal, 

empirical, and personal experience demonstrates a multitude of problems with appraisal 

system practices. The critiques are that individual performance appraisal assumes a false 

degree of measurement accuracy, encourage dysfunctional employee conflict and competition, 

assigns and inordinate amount of responsibility for poor performance to individual employees 

while undervaluing the work process. underemphasises the impot1ancc ofthe work group. 

Heath field (2007:6) maintains that the traditional process of performance appraisal reOect and 

underpins an old fashioned, paternalistic, top down, autocratic mode of management that relies 

on organisation charts and fear of the job loss to keep troops in line. The traditional 

performance appraisal treats employees as possession of the company, fails to create a 

dialogue. and rarely results in positive employee development. Furthermore books and articles 

provides direction on how to put the subject of review at ease and how to hold dinicult 

conversation, but the fundamental tlaws in performance appraisal is rarely examined and the 

books do nothing but underscore the defects in the traditional performance appraisal system. 

According to Scholtes ( 1998), the range of problems with performance appraisal is largely due 

to the fact that perrormance arpraisal systems are based on a\\ idely held invalid assumption. 

Many of these false assumptions relate to the process of the e\ aluation themselves. 

Furthermore these assumptions ha\e questionable validity. A review of the literature on 

performance appraisal lind it littered with criticism on the perfonnance appraisal process 

(Law, 2007: 18). Schraeder, Becton and Portis (2007:22) asserted that ped(mnancc appraisal 

can be detrimental to organisations if they ar~ not utilised appropriately and if the performance 

appraisal system chosen docs not match the culture or system within the organisation, then the 

system will not be effective 

Jawahar (2007:736) is also rn agreement that perceptions or fairness are important to all 

human resource processes. e.g. selection, performance appraisal, and compensation, and 

par1icularly so. to the performance appraisal process. Other researchers have also 

acknowledged the importance of fairness to the success or failure of appraisal systems (Taylor 

eta!., 1998). 
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Pimpa (2005: liS) concurs that teacher performance appraisal is one of the complex activities 

in education human resource managemc.:nt. 1 here arc numerous veto points that can derail 

even the most carefully designed systems. Futthennore personal bias, unclear performance 

standards, inadequate documentation, and absence of coaching and training are fev. factors 

that reduce performance \alidit) and reliability. 

fhe research problem is derived from the a-.sumption that performance appraisal S)Stems 

become subject to biasness and subjectiveness in th~ impkmentation and evaluation processes 

at Mintek. l'he problem to be ill\estigated i-.. therefore. to determine wh)' performance 

apprai~als arc C'\perienced us betng btused and subjl!cli\e and whether or not the negative 

feelings that follow relate to the questioning ot the appropriateness. effectiveness and 

efficiency ofthe appraisal system used. 

1.4. Background and Rationale 

I urk and Roolaht (2005:9) state that performance appraisal is a process aimed at determining 

the results of an emplo;cc·s \\ork., one of its main functions being to ofl~r a justified 

compensation fur hi!)/her effort~. htrtherrnorc they emphasize that a performance apprai:;ul 

criterion has to be relevant, reliable and justly measurahk, while also closely linked with the 

objective!:> of the organisation and its subdi\'isions. Pertormam:e appraisal has done little to 

nnprme its usefulness as a managerial decision making tool. lhe other dif1ic..;ult) IS 

incompetent supervisors that conduct professional assessment. Carrell c1 ul. (2001· 24 7) 

helieve that t()l'mal training of supervisors i;; the most cflt.:cllvc way to prepare the managers 

and super\isors to conduct succe~stul empiO)CC appraisal. 

lhe outcome or this study is to make contribution with regard t0 the management of 

pcrformancl.! appraisal process and the elimination of cmplo) ce dissatisfaction at Mintek. 

'I here is a need lor the entire ~.:ompan) . particularly departments in general. to appl:v 

perfonnance appraisal objectively. 
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1.5 Research Objectives 

The aim of this stud) is to demonstrate that the results of performance appraisal. if applied 

incorrect I). lead to disputes. grievances and complaints of unfair treatment from the side of 

employees. The objcctin:s·ofthc study are to determine: 

a. the degree or objectivity of performance appraisal practices. 

b. the way in which it is experienced by employees. 

c. the way in which supcrvt<.;ors conduct performance appratsal. 

In performance appraisab. supervisors have to make usc of a prcscri bed form that has to 

contain items that form the basis or the performance appraisa l. Supervisors have to complete 

these prescribed forms to comply with the target dates (rlctcher and Williams. 1997:25). 

1.6. Research design 

According to Mckendrick (2000:256). research design provides the ans\\cr to questions of 

\\hat an.! the means which shall be used to obtain information that is needed. It is the overall 

plan or stratcg~ hy \\hich question'> arc anS\\ered. For the purposes or this study quantitati"e 

measures will be applied. 

Fur lhl' quantitati\c mL·asurc. research questionnaires \\ill be distributcJ to n.:spondcnt<>. The 

rationale to usc questionnaires is the validation of information that wil l be gathered lo 

cradic.:ate an) doubt or fel:ling or bias. The information galhcrcd through need to be congruent 

with the questionnaires. to ensure va I id ity and rcl1abi I it). 

The study will make usc of the following methods to collect and analyse relevant data. 

namely. a n::-.carch mcthoJolog}. ''hich comprises methodological techniques (such as 

primary sources. secondal') sources. and group administration) and surve) techniques: method 

of data collection, which comprises the use of questionnaire: data analysts: validity and 

reliability tests: ethical considerations: demarcation of research, which comprises both time 

demarcation and numerical demarcation (general purpose. target population. and sample): 

clarification of tcrmi no logy; and conclusion. 
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1. 7 Dissertation Layout 

The study is divided into five Chapters that include. after this introductory chapter. 

Chapter 2, which is a review of the literature relating to performance appraisal, performance 

appraisal is conte'\tualised at Mintek. This chapter will provide an outline of performance 

appraisal. in term<> of definitions. critici.;;m of performance appraisa ls, role and ethic~. mental 

health and participation. measurement and feedback. employee confl ict and competition. 

accountability and trust. fairness and bias. rating satisfaction and d issatisfaction, advantages 

aud disadvuntagcs of performance appraisal. as well as the development and communication 

of performance appraisal. 

Chapter 3, in which the research methodology will be described. The research paradigm and 

the res~.:an.:h mcthodolog) will al<>o be discussed, includtng the populatton and sample s11e. 

'1 he detailed account of both data collection techniques and data analysis and interpretation 

v.ill be presented Issues of the validity and reliabi lity of the study will be detailed. Ethical 

is-.;ues will also hi.! discussed and limitations on the research will be clarifieJ. 

Chaptl.!r 4. \\hich pwvidcs a detailed chrunolt)gy of n~"ults obtainl.!d from thl.! performance 

appraisal and an analysis ofthcsc re-.;ults in tl.!nns of the litcraturc prl.!sentcd. and findings will 

he discus:o.cd. 

Chapter 5. this chapter will establish a link bet\\Cel the literature, \\hich "ill he 1\!\ie\\t:d in 

this stuJy with the data that will be collected and presented. It will aho contain conclusion and 

recommendation-.; for fi.trthcr study. 

1.8 Conclusion 

'I he problem is based on the assumption that performance appraisal systems become subject to 

btasncss and subjectiveness in the implementation and evaluation processes. rhe absence of 

performance appraisal \\Ould ha\'e led to high!) capable organisations founding themselves in 

the midst of mediocrity. The study focused on employee perception on the role of motivation 

in performance appraisal in Mintek. and was triggered by low morak on employees when it is 

time for appraisal. 
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This chapter has presented information pertaining to performance appraisal. An introductory 

look on performance appraisal and a brief history of performance appraisal was outlined, 

followed by its background. research problem. research objectives, research design and 

conclusion. 

·1 hb stud) "''ill add l.o new body of knowledge that will shed light to M intek management on 

performance management This body will also eradicate a norm where Mintek employees an! 

possibly demotivatl:d and non-productive when is time for performance appraisal. The 

findings of this study will unveil a suitable performance appraisal technique, and eventually 

benclit Mintek as a company. I he performance management is a tool through which Mintek 

could keep employees moti-vated if it is done properly and contribute to production and service 

deliver). This may finally lead to an improved economic growth of Solllth Africa and yielding 

high level or emplo) ment 

In Chapter 2 (contextualising performance appraisal), performance appraisal is contextualiscd 

at Mintck. This chapter '-'ill pro'vide an outline of pcrtormanc~ apprmsal. in terms of 

definitions. eritici .... m of performance appraisals role and ethics. mental health and 

participation. m~:asurcmcnt and fcedhack. employee connie! and competition, accountability 

and trust, fairness and bias. rating satisfaction and dissatisfaction, advantages and 

disadvantages of pcrformam:c appraisal. as well as the development and commun icatlon of 

pert(mnancc appraisal. fhc objective is to cmphasit.e the significance of performance 

apprai..,al as it n:latcs to the cftecti\cness of the company. and to cmphasi;:e the ways in wh1ch 

it impacts the dev•..::lopment of the company"s cmpiO)Ces. 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

\ccording to Roberts (2002:333) performance appraisal is a controversial management tool 

searching for answers to ubiquitous in system design and administration. Furthermore critics 

of performance appra1sal present a number of compelling arguments against its usc. Lastly 

anecdotal. empirical and personal e:-.:perience demonstrates a multitude of problems \\ith 

appraisal system practices. Catano. Darr and Campbell. (2007:203) highlights that perception 

of fairness. participation by employees in the appraisal process IS related to motivation to 

improve job performance, satislaction with the appra1sal process. increased organisational 

commitment. and the utility or value that the employee~ placed on the appraisal (Catano el a/ . . 

2007:203). 

Gray (2002: 16) states that after many years of much study, there is link hard evidence that 

performance appraisal programs elicit the desired efll:ct. The relative lack of research on 

employee pen.:cptions on the role of' motivation 1s the primal") impL·tus or this study. to 

determine thl? extent of cmploy~e p~rceptions on the role of motivation in per1(mnance 

appraisal. 

To search fur rdc\'ant litcratun.: key \\ords: Performance management. Performance appraisal. 

P~?rlormancc ratings. Criti(.·ism of Pl'rfomlancc appraisal. advantages and disadvantagl.!s of 

performance appraisal. development of rerformancc appraisal, theor1es on pcrtormancc 

appraisal have been u-,cJ to search for ~111ides in the fi1llm\ ing search engines ABI /Inform, 

Business source Complete, Emerald. SA cpuhlication. Datamonitor. Dl\1 review. Google 

Scholar and EBSCO. 

This chapter provides an outline of performance appraisal. in terms of ddinitions. criticism of 

performance appraisals. role and ethics, mental health and pa1ticipation, measurement and 

feedback, employee conflict and competition. accountability and trust, fairness and b1as. rating 
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satisfaction and dissatisfaction. advantages and disadvantages of performance appraisal, as 

well as the development and communication of performance appraisal. 

2.2 Definitions 

Aldakhilallah and Parente (2002:40) define performance appraisal as a process that evaluates 

the performance of an employee and generates information about employee's effectiveness 

and efficiency at work. Performance appraisal is one of the most complex and controversial 

techniques used to monitor worker-;. determine pa). retain workers and promote excellence. It 

must ascertain the producti\ it} of an employee and fairly measure the ''orkers effort. To 

effectively evaluate performance the criteria and method arc important factors and should be 

used to support the organ bat ion's excellence (Chen and Fu, 2004: 163). 

According to Werther and Davis ( 1993:81 ). performance appraisal is a continuous process by 

'' hich a department appraises job performance. Carrel II et a/. ( 1997:258) define performance 

appraisal as an ongoing process of appraising and managing both behaviour and outcomes in 

the workplace. In the contC:\l of this study, performance appraisal denotes a continuous 

procl.!ss diligent anti purposeful observation and evaluation of an employeeh,ubordinate so as 

to determine his/her knowledge, capacities, potential. aptitude. talents, 'ihort comings, and 

lunitations measureJ against the job descriptron. 

According to Carrell et a/. ( llJI.)7: 12). performance management refers to a set of techniques 

used b) a manager tn plan, direct anJ imprO\e the performance of subordinall.!s in line with 

achieving. the overall ohjcctivcs of the department. It is a process for cstablishrng a shared 

understanding about ''hat h to be achieved and hnw it is to be achieved, and an approach to 

managing people \\hich rncreascs the probability ol achieving job related success. 

Traditionall) the term pcrf(mnance management has been defined as management's 

systematic application or process aimed at optimising human performance in an organisation 

(Buchner, 2007:59). 

Johannsen and Page ( t 996:94) define employee dissatisfaction as a lack of satisfaction by the 

workforce. It is a situation wherein workers arc discontent or demoralised to an extent that 

commitment to productivity is low. In this study, employee dissatisfaction refers to employees 
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feelings of being dissatisfied, disappointed and angry as employees become suspicious of the 

wa} in \\hich performance appraisal are carried out and the outcome thereof. 

t\ccording to Clocte ( 1985:5). personnel are the body of persons employed 111 a public 

undertaking. It is one of the generic processes involving staff matters .In this study personnel 

will refer to the appointed employees who occupy the prescribed post at Mintek. Pearsall 

(1999: 1427) defines subjcctivit) a~ based on or being influenced by personal feelings, taste or 

opinion. In this stud) -;ubjecti\ity will refer to a situation wherein at \vork supervisors regard 

performance appraisal a::. an end 111 itsel rand not a process that has to be carried out regularly. 

objectively, efliciently. eftecuvel) and\\ ith dedication. 

According to Kat?- (1997:5). a supervisor is a manager who appraises individual members of 

management at any level and is held accountable for the output of one or more units as well as 

for the performance of employees within the un1ts. A :supen i&or will. therefore be any 

manager who exercises control over one nr more employees on th~ various levels in the 

hierarchy at \1intck. 

2.3 Criticism of Pet·formance Appn1isal 

A rev1rw of the lill..:raturc on perlormam:e appraisals lind~ it littered with crit1c1sms or 

condemnation of the proce~s. Deming identifie~ pi!rformunc<.: appraisal as one of the ~eH:n 

Deadly Diseases dcstructivl.! to organisations, and called them the most powerful tnhibitor w 

4uality and productivity (Law 2007: 18). Kohn ( 1999) notes Deming's \\Ords on performance 

apprai~al. that in practice. annual ratings arc a disease annihilating long term planning. 

dcmohilising teanmork, nourishing rivah~ and politics. leaving people bitter, crushed. 

bruised. battered. desolate. despondent. until for \\ork for ''eek..; after receipts of rating. 

unable.: to comprehend why the) are inlenor (cikd by Lm,, 2007: I R). 

!.ct.: (2006: 19) asserts that pcrfonnance appraisal ''as never designed to improve performance. 

only to measure and rate it. He flmhcr condemned the appraisal \)Stem that it inspires hatred 

and distrust among employees. Despite prevalent usc, the performance appraisal process is 

facing grO\\ ing criticism (Lee. 2004: 407). He further emphasizes the viewpoint of critics to 

performance appraisal who question the validity of the process in general. Law (2007: 19) 
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reiterates that the range of problems with performance appraisal is largely due to the fact that 

performance appraisal systems are based on a set of widely held, invalid assumptions. 

Furthermore many of these false as~umptions relate to processes of the evaluation themselves. 

Heathfield (2007:6) also noted the limit of performance appraic;al, that every method of 

assessing employee performance has its positive and negative characteristics. She continue to 

e~plain that they all have charactt:ristics in common, they are opinion based, gcnerall) one 

sidell and are rarely on metrics. Gray (2002: 16) agrees that aller many )Cars of study. there is 

little evidence that performance appraisnl programs elicit a desired effect, and that in fact tying 

performance apprais3l to merit increase may be simply \Vaste or time because it presupposes 

that one understand and can manipulate something as compte;.. as human work behaviour. 

Furthermore. Gra) l!mphasizc that most of us are unqualified to understand , let alone temp<.!r 

with the complexities of employee performance, even more to the point is that performance 

appraisal don't produce more competent, loyal workers because the practice is inherently 

flawed. Lastly pcrlormanct! appraisal rcqu1res process that is objective, consistent and 

dependable, but for tht: managers and super\ 1sors fac1ng C\panded administrative tasks in 

addition to th~ir already difficult job duties. thb can be oven.,helming if not impossible 

demand. Gray continue to state that man) appraisal programs arc impo!'-.ed without thorough 

and proper training. under presumption that managers arl! capabk or implementing them 

an)'\\ay, and he further quest1on ho\\ can the system be ohjcctiw. consistent. and dependahle 

if the manager e;o..eculing, 1t lacks the appropriate skills, training or time. 

Tzmcr, Murphy and Cleveland (2001:226) 1ndicatt.: that the ~o called rater·.., errors and othc..:r 

short comtngs of appratsals tna) 111 fact represent conscious Jecision on the part of the rater to 

di:-.tort performance ratings in orJcr to help attain personally or organisational!) valued goals. 

For cxamplc. a supervisor \\hO wishes to motivatc a particular subordinate might give that 

person higher ratings than his or her performance merits. Pimpa (2005·116) concurs that this 

system has long been criticised by vanous stakeholders fm perceived inadequacies in 

determining the quality of teachers. Johnson and Shields (2007:1214) also assen that as an 

inherent!) subjective process. individual appraisal ts prone to numerous problems of 

invalidity. unreliability and felt unfairness. 
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Roberts (2002:313) states that critics of pcrfonnance appraisal present a number of compelling 

arguments against its use. Anecdotal, empirical and personal experience demonstrates a 

multitude or problems with appraisal system practices. In addition the main critiques are that 

individual performance appraisal assumes a false degree of measurements accuracy, engenders 

dysfunctional employee conflict and competition, assigns and inordinate amount of 

n:.:sponsibility for poor performance to indiv1dual emplo)ees while under \aluing the 

importance of the overall work process. underemphasizes the importance of the work group. 

and is often used as a managerial Theory X control de\ icc (Robert!:., 2002:333). 

Furthermore Koben highlidns that critic argu~s that th~re is a dearth of valid research to 

substantiate the claims of supporters. Propom:nts of performance appraisal argue that many of 

these negative eff~cts of appraisal are remediable through the application of genuine employee 

participation (Roberts. "?003·89) fhe typical performance appraisal system devours staggering 

amounts of time and energy. depresses and dcmotivates people, destroys trust and teamwork, 

and adding insult to injury, it delivers little dcmonstr~ble value at great cost Nickols (2007: 13) 

concurs Despite the popularity of performance appraisal'> as management tools, there is an 

ongoing dcbat~ among practitioners. acaJcmicians. and scholars regarding the true efficacy of 

perfbrmance appnusal ( \chraeJcr. Becton and Portis. 2007 :20). U n le-.s all of the JObs \\ ithm 

an organisation nrc csscntiall) the same. utilizing the -;amc bask torm to evaluate pcrformancl.! 

is bound to leave ~orne gaping holes in the appraisal system (l'vkrnt. 2000: 4 ). 

Grote (2006:39-40) states that in too man) places pcrtorrnance evaluations arc sloppil) done 

and nnt taken very serious!). In addition a lot \If' rcscarch has shtm n th:.lt performance 

appraisal::, ha\c disappointing le\ciS of reliability and validit). Furthermore performance 

appraisal has also heen viC\\ ed as <.1 painful event \\hen the manager evaluates the employee· s 

performance: it rarely had close links to overall mi-.sion and program of the organisation that 

\\ere designed to ma~imize human effort. A performance appraisal should establish a 

connection between the organisational and personal goals as well as shape and change 

organisational culture tm\ards a r~sults driven climate (Grote. 2006 39). Aldakhilallah and 

Parente (2002:44) highlight the errors that arc related lo th~ validity and reliabilit) of the 

performance arpraisal. and that the) arc personally biased (supervisor· s attitude towards or 

against an empiO)Ce will affect the evaluation of the employee). they include recent errors 
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(supervisors tend to emphasize more recent examples of employee performance in arriving at 

the final evaluation), they have similarity error (supervisor tend to give unreasonable emphasis 

to their personal qualities as a basis for mak.ing judgments) and they consist of primary effect 

super..,isor may form a tirst !mpression ora subordinate fairly quickly. 

Gray (2002: 16) states that performance appraisal requires a process that is objective, 

consistent and dependable. In addition appraisal programs are imposed without proper 

training. under the assumption that managers are capable of implementing them anyway. 

Furthermore performance <lppraisal encourages mcdiocrit) by rewarding safe behaviour as 

opposed to risk tuk.ing and st:lf chnlleng~.:d .Most of the \'or"- ic; the product of a group of 

people and evaluating an individual requires a pretence that the individual IS work.ing alone. 

Lastly highlv unique and individualised jobs do exist that have no interaction or ~ependence 

on other jobs. but these rare position~ generally escape the torrnal performance appraisal 

process (Gray. 2002: 16). 

2.4 Rol~ and Ethics 

Wilson and Western (200 I: 184-391) a-,scrt that human bcine<; ~..:onstantl) appraise. 

consciously or unconscious!). objectively or subjective!) When pcnpk appraise som\!thing 

they rate ib worth. usctulness and the degree to \\hil:h it tl"spla) :s various qualities. People 

appraise thcm:-.ches and oth~:r pcopll': they appraise behaviour, personality and systems. 

Organisational appraisal systems arc an atlcmpt to formalise tl11.:se activities for the bendit of 

both the individual and the organism run (Torrington and llall, 1991 :480). 

\Vi bon and Western (200 I: 384-391) furthcr point out that ttl apprai~L IS pan or the human 

condition and \\as formal!) applied in the ~phcrc or \\nrk activity . as curly as the Third 

Century AD (when) ~inYu, an cady Chinese philosopher. criticised a biased rater employed 

by the \\ei D)nasty (:Vlurphy and Ckveland in Wilson and West~.:rn, 2001: 384-391). 

Appraisal was also used b) Owen in his Ne\\ Lanark textile mills during the 1800s: and during 

the I irst World War to ass~:ss the performance or officers. Over the past 30 )ears, performanct.: 

appraisal has achic' ed a higher profile in the human resource function of most organisations 

(Wilson and Western. 200 I: 384-391 ). 
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Wilson and Western (200 I :384-391) continue to highlight that the term performance appraisal 

has generally meant the annual interview that takes place between the manager and the 

employee to discuss the individual"s job performance during the previ1ous 12 months and the 

compilation of action pla1~s to encourage improved performance. Moon ( 1993) succinctly 

defined appraisal as a formal documented system for the periodic review of an individual's 

performance. P~:rformancc appraisal i~ part of the largc..:r process of pe1rformancc management. 

Marchington and Wilkinson in \\;ilson and Western (200 I: 384-391) describe it as a cyclical 

process: determining performance l''\pectations: supporting performance; reviewing and 

appraising performance: and. tinall). managing performance standards. 

Performance appraisal can be used lor numerous purposes including: reward; discipline: 

coaching: couns!.!lling; nl.!gollating improvements 1n performance; improving the work 

environment: raising morale: clarifying expectations and duties: improving upward and 

dO\vn\\ard communications: reinforcing management control: helping validate selection 

decisions: providing information to support !Iuman resource activitilo!s: identifying 

development oppo1tunitics; improving perceptions of organisational goals: and selecting 

people for promotion and redundancy (Thomas and Brct1.. I 994 : Murph)' and Cleveland. 

1995; Baruch. 1996: Taylor. 1998: Pl!ttijohn £'/of .. 2001). In short. it \\Ould appear to be a 

.. panacea·· (Taylor. I 1><>&: I X5) 

In general. research has sh<m n that performance appnust~ls reduce mlc ambiguity (Pettijohn ('/ 

a! .. 2001 ).The reductions in role ambiguity arc commonh associull:d with increases 111 effort. 

performance, satisi~Ktion. commitment. and a decrease 111 turnowr (Murphy and Cleveland. 

1995: Babakus eta! .. 1996 Jones 1.'1 a/., 1996). 

Pcrfonnancc appraisal provides substantial information lor human resource management to 

make fair and correct dccb1ons rl.!gardi ng promotions, transfers, compensations, incentives 

and training programs as \\CII as career management (l hu and Chen, :!007:512). Indeed. 

Armstrong and Baron ( 199~:8) maintain that. Performance management should really be 

called performance and development rnanagemenl. Unlortunatcly. this panacea is not reflected 

in the research findings described below which suggest that it may not always contribute to the 

development of the indi\ idual in support of organisational objectives. Moreover. 1 aylor 

( 1998: 185) concluded from an investigation of a numher of research studies. that performance 
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appraisal is, in practice, more of an organisational curse than a panacea. Wilson and Western 

(200 I :384-391) argue that it would appear that this curse/panacea requires further 

investigation into the e\.tent to which it supports training and development. 

Pettijohn et a/. (200 I :754-771 assert that in addition to the described relationship between 

performance appraisals and various behavioural outcomes, performance appraisals are 

frequently used to determine em-ployee compensation, merit pay (Murphy and Cleveland. 

1995; Thomas and Bretz, 1994) and other organisations· rewards (e.g. promotions) (Murph) 

and Clen!land. 1995: I homas and Bret1 .. 1994 ). Performance appraisals facilitate other human 

resource management functions. For example. the performance appraisal can provide 

in format ion regarding the effectiveness of the lirm 's selection and placement programs 

C1 hom as and BretL. 1994 ), and may help identify and e\ aluatc need-; in the area of human 

resource training and dcvdopment ( rhomas and Bretz, 1994 ). 

While performance appraisals may satisfy numerous organisational objectives. their overriding 

purpose is often identified as providing information and direction to employees in a manner 

which \\ill lead to improved p\!rformancc (Latham eta/ .. 1991). The concept that the focal 

point of the evaluation process should he on performance improvement is supported by Boles 

el a/. ( 1995·31) who state. thi! expenses associated "' ith ticlding a saks force emphasi1.e the 

importance ol accurately as::-ess111g salcspcr-.on perf(ml1<:H1CC to ensure that the sales force 

makes a positi\e contribution to tl11..· finn's long-term survival and profitability. The numerous 

bcnctits and uses nf pert(mnancc appraisals support the conclusion of \ lorris e/ a/. (I <)91, p 

2'i) '"h~1 state that performance appraisab have become one of the sales manager's most 

critical responsibilities (cited by Latham eta/ .. 1993). 

l.aw {2007 ·18) states that com panics identify nu mb~.:r or purposes lor conducting pcrf(mnunce 

appraisal. BcyonJ measuring individual pcrlormancc other objectives include .providing 

feedback to l!mployces, improving individual performance, providing motivation and 

recognition. determining pay raises and promotions, coaching. mentoring and counc;elling. 

determining training and development need5, making decisions pertaining to d0\\11SiJ.ing or 

layoffs. and linall) to have proper documentation for legal purposes such as employee 

litigation. Gabris and Ihrke (2001: 158) agree that performance appraisal has been one of the 

most hotly dl.!bated topics in r~rsonnel management circles and. fortunate!} has been the 
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subject of much research. In addition assessment of performance appraisal range from openly 

hostile tu the generally benign, emisioncd well design performance appraisal as a tool of 

correcting work deficiencies. for motivating employees as well as for giving feedback. 

Pimpa C:WOS: 116) asserts that performance appraisal have become an increasingly important 

tool for both public and private organic:;ation •.o manage and improve the performance or 

employees, to make more valid_ staff decisions, and to enhance the effectiveness of the 

organisations overall performance. !'he performanct! appraisal is critical mechanism for 

organisational control. through which the employees can \ icw. see their past performances and 

take concrete action to {(n improvement. Getting accurate performance in !ormation lo people 

ic:; an important ethical responsibility of leadership (Grote, 2006:41 ). 

2.5 Mental Health and Particir>ation 

Performance appraisal satisfaction is enhanced by employee participation and perceived 

clarity of goals: it may also be positively related to affective commitment (Kuvaas, 2006:506). 

Roberts (2002:336) highlights that a large bod) of research stretching 1rom the 60's to the 90"s 

tndicated that employe~: int~:1 view participation is associated \\'ilh vari~?ty ol de-.irablc 

appraisal related outcomes including appraisal system fairness, appraisal satisf~lction, 

supervisory support. satisfaction with <.upervisors. appraisal S)'>tem n<.:ceptance. and grcatet 

employee a<.:ceptance or negattve feedback. Furthermore participatory apprai'ial interview style 

also entails a strong emphasis on employee performance counselling. Participatory system 

facilitates di!\cussion of employee o.;trcngth and \\cakne'>s in a positive context \\here the goal 

i-. to help the employee improve his or her performance. I·lcnce participatory appraisal 

rcmlorces communicatton and analysis related to emplo)ee training needs. promotional 

opportunities and skills dc\clopmcnt (Robctts. 'J()02:33R). 

Kikoski ( 1999:y04) agrees that employees are more sat is lied with their appraisal interviews 

and \\ith their superiors who conduct them when they participate more in appraisal process, 

more particularly in the interview itsel r. Greater employee partit;tpation and goal setting can 

retocus the process from an ad'versarial to a cooperative and coaching atmosphere. thereb) 

reducing tem,ion. defensi\e beha\'tour. and rater-ratee connict. Another factor that is 

important is the cultivation of regular ongoing informal feedback. 
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Tziner. Murphy and Cleveland (200 I :226) assetted that in particular, it appears that 

participative climates are conducive for both high levels of performance and to effective 

performance appraisals. In addition participative climate is characterised by cooperative 

relationship~. individual rc.~ponsibilit], trust and communication; all this factors reduce 

supervisor-subordinate connict, reduce political manipulation of performance ratings and 

motivate raters to give accurate and helpful performance feedback. Roberts (2003:89) concurs 
-

that genuine performance appraisal participation is a process that can mitigate many of the 

dysfunctions or traditional perfonnance appraisal system as well as engender a more humane 

and ethical human resource management deciston process. In addition from a motivational 

standpoint. employee participation is a key element of intrinsic motivational strategies that 

facilitates worker growth and development. Employee participation is an effective tool for 

enhancing job related autonomy. a nt:cessary precondition for employee growth (Roberts, 

2003:90) 

Furthermore. Roberts highlight that apprabal participation provtdes employl.!es with voice into 

thl.! appraisal process. with the presence of employee participation; employees an~ empowered 

to rebut ratmg~. documL'lllation or verbal teedback that the) di~agrce with . Employee attains 

ownership over the process and manifests t!go involvement as the ratce manifests a stake in the 

success of the S)'!>tcm. cnham.:inb employee acc~:ptancc. Participation generates an atmosphere 

of coopt:rntion and emplo)ec support. which encourages the development of coaching or 

counsellmg relationship. thereby reducing appraisal related tension , det~nsivc behaviour and 

ratcr-ratcc connict. The development of rdiable. valid. t:1ir and useful performance standard is 

enhanced by employee participation. us \\Orkers possess requisite unique and essential 

information necl.!ssar:• for developing realistic standards. Research demonstrates that 

pl·rformance appraisal systems that exhibit higher leveb of participatton arc positively 

associate<.! with elevated lc\ els or employee and rater acceptance, "hich is a critical 

intcrmediatl.! variable in the generation of appraisal system satisraction. motivation anJ 

productivity (Roberts. 2003:90-93 ). 

Lastly. Roberts (2003:94-95) continues to argue that patticipation, goal st:tting and feedback 

are critical for enhancing the accuracy and quality of performance standards and goals, 

facilitating a consensus /understanding on performance standards, and incrl.!asing commitment 
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to goals and standards. Participation enables the employee to offer opinions and rebut 

information that they disagree with. Participatory performance appraisal is an essential 

component of a fair ethical evaluation of an employee's performance. 

2.6 Measurement and Feedback 

Sartore (2006:541) <>tates that cffests on motivation maybe exacerbated when both exposure to 

negative feedback. and denial in of opportunities are repeated Consciously negative feedback 

ma) prompt one to no longer seek advancement opportunities owing to a perceived lack of 

qualifications and ~xpcctations failure. this limiting. oneself. Unconsciously a person may 

intcrnalisc the negative feedback to the dcgrcl.' that he or she accepts such information and 

behaves in a confirmatory manner'' ithout realizing it. again limiting him/herself. Regardless 

of "hethcr a decrease in motivation occurs consciously or unconsciously, performance 

detriment can occur. thus resulting in poor performance e' aluation (Sa11ore. 2006:541 ). 

l lcathlield (2007:7) asserted that managers 3\0id giving honest feedback. which defeats the 

purpow of the performance appnusal Schra~d~r. Becton and Portis (2007:21) agree that 

pwviding positive feedback on an ongoing basis is offen.~d as a general recommendation for 

enham:ing th~ dTectivencss of perfonnanc~: appraisal. Roberts (2002::\36) slates that an 

important set of appr<lisal moderators is goal setting and f'eedhack. An cfli!ctive appraisal 

pro~ess requires employee feedback Without tl!cdhack employees are unable to make 

adjustnu.:nt in job performance nor do they receive posit1ve reinforcement lor effective job 

behaviour (Roberts. 2002:337). 

[·ecdback is not only important to inJividuals but also the organisations because or its 

potential influence on employee pl!rlbrmancc anJ a variet) or attitudes and behaviours of 

interest to the organisations (.la\\ahar. 2006:2 14l.lhc notion that people at work should 

receive performance appraisal 1s eminent!) s~nsiblc. 1 his procedure is potentially of enormous 

benefit to both the individual and organisation. 1n that feedback provides people a basis to se: 

goab to hoth e\ aluatc and imprO\ e their performance (Laiharn et al, 2008:220) maintains. 
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motivation. Effective goal setting is clearly associated with higher employee performance 

satisfaction. Merit pay programs arc designed to increase motivation and ultimate productivity 

b) making pay increases contingent upon performance (Vest et al .. 2000:553). 

2.7 Employee Conflicf and Competition 

A.ccording to Deming. the problem is compounded \\hen the performance appraisal is used to 

determine pa) for performance. a process that contributes to fear and competition within lhe 

organisation (lee. 2004:411 ). Prl·vious rc-.earch has shO\\n that the potential for conflict is 

related to individual's b~lief that they are \ICiimiscJ by the internationally harmful actions of 

an otTending pm1y. The resulting feeling of anger may trigger aggressive behaviour on the part 

of the oiTendcd person. precipitating high levels of conflict (Greenberg. 1991 :58). 

2.8 Accountability and Tr·ust 

Schraeder, Becton and Portis {2007:21) state that the e:-.1stence or the lack of trust among 

organisational members. and <;tructun:!~ affect performance. behaviour. thoughts or issues that 

distract the employe<.: from the work ta<;k that reduce task performance. l.ongenecker and rink 

( 1999:20) assert that unch!ar, poorly loc:used .• md ~umbersome forms and procedures decrease 

O\\llership of the S)Stcm and n~gatively affect essential tru-.t and communication between 

::;upcrvisor and subordinate. When supen isors are held a<.:countable for the quality of their 

performance appraisals then they "iII bl' more <.:onsistent and straight minded ''hen 

conducting them (Merritt. 2000: 4). 

Organisational accountability is enhanced if raters arc a<;s1gncd senior mentors who regularly 

re\ iew the manager's adm in istmt1on of the pl.:!rformancc appn.llsal process (Roberts, 2003.95) 

Employees must trust supervisor.;, to rate their pcrl<.mnam.:c fairly and the) must also trust to 

management to allocatl.:! sufncient merit budget or to implement pol ices \\here pay incrl.!ascs 

arc based on performance (Vest L'f ul .. 2000:555). 

2.9 Fairness and Bias 

Sartore (206:535) states that research has demonstrated demographic dissimilarity between 

raters and ratees that can result in performance evaluation bias. Furthermore biases in the 
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evaluation process are potentially the result of the stereotypes about performance of out group 

members. It leads to decrease performance, then poor performance of out group members. 

Gray (2002: 16) maintains that the conventional performance appraisal system is more like 

gambling than an objectiv~ observation process, it is distorted by evaluator bias and more 

often reflects the unpredictabilit)' of the organisations dynamics. Many employees are 

sceptical of the evaluation results and even more doubtful of the ability of managers who 

indulge in the annual flurry of paper. f- ut1hennore performance evaluation provides feedback 

distorted by cvaluntor bias about events that arc usually beyond the employee's abilit) control, 

credible feedback is usually too little too late. 

Gabris and lhrl--e (200 I: 169) state that the absence of distributional equity seems to increase 

anxiety over the fairness of the compensation system. Lmployees ma) come to .distrust the 

organisation and management, and perhaps come to feel that management does not want to be 

fair. Furthermore under such circumstances employees may lessen their productivity, become 

passive, or in rare instances, exhaust themselves by working harder to no avail. 

Proc\.!dural fairness is improved \\h~n employees participate in all aspect of the process, when 

there is consistency in all processes. when the assessment are free of supervisor bias , and 

when there is a formal channel for the employees to challenge or rebut evaluations. In addition 

to perceptions of Htirness, participation by employers in the appraisal process is related to 

motivation to improve job performance, !'atisfacllon with the appraisal process. increased 

organisational commitment, and the utility or value that the employees place on the appratsal 

(Catano, Darr and Campbell. 2007:203). 

Pirnpa (2005:115) mentions that there are numerous veto points that can derail even the most 

careful designed systems. In addition personal bias. unck:ar performance !:>tandards, inadequate 

documentation. and absence of coaching and training are few of the. factors that reduce 

performance \alidity and reliability. 

Employees expect to be rewarded and appraised fairly and for the process to be carried out 

with no hidden agendas (Whiting and Kltne, 2007:131 ). According to Robet1s (2003:90) if 

employees are confident in the fairness of the appraisal process. they arc more likely to accept 

performance ratings, even the adverse ones, if they perceive a fair decision making process. 
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Deming felt that performance appraisal was unfair and unproductive to assign credit or blame 

to individual employees, unless management could determine whether an employee's 

variances were due to personal or systemic reasons (Law, 2007:20). Furthermore Law 

highlights that pcrforman_ce appraisals damage relationships between managers and 

emplo)ees, and that there is considerabl~ evidence that even a positive evaluation can be 

dcmotivation. 

Wilson and .Iones (2008:59) indicate that it is well documented that perform.ance appraisal 

rating are rife with biasing effect. Ratings can be based on the managers own personal notions 

about "hat constitute ideal performance, rather than stated standard. Indeed this is supported 

by evidence (from employment inter\ ie\\ research) that managers tend to favour individuals 

similar to them. and that people's views on themse lves are more closely renected in their 

ratings of others (Wilson and Jone~. 2008:59).0ther researchers have abo ackno'v\ !edged the 

importance of fairness to the succe~s or failures of appraisal systems (Jawahar. 2007:736). If 

individuals do not percl!ive the pcriormance evaluation system ns fair and accurate, it is 

unlikely they will feel that pay ts tied to performance (Vest c:t a/ .. 2000·554) maintains. 

Bcha\'ing f::tirly and convinctng others of onc·s fairness arc unrelated. It is in fact. others 

willingness to attrioute latrness Ill ) our actions. not n~cessari ly the act ions themsclv\!s that 

enhances thL'ir pen:cpttons or how l~tir you are. What is fair is \\hat is explained and accepted 

as l~1ir. Fairness is communicated. sold to others a~ th~: destred end state or the attribution 

process. Greenberg ( 1991 :52-59).Thc interpersonal afkct a like and dislike relationship 

bct\\CCn a supervisor and hislhcr subordinate, has traditionally b~cn conccptualtsed as a source 

of' bias in performance appraisals (Varma, Pichler and ~rinivas. 2005:202<>). 

2.10 Rating satisfaction and dissatisfaction 

t:dwards (2000:\ ~-\6) points out that a cursot') re,ie\\ of' court cases indicates that perfect 

appraisals are not e.\pl.!ctcd from employers. However Ldwards further ass..:rts that certain 

e\pectations dictate that the appraisal process is fair. objective. valid, and meet the 

requirements commonly app lied to hiring and promotion. Bov.man (1999:557) concurs that 

since common appraisal methods are judgmental in character Traditionally there was one 
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answer: the subordinate's immediate supervisor. However, other knowledgeable information 

sources include the ratee, peers, computers, and outsiders (Bo\>\ man, 1999:557). 

The ad\ocates of pcr1onnance appraisal cite implementation flaws that cause for 

dissatisfaction among users· (Lee, 2004:407). Many organisations still express dissatisfaction 

with their appraisal schemes. and this may signal a lack of success of pertormance appraisal 

for developing and motivating people (Kuvaas. 2006:504). Satisfaction with appraisal 

feedback is one of the most consequential of the reactions to apprabal feedback (Jav.ahar, 

2006:214 ). M tiler and fhornton (2006·153) state that one of the ke) issues is the accuracy of 

performance appraisal ratings. I or example, if personnel feel the ratings are inaccurate. it is 

unlikely that they will buy into a performance system. 

Managers responsible for delivering performance reviews who arc uncomfortable with the 

performance rating system may give uniformly high ratings that do not discriminate between 

ratees. Poor ratings detract from organisational uses and increase employee mistrust in the 

performance appraisal system. Employees on the receiving end of the appraisal often express 

dissatisfaction with both the decisions made as a result of performance assessment and the 

process of performance assessment. which have longitudinal effects on overall job satisfaction 

and commitment (Catano. Darr and Campbell, 2007:2001-2002). 

Whiting and Kline (2007:130) indicate that employees are more likely to be satisfied with the 

performance appraisal system when the) unJcrstand the components and uses of their system. 

Latham ef a/. (2008:221) a'\scrted that ones O\vn performance appraisal may influence the act 

of evaluating others by influencing the mood of the rater as he or she rates others. Furthermore 

presumably a positive rating would translate into a positive mood if such rating were obtained 

before. and became salient during the ratings of others. A negative rating might ha\ c an even 

powerful effect on mood, albeit in the opposite direction. 

Schraeder, Becton and Portis (2007:22) highlight that supervisors often give employees ratings 

that exceed their true performance to avoid other unpleasant consequences. Furthermore 

inflated ratings arc a common malady associated with formal performance appraisal. Tzincr et 

a!. (2002:218) state that raters with lo\>\ self efficacy might lack sufficient motivation to 

provide well documented. solidly grounded, reliable accurate evaluation. and may consider the 

25 



Jpraisal to be futile. Raters who show high level s of appraisal discomfort are more likely to 

1ve inflated ratings ami less likely to distinguish among subordinates. Furthermore 

resumably by giving informingly high appraisals, they can avoid the potentially unpleasant 

onsequences of assigning high ratings to some subordinates and low ratings to others. In 

.ddition rat~rs high on consciousness might be expected to carry out their performance ratings 

esponsibly with greater diligence, resulting in better discrimination among performance 

1ppraisal dimensions and among ratees, and less inflation on ratings (1 ziner, Murphy and 

21eveland, 2002:218). 

Emplo) ct..: participation in de' eloping the rating form and appraisal procedures is the logical 

extension of' the de\ elopment of petlonnancc standards. The rating form summarizes the 

rormal operational definition of \\hat the organisation considers worthy of formal appraisal. 

Performance appraisal ratings are the product of an ongoing series of rater-ratee interactions 

\alued b) emplo)Ces both intrinsical!) and extrinsically (Roberts, 2003:<> I -92). 

Law (2007:21) argues that negative group ratings not onl) might tlemotivate individual 

employees in the grl)ltp, hut there is a possibility that such ratings might initiate a pattern of 

blaming or ~;ompctition "ithtn the group, thus breaking do\\n the sense ofteam\\ork managers 

hoped to encourage. vlerritt ( 2000:4) connu s that it is \\ell kno\\ n that trnd it ional 

per!ormanc~: appraisnl S) stems an: riJdled "ith tssucs primaril) "ith rater error. -\ supen isor 

may have the tenJcnc) to rate all or his direct repmts on one end of the performance scale or 

the other. Others tend to avoid extreme ratings at all, rating most cmplo)CI!S right dm\ll the 

mitldle of the scale. still others h:.n e <l tendenc~ to rate bas~:d on personal prefert!nces. l"hesc 

error~ tap the entire proce'is of" an) meaning. 

Robet1' ( 1998) stuJicd the response of publil. scrvicL· supcn isor.., anti pcrsonn~..:l managers 

regarding the effectiveness of the perfonnam:c appraisal process. In general th~.: t\\o group' 

supported the usc of performance appraisal. although they were not satisfied with the process. 

They cited problems areas in establishing clear criteria for performance, inadequate rater 

training. and the lack of organisational commitment. He further l!xplained that despite the 

extensi\e use or performance appraisaL most people lack confidence in the process (Lee, 

2004: W9) 
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In a study conducted by Rotundo (2002) found considerable variation in the ratings of like 

behaviour among over 500 supervisors. The supervisors were asked to rate identical behaviour 

of hypothetical employees. Rotundo found that the ratings by the supervisors varied 

considerably depend ing on their work ethics (Lee. 2004: 4 1 0). 

2.11 Advantages and disadvantages of Performance Appraisal 

l.)cholles ( 1993) states that at best performance appraisal does not work and, at worst the} 

~o,lu~c? serious damage to morale '"ithin the organi.:;ation (Rasch, 2004:4 11 ).While no system is 

perl~cl. and no system perfectly and reliably measures employee performance, managers need 

to c:\aminc \\ hy this established process is so painful for all participant (I Ieath field, 2007:7). 

Pertormancc apprah.al encourages mediocrit) b) rewarding safe behaviour as opposed to risk 

taking and self challenge (vray, 2002.16). 

There arc several important reason:- why organisations have performance appraisa l programs, 

to prov1de information for salary administration. to provide information for promotion 

decisions. and to imprm e perlormant:e on the present job (Montague, 2007:41 ). A ldak.h ilal lah 

and Pan.:11tc (2002:44) ugrce that the system emerges as one sided and is entirdy controlled by 

the supervisor, since the employee has no opp~Htunity to 1nl1uence the outcome. Also the 

S).stem Joes not guarantee that input is obtained from either co-workers or customers. As a 

result. an employee performance may be bastd on the <;upervisor's asscs::;mcnt alone. 

Montague (2007:46) states that the appraisal session is to evaluate job performanct.! not the 

person. and it is important ror super\ i-.;ors to be aware of some common !actors that ma) 

Jistort their judgment und undermine the value or the appnusal prm:css 

I. Similar to me- (tending to rate people higher ifthe} arc like you) 

2. Positiw lenience -l rating higher than a person deserves in order to rnotivatt! him/her) 

3. Ncgati\e knicncy- (rating lower than a person dc::;erves bc<.:ause nobody is perfect) 

4. Halo/horns enect - ( being overly influenced by a single favourable or unfavourable 

tra it or incident) 

5 Recency effect (rating someone up or down based primarily on recent events) 
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6. Attribution bias- ( tending to sec poor performance more w i th in individual's control 

and to see <>uperior performance is more innuenced by external factors) 

7. Stereot)ping 

8. Contrast eiTect- ( 1Waking comparison between employees) 

9. First impression - ( not considering subsequent information to modify initial 

impression) 

10. Central tendency - (playing safe by putting people in the middle) 

Spangenberg (2002:8) maintains that performance appraisal assumes that the person being 

evaluated is. by and large, responsible for results. Th is ignores a basic premise of the total 

quality movement which means that the system or process 1s the determinant of the 

performance and basic source of variation. Therefore the problem with measuring 

performance of individuals is that their performance is inseparable from the system and its 

processes. Furthermore it is true that if you put a good performer against a bad system, the 

S)Stcm will win every time. People spent! too much time "fixing" people who arc not broken, 

and not enough time fixing organi~M ional systems that an.: broken. 

Since by far CSpangenberg (200:?:8) menti0ns, the most appraisals focus on the individual's 

performance, thl' '\tructure of pl!rformancc appraisal den1es the reality of the team. rocus on 

individual dimensions oi performance may L'lim111ate and replace those dimensions pertinent 

tn group performance. Omission or team considerations, therelore, may result 1n passiw 

undL·r-mining of tcannvork. reamwork is, in fact, more actively undermined when 

per1ormance appraisal i<.. tied to individual re\\ards and bonuses. 

l.)pangenherg (2002:~) continues to state thai this is especial!) true when a budgeted amount of 

money is di~tributed on a relative ranking of employee pcrforma11t:c. Th1s fairly common 

practice puts ~:rnplovec<.. directly 111 competition vvith one another. Therefore. tht.:) are 

interested in performing better than one another, rather than with one another. Tht! 

performance appraisal S) stem is a one-to-one interchange from supervisor to subordinate. TtHS 

style of managing i" contrary to teamwork. Leadership in a teamwork organisation does not 

place the supervisor or manager at the centre. Rather. this person is coach, faci l itator, and 
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leader among equals. Importantly, feedback should not be a top-down activity but a lateral, 

circular, mutual, team acth ity. 

Spangenberg (2002:9) further continues to caution that the quality improvement proponents 

claim that using standards ·and goals for evaluation may lead to mediocrity. 1 he rationale is 

that since it is important that standards are met, employees find themselves less inc! ined to 

take risks. 1 he) rei) instead on well proven ways of achieving performance standards. They 

are reluctant to try something ncv. that may not work, and thereby threaten their ratings and 

salary increases or bonuses. 

Quality improvement advocates have claimed that appraisal systems often encourage short 

term gains at the expense of long term planning. Spangenberg (2002: I 0) reveals. This will 

happen certainly if long term goals are not set at all. It could. however, also happen with long 

term goals in place. Spangenberg (2002: I 0) continues to mention that people rna) simply pa) 

most attention to the goal and reward that is most urgent and desirable. 

2.12 Development and Communication 

Communication is an impo1tant factor affecting employee motivation in organisations. thus it 

is recognised as an important skdl for managers and h:aJcrs in organisations. hnthermorc it 

has been suggested that performance appraisal can help reduce employe\.! uncertainty, \\hile 

promoting more effective communication b~.:twcen supervisors and subordinates (Schraeder, 

Becton and Portis, 2007:21 ). Good performance appraisal should prov1de valuable information 

about the development of employees: it may l.!nhancc the cff~.:ct1vcness of human resource 

decistons and offer much potential f(n satisfying employees needs (Steensma and Visser, 

2007:102). 

Effective interpersonal communication is as crucial today as it was th~.:n to ratec's acceptance 

of the process of performance appraisal (Kikoski, 1999:304). The organtsational leadership 

must identify and communicate to all employees why performance appraisals arc being 

conducted and the specific goals of the appraisals system. When employees are allowed to 

participate in the design of the appraisal system their sense of ovmcrship increases 

(Longenecker and Fink, 1999: 19). The lack of communication between organisations also 
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leads to management problems in the perfOrll)ance appraisal .In addition poor communication 

among organisations is the result of an underlying ignorance of the roles of each organisation. 

insufficient long term planning confusion regard ing communication channel5, as well as an 

unwillingness to engage in ~his time consuming activity (Pimpa ,2005: 121-122). 

A body or research demonstrates that raters behave differently when they bel1eve that 

appraisals are to be used to determine administrative rewards, such as promotions or rises in 

salary. than the) believe that appraisal "'ill be used for feedback and development purposes. In 

addition it has been shown that during appraisal for purposes of development and feedback. 

supervisors may consciously dist:riminate against subordinates, especially those v. ith l iule job 

experience or ""ho are known to demonstrate low confidence levels in the supervisor the 

appraisal system (Tziner. Murph) and Cleveland. 2002:218-219). 

Expectanc) theory suggest that workplace motivation occurs "vhen employees know what is 

expected, believe they can meet those expectations, believe that meeting expectations will be 

rewarded and rewards are perceived as valuable. If any one of these areas is lacking 

dcmotivation occurs. More often than not, when sup<:rvisors openly communicate clear, 

reali~tic expectations. provide the tools necessary for meeting those expectations. and then 

provide valued rc.,,ards. employecs "ill be nwtivated to achieve desired results (Merntt. 

2000:4). 

Smit and Cronje (2003:318) are in agreement \\ith Kroon (2001:360) when the) say that this 

theory is based on the assumption that motivation comprises two things: how much a person 

wants som~.:thing. and what the ('hanccs an.· of his gctt1ng it. It further states that people think a 

lot about things before they actually do them. The individual's motivation toward!-> a certain 

behaviour is determined b) the result that the person regards as desirable and. secondly. it 

refers to the person's belief that the result can be l)btaincd. 

Designing an appraisal system requires not onl) establishing policies and procedures. but also 

obtaining the support of the entire workforce and it::. union(s). fop ol'licials must publicly 

commit to the program by devoting sufficient resources to it and b) modelling appropriate 

behaviour. Managers. in turn, need to be convinced that the system is relevant and operational. 

Employees likewise should sec it as in their interest to take it seriously. 
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A profile (or "slice") taskforce, representing all of these groups from different parts of the 

department, can conduct a needs assessment by collecting agency archival and employee 

attitudinal data. It should then revise an existing system (or create a new one) based on the 

findings and test it on a trial basis. This could be done in jurisdictions that allow customisation 

to agenc) needs (over half of state governments for example) or as part of a reinventing 

government laboratOt) experiment. It is possible to finesse and marginalize formal 

requirements entirely beating the system may be faster, more flexible. and just as effective as 

formally reforming it (Bowman, 1999; Risher and Fay, 2007). 

2.13 Research Questions 

Much of the problem statement had been solved. However. there is still some items missing 

and the research questions will help with this. Tht.:se arc: 

• Overall, is there a serious performance deficiency in the organisation? 

• Is there adcquutc variation tn the ratings, or do a disproporttonate number of 

employ.ces receive very high ratings? 

• Are managers \\ho evaluate employees credible? 

• Do employees and supervisors follow the pl•rformancc management system policies 

and procedures'? 

• Do employees consider the pertonnant:e management system fair? 

2.14 Conclusion 

This chapter has presented information pettaining to the performance appraisal. in tl!rms of 

definitions, critism of performance appraisal. role and ethics. mental health and participation. 

measurement and feedback, employee conllict and competition. accountability and trust. 

fairness and bias, rating satisfaction and dissatisfaction. advantages and disadvantages of 

performance appraisaL as well as the development and communication of performance 

appraisal 
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Regardless of the beliefs held about tht.> true effectiveness of formal performance appraisal, 

organisations will continue using the tool for the fbresceablc future. Unfortunately, inherent 

problems often hinder th6 overall effectiveness of formal performance appraisal systems 

(Schraeder, Becton and Portis. 2007:24 ). 

It is observed through consu I ted literature reviewed in chapter 2 that researchers have focused 

on reducing the errors in the tool-.. but have not been particularly concerned with what the 

tools arc actual!) mca'\uring - \\hat m.: arc ob~erving anc..l hO\\ \\ell \\C are observing it. 

Academicians han: del\cd into the mind of the rater and tried to determine the processes used 

to evaluate employees. fhe) attempt to train the rater to imp row observational ski lis. They 

tell the rater to keep a performance diary. While these ideas are theoretically sound. 

practically, the amount ortiml:! for this Chercise is too dcmanding. 

In Chapter 3 the Research Mcthodolog) followed in this study will be discussed. fhe research 

paradigm and the research methodology will abo be discussed, including the population and 

sample size. !"he detailed account of both data collection techniques and data anal) sis and 

intcrprl.!tation will be presented. Issues of the 'alidity and reltability of the study will he 

detailed. Ethical issues "ill be discussed and limitations on the research \\iII be clari ficd. 
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Chapter 3 

Research Methodology 

3.1 Introduction on reseat·ch methodology 

In the previous chapter, the research was stated in terms of live 4ucstions that remained 

unanswer~d from the literature review. This chapter detines the research methodology used in 

tillS study. to give anS\\Crs to raised questions. The questionnaire usl!d in this study provides 

answers l<J the research l(Uestions developed in Chapter 2. The research questions asks. if there 

a serious performance deficiency in the organisation, adequate variation in the ratings, 

credibility of managers/supervisors who evaluate employees, do employees and. o;;upervisors 

folio\\ the performance management system policii!S and procedures and do cmploy.ees 

consider the performance management system lair. 

The aim of the study is to dcterrninc the employee perceptions on the role motivation 111 

performance appraisal. To validate this. it is necessary to collet:t information from a targded 

population using correct mcthodoltH.!.)'. and analy:te the response. This ( haptcr begins with an 

introduction on the research methodology that is applied in this n::sl:arch. This is followed b) 

research des1gn. types of n:scarch, the Likert scale, population and sampling si:tc. research 

instrument. data collcct10n method, qul!stlonnairc validity and rdiability. elimination of b1as 

l.astly ethical issues limitations of the study an.: discussed and conclusion 

Overall this chapter this chapter dclinc-:; the research methodology used in this study. the data 

collection m~thod chosen, t) pes of qu~stions that can be asked and development of the 

questionnaires. the survey population and sample size determination, data handling and 

concluucs with the discuss1on of the researcher's compliance with research ethics. 

3.2 Research design 

The function of a research des1gn is to ensure that thee\ idence obtained enabks the researcher 

to answer the research question as unambiguously as possible. Obtaining relevant C\idencc 

entails specifying the type of evidence needed to answer the research question, to test theory., 
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to evaluate the programme or to accurately describe some phenomenon. In other words, when 

designing research question we need to ask, given the research question, what type of evidence 

is needed to answer the question in a convincing way (Hil la. Bless. Smith and Kagee, 2006). 

3.3 Types of Research 

Hammel define methodologies as a specific philosophical and ethical approach to developing, 

a theory of hov. research :::.hould, or ought to proceed given the nature of the issue it seeks to 

address (Nicholb. 2009). In addition Nicholls highlights that Qualitative research is 

common!} deductive. where theory i-.. tested. It often begins v. ith a small sample size, and 

foiiO\\S a rigorously applied but loosely defined pathwa). There is no hypothesis to be tested 

in qualitative research only a problem or research problem to explore. Qualitati_ve research 

allows the stud) to evolve naturally. rather than imposing a rigid methodological approach 

from the outset (Nicholls. 2009:590). 

FUlthermore ~icholls indicate that in qualitative research data is analysed as it is being 

collected. Qualitative research loot.. to hand over control of the study. to n greater or lesser 

extent to participants, allowing them to detire what matters to them and what is superfluous. 

In addition the rdationship between the researcher and thcu· participants 1s a natural one thnt 

develops (Nicholls. 2009:590). 

In qualitative rcs~;arch , personal b1as 1s ad .. nowlcdg~d as an inevitable feature of our 

humanity. and one that is vital if we are to explor~ the feeling. meanings and personal context 

of the participants lived ~xperienccs and they reflects meaning. So while qualitative 

researchers are equally as scrupulous in showing that their findings are trust\\Orthy. they 

approach th~ quesllon of bias differently. Underpinning thi<; approach to the question of bias 

lays a fundamental difference in the wa) qualitative researchers view their participants 

(Nicholls, 2009). 

Quantitative research on the other hand uses detailed inclusion and exclusion criteria to 

sample often large numbers of paaticipanb with comparable traits. With quantitative research 

you common!} begin with the question you want answered and the stud) is never allowed to 
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stray from its original purpose. Quantitative research is that who gather data first analyse it 

later (1\ icholls, 2009) 

Furthermore in quantitative research, the problem of the researcher bias is addressed b) both a 

scrupulous attention to the separation between the researcher and the participants, and a 

comprehensi"e attempt not to influence the outcome of the study (Nicholls, 2009). For 

purposes ofth1s study quantitative measures are applied. 

3.4 The Likert Scale 

Likert scales present individuals with positively or negat1vely stated propositions and solicit 

respondent's opinions about the statement s through a set of response keys. Typically 

participants are asked to indicate their level of agreement or disagreements with a· proposition 

on a graded four of live point scale (for example, strong!) disagree. agree. and strongly agree. 

The lirth point. when used, allows lor a neutral or undecided selection to be incorporated into 

the response key as a midpoint response option (Hodge and Gillespie, 2003). 

The 1 .ikert scak is commonly used to investigate the attitud~s of rcspondl!nts to :.1 st!nes of 

written or verbal statements. Typically the statt..:ments form sets of questions, with n:spondcnb 

asked to represent their strength of feding on a common categorical scale. It 1s an essential 

tool in psychology and social survC) s. and IS a ub1quitous method of colll!cting altitudinal data 

(Dittrich. Francis. Hat7.ingcr and Katzcnbcisser. 2007). 

Furthermore Dittrich. Francis. 1-latzinger and KatLcnbcisscr highlight two types of analysis arc 

commonly carried out on sets of Likc11 responses. The tirst type relates to score building. 

Responses to items arc treated as belonging to a numerical scale. and arc either summed over 

the items. or a factor or latent variable analysis is carried out. and \\Cighted or umvcighted 

score is produced. which is taken to measure a common characteristic of the item set for a 

respondent. lhe second t)pe of anal) siS 1s more concerned with providing an ordering of the 

relative importance of a sd of items. and how this relative importance of a set of items. and 

how this relative impo11ance might vary according to other characteristics of the individual 

(Dittrich. Francis, Hatzingcr and Katzcnbcisscr. 2007). 
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The Likert items from an individual consist of three components. a) the common response of 

all individual withm a group defined by covariates, which give the general level of concern on 

the topic) the individual's relative perception of the importance of a specific item and, c) the 

way in which an individual respond to the Likert scale, the individual response style (Dittrich. 

Francis, Hatzinger and Katzenbeisser. 2007). 

One of the principle tenets in constructing instruments is that items be as clear as concise as 

possible. More items are characterised a ... cognitively complex. the more likely respondents are 

to misunderstand the question and ans\\er incorrectly. Even small differences in wording can 

tncr..::ase the lcH:I of cognitive noise and dramattcally alter rl.!sponse patterns. Furthermore 

indicators incorporating more than one dimension into an item may increase measurement 

error by increasing the level of cognitive complcxit) (Hodge and Gillespie. 2003). 

Likert questions ask indi\ iduals to think along at least l\vO diiTcn.:nt dimensions, content and 

intenstty. Respondents muo;t C\ aluatc the conh:nt of each stated proposition, the) must 

examine the item and decide whether they agree or disagree with the content of the slated 

proposition. In addition respondents must assi.!:>S their level of intcnsit) regarding the stated 

proposition (Hodge and Gille!->ptc. 2003). 

Likert items Jo not produCl' uni-dimensional ordinal responses. thus violating a central 

measurement tenet. The multipk dimensions inherent in Likett responsl.! items may increase 

measurement error by i n~:reasing the level or cngn ttt' e noise. a problem that is accentuated by 

the usc of negali\CI) worded 1tcms. ~egati\ ely worded items are used to circumvent the 

problem of response SL'l bic.h, the tendency of rc~pondents to agree with a series of positin!ly 

worded statement and interspersed with positively worded statements and then reverse scored 

bcfon.: summtng the items to achien~ total score. I he U!'.C of m:gatively worded statements 

increases thc le\cl of<.:ogniti-vc comple:-:ity. 

The problem delineated with the L ikert scale. namely multidimensionality and coarse response 

categories may result in lost information. Phrase completion reduces cognitive complexit) by 

presenting individual with single dimension (Hodge and Gillespie. 2003). 
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3.5 Primary and Secondary data 

Primary data refers to the original information that is collected by the re~~;archer spccificall; 

tor the research study at hand, for example data obtained through interviews and surve;s. 

~econdary data refers to in.tormation that has been previously gathered by someone else for 

the purpose \\hich can be reused by the researcher. It includes books, journal articles and 

reports among others ( Leed} and Ormrod. 2005 ). For this study we wi II usc both primary and 

secondary data. A surve; \\<iII be used to acquire primary data. secondary data wi II be drawn 

mo-;tly from organisational repons, company magazines and available literature in the 

academic lield. 

3.6 Population and sample size 

Quantitattvc research operates by taking \ast S\\athes of the population and grouping like 

variablt.: together (Nicholls, 2009).The sampling fi·ame cmplo;cd in this study was taken from 

Mintek company in Randburg. I his population was targeted because the; represent a diverse 

group of individuals occupying professional (supervisory) and managerial positions. 

In addition ind1vidunls in such positions are evaluated on six month!) bas~s and thus were 

expected to have hat! enough experience with the1r performance appraisal to bt: able to 

complete questionnaires appropriately. Tht.: researcher also has a "l!r) short t1mc frame to 

obtain completed questionn:tires. 

'I he proc~::Jun: fnr obtaining consent to solicit participation of employe~:-. at the organisation 

included se\ cral steps. including modification and customisation ol the eth1c protocol and 

procedure for contacting employees Such modifications included changes in the title of head 

or department to something more appropriate -;uch as super\ isor. rater or person conduct mg 

performance appraisal 1\ n approval letter by the General Manager was n:quircd. 

Sampling strateg; that is design and size depends on the research paracllgm rhe quantitative 

method requires random and representati\e sampling characterised by largl!r samples (Leedy 

and Ormrod. 2005). I he population of interest for this study is the managers and supervisors 
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from various divisions in Mintek that cond uct performance appraisal. fhe participant will 

have to meet the:! fol lowing criteri a to be inc luded in the sample: 

• The participant must be a manager that is involved in performance appraisal. 

• The pa1ticipant must be a supervisor that is involved in performance appraisal. 

To get a fair representation in the sample e-mail addresses of managers and supervisors will be 

obtained and randomly select the c:;ample to be used in the survey fo llowing the stated criteria. 

The total sampli! was 113 and minimum of 90 completed questionnaires will be required for 

meaningful condusion to be Jrawn from the data gathered from the sUI\/{;). 

Sample participants werl.! employees of Mintek company .Study participant were informed that 

the stud) \\as being conducted and was to investigate performance appraisal. ·1 he researcher 

stressed that participation in the stuJy was not mandatory and that the responses would he 

strictly con fidential. SubJects were not required to identify themselves on the questionnaires. 

3.7 Research instrument 

l·isckn ("000) states that ()uestionnaires usually form an integral part of dt:scriptive and 

opin1nn related surve)~. They can be either 111 the form a !>elf aJministered questionnaire. 

where rcspon<.kd arc requested to complete thc qucstionnair~ in their own time or in the form 

nfa structured intcr'vie\\ . l rrcspccti\t~ of\\hich method u~ed, the f(>nnulation of questions and 

the structure or questionnaire art> critical to the StH:CI.!Ss of" the survey. 

lie furthermore highlight that self admi1ustcrcd structured questionnaire-;, whether 

disseminated by hand, by post. via e-mail or the Web. have the following distind aJvantages. 

• The) arc more cost e!Tecti,·e tn administer than personal (fitce to face) interviews. 

• They are rclatiH!Iy easy to administer and analy;rc 

• Most people are fami I iar '' ith the concept or a questionnaire 

• The) reduce thl.! possibility of interviewer bias 
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• 

They are perceived to be less intrusive than telephone or face to face surveys and 

hence. respondents wi ll more readi ly respond truthfully to sensitive quest ions 

They are convenient since respondents can complete it at a time anu place that ts 

convenient for them· 

Lastl) Eiselen indicated that the most important disadvantage or self admin istered structured 

questionnaires that arc disseminated b) hand. post. e-mail or the Web is that the rcspon::;e rate 

tend to be low .. especially when the questionnaire is too long or is complicated to complete, 

the subject mattl..'r is either not intl:rcsting to the re!>ponded or is pcreeivl:d as bi!ing of sensitive 

nature. Another disadvantage is that researcher does not have a control over who fills in the 

questionnaire even though it may be addressed or delivered to the intended partictpant 

(Eisdcn. 2000). 

3.8 Data Collection Method 

To scrv~.: th~? objecttvc or this study. ''hich is to investigate employee perception on the role 

motivation 111 performance apprai">al by focusing on the C.\pcrience of supervisors and 

managers. the r~.:searchcr used quc~ttonnatri!S. In this :-.tud) primary data will be collect~J by 

means of :-urn:y u~ing structun:d qucstionna~ rc which wi II d istri htlll'd to M intek business 

divisions. ·1 his study is based on a questionnaire survey. fhe researcher's sample consisted of 

113 super\ I">Ors and man<tgcrs drawn from ~tintek. 

<Juantitativ~: rc~earch is prcdominatdy us~:d as a s) nonym for any data collection technique 

(such as a questionnaire) or data analysis proc~durc (',uch as graphs or statistics) that generates 

or uses numerical data (Saunders. L~:wis and Thornhill. 2007). A ftcr having collected data. the 

researcher will compare anu contrast the information given anu then interpret the data (fin!-:. 

1995:4.) ). Data will be presented in the forms of tables. diagrams. pic charts and figures. lhe 

reason Cor using thc~c graphic forms is to take auvantagc or their ability to present large 

volumes of data on one page in a way that Jatn can be ::;ecn at a glance. 
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3.9 Questionnaire Validity and Reliability 

It was Churchi II ( 197'9 cited by Brahma, 2009) who tir:,t proposed a systematic procedure to 

develop valid and rei iable instrument in management literature. Since tha1i time, the realisation 

of the need to develop a sound management construct in advancing research by bringing rigor 

to the process of scientific enquiry has propelled the scholars to highlight this area in research. 

i\ valid instrument is a ,.;,qua non of science and if discipline docs not use instruments that 

are valid and reliable. it cannot be regarded as a science (Brahma, 2009). 

Fu11hcrmore Brahma argues that validity is crucial in management research, measuring 

unobserved theoretical constructs by observed measures arc very common, that they may be 

contaminated by measurement error. Measurcml.!nt error may lead to biased parameter 

estimates whereby a true substantive relationship may be rejected or a relationship may be 

proved to be present '""here actually none is. In other words measurement error threatens the 

validity of n:scarch tinding~ and undermines much of its contribution (Brahma, 2009). 

Feldman (:2007 cir"d byN~wttm anJ Burg~ss, :2008) assert that the quantitative origin concept 

of validity have be~·n vil~\\ed incongruent with in particular. constructive epistemologies. 

Validit) rel~r:-; lO the tL'asnns \\C h<nc for believing truth claims (l\C\\ton and Burgess, 200R). 

Tlw validitks iJ,.!ntilied by Anderson and l-Ien ( 1999 cited by Ne\'\ton and Burgess, 2008. 

2009) are apr~aling and suggcstcd that action n.·search adht..·rc to outcome process. democratic, 

catalytic, and dialogic \'alidities. lh: outcome validity refers to the ~::-:tent to which outcomes 

of rcsean:h match the intended purpos~..~ of the research. Process validity focuses on the much 

debated problem nf what count's as evidence to sustain assertions. This validity is \.:OncerneJ 

with the cflicacy ol" the n::-.car~h approach in addl\~s,ing the rc'iC<'ll·ch problem. Democratic 

validity is concerned with the e~ll:nt to \\hich rcst..•arch is done in collaboration\\ ith all parties 

who haw a stake in the problem under inn~stigation. Catalytic validit) refers to the ahilit) or 
the research process to transronn the parlicipanls to further social action. Dialogic validit) 1s 

akin to th~ pe~r review process in academic research (l\e\' ton and Burgess, 2008). 



According to Easterby-Srn ith et al. (2002:53) rel iabi lity refers to the extent to which your data 

collection techniques or analysis procedures wil l yield consistent findi ngs. It can be assessed 

b} posing the following three questions (Saunders. Le\\iS and Thornhi ll. 2007): 

I. Wi II the measures yie ld the same results on other occasions? 

1 Will similar observation in how sense was made from the raw data? 

3. Is the transparency in how sense was made from the nm data? 

3. 10 Elimination of Bias 

The questionnaires were distributed early in an attempt to secure feedback that was not biased 

by the scores the participants received. Anonymity of respondents in the research instrument, 

lJUe'>tionnaire was maintained. !he researcher ensured that prospects or a non-scientific 

research do not manilest in this study like ego mvolvcment. These measures reduced any 

temptations of biases within the researcher and the respondents Js well. 

3. 11 Ethical consideration 

Consl.!nt was given b) the Gcnl.!ral ivlanager for the entire project and specifically for the 

questionnaires to be distributed to the Mintek staff. Each participant was made fully aware or 

thl' nature and purpose of the rt!scarch and that their anonymity \\ould be ensured. 'I hcse 

conditions \"ere acceptable to all staff including the General ~lanagcr. Undertakings were 

made to the <.)cncral Manager that no information would be made public without his prior 

c-onsent, artcr he had been provitkd with an opportunity to review the findings or the research. 

I he final rcsl.!arch report will be made available to Mintd., staff members v.ho c:..pressed an 

interest in reading it. and "ill also be availa~le li·om the North-\Vcst University library. 

3.1 2 Limitation of the study 

The limitation of this study was that the sample was obtained from managers and supervisors, 

which may limit the gcncra li:mlion of the fi ndings. 1 he biggest li mitation of the researcher 

was to ensure sufficient!) high return rate. An additional limitation however was the 

apparently very low response rate and the inabillt) to specify it with more certainty. 
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Furthermore limitation was that all variable were a5sesscd with the same method. The returned 

questionnaires ma> not be representative of the sample originally selected for the specific 

discipline, which may impact on the relevance of research tindings. Lastly the researcher is 

also a staff member of Mintek as the supervisor and is very involved in the implementation of 

the performance management system. 

3.13 Conclusion 

In this Chapter the research design and the research methodology. including the population 

and sample <.;ize have been discus'>cd the detailed account of both data collection techniques 

and data analysis has bl!cn presented. Issues of the validity and reliability of the study have 

been detailed. and the ethical issues and limitatrons on the research clarilicd. 

The lollo'\ ing chapter will provide a presentation of findings that would be used in rejc<.:ting 

or accepting the raised que-;tions, a detailed discussion and rnterprct..ttional and statistical 

analysis of the data collected from the research rnethodolog] described in this chapter. 
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Cha.ptcr 4 

Discussion of the Results 

4.1 Introduction 

Thi~ chapter discu~~es the research findings and provides analyses and interpretation of data. 

In the survey certain specitic questions were asked and the analysis was done on application of 

Pearson correlation co-efficient and p-value. rhe survey was conducted v. ith supervisors and 

managers of Mintck in di ffercnt divisions within the organisation, to test their perception on 

the role of motivation in performance appraisal, with the aim to establish the perception of 

emplo)ees on performance appraisal. 

\1intek is a company with specialised disciplines, with managers and supervisors that conduct 

performance appraisals. The purpose of this study is to make contribution with regard to the 

management of performance appraisal process and the elimination of employee dissatisfaction 

at Mintck. Hence the focus of the questionnaire has been to t!xplorc usefulness, accurac) and 

con::;btcncy of performanl'c appraisal on supervisory and managerial decisions. 

Thts chapter opens with a descriptive introduction, the response rate, biographical profile of 

respondents; the next section reflects the analysis involved examination of the data and 

findings of the target market perceptions regarding the role of motivation in performance 

appraisal and associati\ e statistics regarding the role or motivation in performance appraisal. 

4.2 Response •·ate 

Out ot the total sample of l 13 approached on!) 91 responded. The figure rctlects that 

employees that occupy supervisor) and managerial roles are dominant!) male employees. 

Data was summarised on a spreadsheet and the summary used to create statistics and figures 

and tables. 
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4.3 Demographics 

Out of the total sample of 11 3 approached only 91 responded, 56 (62%) were males, 34 (37%) 

female and I ( I%) did not answer. The preference was not gi ven accord ing to sex, the sample 

breakdown is considered as being a fair representative of the demographics of Mintek 

supervisors and managers. The frgure reflects that employees that occupy supervisory and 

managerial rol es are dominantly male employees. Th is may be due to the fact that Mintek as a 

research, science and technology industry historically dominated by males, as the reason of 

high representation of male employees with in Mintek environment. The data was summarised 

on an Excel spreadsheet and x i STA Twas used to do the statisti cs. 

Figure 4.1 Race of the respondents 
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Out of the total sample of 113 approached only 91 responded, most were black people and 

w hite people. The preference was not given according to race, the sample breakdown is 

considered as being a fair representative of the demographics of Mintek supervisors and 

managers. T he figure reflects that employees that occupy supervisory and managerial roles are 

dominantly African employees. 
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Figure 4.2 Profession o f the respondents 
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From 91 respondents, 22 (24%) are occupy ing manageri al positions in the organisation, 58 

(64%) occupy professional positions as supervisors, and I I ( 12%) did not specify their 

profession. This indicates that majori ty arc occupying superv isory positions, and that their 

profession is scattered across different levels within the organisation. This could be due to the 

size of the divisions or business unit within the organisation in terms of conducting 

performance appraisal. 

Table 4.1 Qual i ftcation of the respondents 

A degree 28 

A postgraduate degree 33 

Matric 27 

No answer 3 

Out of the sample of 91 respondents, 28 (31 %) have a degree, 33 (36%) have a postgraduate 

degree, 27 (30%) have a Matric, 3 (3%) did not answer the question. This indicates that the 

majority of employees that conduct performance appraisal are highly educated, which will be 

an advan tage to the Mintek as an organisation. 

45 



Figure 4.3 Age of the respondents 
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From the 91 respondents, 15 ( 16%) were aged between 20-30 years, 53 (58%) were aged 

between 31 and 40 years, and 15 ( 16%) were aged between 41-50 years, and 9 (I 0%) above 

60 years of age. The majority of respondents were aged between 31-40 years, this impl ies that 

the majority of Mintek employees arc aged between 3 1 and 40 years, which is an average 

group within the working class that may have sufficient \\ Orking experience to conduct 

performance appraisal. 

Figure 4.-t Age· of the respondents 

• Female 

• Male 

No answer 

Out of a total sample of 91 respondents, 56 (62%) were males, 34 (37%) were females and one 

responded (I%) did not answer. As no preference was given to sex, the sample breakdown is 

considered as be:ing fa ir representative of the demographics of Mintek supervisors and 
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managers. The figure reflects that employees that occupy supervisory and managerial roles are 

dominantly male employees. 

Figure 4.5 Citizenship bf the respondents 
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Out of a total sample of 91 respondents, 80% are South African, and 20% originates from 

abroad. This means majority of the respondents arc familiar with ho\V performance appraisal is 

conducted in the South African context. This cou ld be attributed by Employment Equity J\ct, 

55 of 1998 to employ individuals from disadvantaged groups in South Africa. The abroad 

frequency is insignificant. Lack of highly qualified individuals within the field of sc ience and 

technology within the organisation could have contributed to the 20% that originated from 

abroad. 

Table ~.2 Years of service ofthe respondents 

0-1 years 9 

1-5 years 51 

6-10 YEARS 10 

11-15 years 15 

More than 16 years 6 

Out of the sample of 91 respondents, 9 ( 1 0%) have less than one year of service within 

Mintek, 51 (56%) have between one and 5 years of service within Mintek, I 0 ( II %) have 

between 6 and I 0 years of service with in M intek, 15 ( 16%) have between II and 15 years of 

service within Mintek, 6 (7%) have more than 16 years of experience. The figure indicates that 

the majority of respondents fell in category of less than 5 years of service within Mintek. This 
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could be attributed to turnover of staff within the organisation. Therefore respondents may not 

provide true renection of impact and conduct of performance appraisal. 

4.4 Discussion of the other results 

Fig ure 4.6 M iss ion of organisation and performance appraisal 
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Ou t of the sample of91 respondents, 80% indicated that there is a link between performance 

appraisals performed. while 18% indicated that there ' s no l ink between performance appra isal 

performed on them. and 2 % did not anS\\er. The 80 % response could be attributed to 

exposure and training to conduct performance appraisal. The 18 %could be attributed to lack 

of training on performance appraisal and the mission of the organisation. Grote (2006:39) 

concurs that performance appraisa l has also been viewed as a painful event when the manager 

evaluates the employee's performance; it rarely had close links to overall mission and program 

of the organisation that were designed to maximise human effort. A performance appraisal 

should establish a connection between the organisational and personal goals as well as shape 

and change organisational culture tO\\ards a results driven cl imate. 
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Figure 4.7 Performance Appraisal considered being accurate and /or Subjective 
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Out of the sample of 91 respondents, most of the respondents presume performance appraisal 

to be accurate and not biased, less number of respondents indicated that they don't consider 

performance appraisal to be accurate or subjective, while a very small number answered both 

yes and no. The majority of the respondents could be attributed to the fact that they have 

received training to conduct performance appraisal. and understand the meaning of an accurate 

appraisal. The lesser number that responded with o could be attributed by lack of training. 

The very small number that indicated both Yes or No, could be uncertain with their response. 

Pimpa (2005: 11 6) highlights that the accuracy of performance appraisal are critical for 

determining training needs. To asses performance accurately raters must have su fficient skills, 

knowledge and motivation. Montague (2007:46) states that the appraisal session is to evaluate 

job performance not the person and it is important for supervisors to be aware of some 

common factors that may distort their judgment and undermine the value of the appraisal 

process. 

Figure 4.8 Outcome of the Performance ApJpraisal session good 
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Out of the sample of 91 respondents, 59 (65%) presume the appraisa l se·ssion to be good, and 

32 (35%) indicated that the apprai sal session is not good. The majority that presume 

performance to be good, could be the results of good performance or feedback during 

appraisal, \\hile the minority of the respondents that presume it not to be good could be due to 

lack of feedback during the appraisal session or lack of trained on the person doing the 

appraisal. 

Figure 4.9 Deficiencies in the Performance Appraisal 
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Out of the sample of 91 respondents. the majority o f respondents IPrcsume performance 

appraisal to de deficient, but have previously indicated that the session is good. The minority 

presume that there me no deficiencies. This cou ld be attributed by understanding and training 

in conducting appra isa l. The other responded indicated both YesfN,o, this cou ld be due 

uncertainty. The organisat ional leadership must identify and communicate to all employees 

\\hy performance appraisals are being conducted and the specific goals of the appraisals 

system. When employees are allowed to participate in the design of the appraisal system, their 

sense of ownership increases. The lack of communication between organisations also leads to 

management problems in the performance appraisal (Longenecker and Fink, 1999). 

Table 4.3 Sat is ried with the" ay in which the Performance Appraisal session was 

administrated 

I strongly agree 8 
I agree 43 

I disagree 29 
I strongly disagree 7 

No answer 4 
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Out of the sample of 91 respondents, 51 (56%) of the respondents indicated that they are 

satisfied with the way performance appraisal is administered. On a contrary, the majority in 

(Figure 4.9) indicates that there is a deficiency in performance appraisal. The 36 (40%) of 

respondents indicated that they are not satisfied with the way in which per formance appraisa l 

was administered, and 4 (4%) did not answer. This can be attributed by fear ofvictimisation to 

disclose their feelings, or probably management should convince respondents to be in 

agreement. 

Figure 4.10 Adequate variations in the rating 
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Out of the sample of 91 respondents, about half of the respondents indicated adequacy in 

variations, whi le another half d idn't feel the same. Previous (Pigure 4.7) showed performance 

appraisal to be subjective, and respondents being satisfied with the way performance was 

administered. Miller and Thornton (2006: 153) state that one of the key issues is the accuracy 

of performance appraisal ratings. For example, if personnel feel the ratings are inaccurate, it is 

unl ikely that they will buy into a performance system. Catano, Darr and Campbell 

(2007:200 1-2002) highlight that poor ratings detract from organisational uses, and increase 

em ployee mistrust in the performance appraisal system. Employees on the receiving end of the 

appraisal often express dissatisfaction with both the decisions made as a result of performance 

assessment and the process of performance assessment, which have longitudinal effects on 

overall job satisfaction and commitment 



Table 4.4 Rating is biased based on employee's race 

I strong I y agree 2 

I agree 5 

I disagree 44 

I strongly disagree 32 

No answer 10 

Out of the sample of 91 respondents, 7 (8%) agree that performance rating is based on 

employee's race, and could have probably experienced such biased rating, and 76 (84%) 

disagree. This indicates that performance is not based on racial groups, and is probably equal 

across Mintek as an organisation. The I 0 (II%) respondents did not answer; this could be 

because of fear of victi1nisation. Research (Chapter 2) have demonstrated demographic 

dissimilarity between raters and ratees that can result in performance evaluation bias. 

Furthermore biases in the evaluation process are potentially the result of the stereotypes about 

performance of group members. It leads to decrease performance, then poor performance of 

group members. 

Figure 4.1 1 Appraisal rating comparable across different jobs 
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Out of the sample of 91 respondents, most respondents feel that performance appraisal is not 

comparable cross different jobs, and minority is not in agreement while few did not answer. 

Merritt (2000:4) states that unless all of the jobs within an organisation are essentially the 
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same, utilising the same basic form to evaluate performance is bound to leave some gaping 

holes in the appraisal system. 

Table .t.S Supervisor follow performance management system policies and procedures 

I strongly agree 8 

I agree 41 

I disagree 28 

I strongly disagree II 

No answer 3 

Out of the sample of 91 respondents, 49 (54%) or the respondents agree that supervisors 

follow performance management system, policies and procedures and 39 (43%) are not in 

agreement. This could probably be due to lack of training on the policies and procedures of 

performance appraisal should be conducted. Pimpa (2005: 115) mention that there arc 

numerous veto points that can derail e\en the most careful designed systems. In addition 

personal bias, unclear performance standards, inadequate documentation, and absence of 

coaching and training are few of the factors that reduce performance validity and reliability. 

Figure 4. 12 Satisfied with the way organisation provides feedback on your evaluation 
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Out of the sample of 91 respondents, majority of respondents are satisfied with the way the 

organisation provides feedback on performance evaluation, whi le minority of the respondents 

is not in agreement. .lawahar (2006:214) states that satisfaction with appraisal feedback is one 

of the most consequentia l of the reactions to appraisal feedback. 

Furthermore, Jawahar mention that feedback is not onl y important to individuals but also the 

organisations because of its potential inf1uence on employee performance and a variety of 

attitudes and behaviours of interest to the organisations. Whiting and Kline (2007: 130) concur 

that employees are more likely to be satisfied with the performance appraisal system when 

they understand the components and uses of their system. 

F igur·c 4.13 Climate of trust exist based upon honest and open communication between a 

supervisor and employees 
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Out of the sample of 91 respondents, the majority of respondents agree that the climate of trust 

exist based upon and open communication between supervisors and employees, while less 

number of respondents feels different. Schraeder, Becton and Portis (2007:21) state that the 

existence or the lack of trust among organisational members and structures affect 

performance, and behaviour, thought or issues that distract the employee from the work task 

that reduce task performance. Vest et al. (2000:555) is in agreement that employees must trust 

supervisors to rate their performance fairly and they must also have trust to management to 

all ocate sufficient merit budget or to implement polices where pay increases are based on 

performance. 
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Table 4.6 Supervisor shows concern for needs 

I strongly agree 5 

I agree 37 

I disagree 39 

I strongly disagree 8 

No answer 2 

Out of the sample of 9 1 respondents, 42 ( 46%) of the respondents presume that the supervisors 

shows concern for needs, 47 (52%) fee ls that the supervisors does not show concern, this is 

contrary to (Figure 4. 12) that respondents are satisfied with the way the supervisor provides 

feedback performance appraisal, and 2 (2%) did not answer. 

Figure 4.14 Performance appraisal based on facts 
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Out of the sample of 9 1 respondents, majority are in agreement that performance appraisal is 

based on facts , while less number of respondents doesn't feel the same. This seems to be 

indifferent where prev ious figu res state that it is not the same across a! I jobs. Heath fie ld 

(2007:6) highlights the limit of performance appraisal, that every method of assessing 

employee performance has its positive and negative characteristics. She further explain that 

they al l have characteristics in common, they are opinion based, generally one sided and are 

rarely on metrics. 
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Figure 4.15 Supervisor is competent 
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Out of the sample of 91 respondents, 68 (75%) of respondents agree that the supervisors arc 

competent, 23(25%) respondents feels that the supervisors are not competent to conduct 

performance appraisal. /\ldakhilal lah and Parente (2002:44) agree that the system emerges as 

one sided and is entirely controlled by the supervisor, since the employee has no opportunity 

to influence the outcome. Also the system does not guarantee that input is obtained from either 

co-workers or customers. As a result, an employee performance may be based on the 

supervisor's assessment alone. Merritt (2000:4) concurs that it is well known that traditional 

performance appraisal systems arc riddled with issues primarily with rater error. A supervisor 

may have the tendency to rate all of his direct reports on one end of the performance scale or 

the other. Others tend to avoid extreme ratings at al l, rating most employees right down the 

midd le of the scale, stil l others have a tendency to rate based on personal preferences. These 

errors zap the entire process of any meaning. 

Figure 4.16 uper isors are properly trained to assess performance appraisal 
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Out of the sample of 91 respondents, majority of the respondents agrees that the supervisors 

are not trained to assess performance appraisal. This can mean that supervisors have not been 

trained or exposed to workshops designed to empower them on how to handle subordinates 

performance. 1 his is contrary to (Figure 4.14) that state that respondents think that supervisors 

are competent, but not when it comt!s to performance appraisal This implie!> that Mintek 

upholds a belief that as soon as a person becomes a supervisor. he/she develops an ability to 

assess subordinates' performance accurate!). The minorit) perceived supervisors to have 

tratnmg or e:-..posed to designed workshops on performance. Carrell!, Kuzmits and Elbert 

(2003:247) caution that no one is born with the ability to appraise others' performance 

accurate!). and expcrience does not. of itself. prepare one to conduct performance appraisals. 

Rather. formal training is the most effective way to prepare managers and supervisors to 

conduct succe<;sful employee appraisals. Common appraisal problems such as leniency, 

strictness. and especially the halo effect can be reduced through proper supervisor tn11ning. 

Table -t.7 Performance management system policies and procedures are available freely 
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I strongly agn:e 10 

I agree 48 
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Out of the :-.ampk· of 91 respondents. 58 (64%) of th~ respondent think that perforrnanc~ 

appraisal policy is available tl·ecly and accessible, 30 (33%) don't agree. 3 (3%) did not 

ans\\er. Longenecker and Fink (I 999: 19) state that the organisational lt:adership must idcntif) 

and communicate to all employees wh) performam.e appraisals are being conducted and the 

:,;pl·cific goals of the appraisals system. When employee~ nre allowed to participate in the 

dcsrgn of th~.: appraisal system. their sense of ownership incn::ases 
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Figure 4.17 Performance management system is efficient 
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Out of the sample of 91 respondents, majority of respondents doesn't think that the 

performance management is efficient. and less number of respondents think it is efficient, and 

others did not answer. The previous figure state that performance appraisal policy is available, 

freely and access ible, but states is not efficient. Heathfield (2007:6) indicates the limit of 

performance appraisal, that every method of assessing employee performance has its positive 

and negative characteristics. She continue to explain that they all have characteristics m 

common, they arc opinion based, generally one sided and are rarely on mctrics. 

Fig ure 4.18 Sufficient training and development opportunities are offered and suppor1ed 

• Yes 

•No 

Both Yes/No 
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Out of the sample of 9 1 respondents, 60 (66%) of the respondents agree that sufficient 

training and development opportunities are offered and supported, 29 (32%) are not in 

agreement, and 2 (2%) o_f the respondents answered both yes and no. Pimpa (2005: 115) 

mentions that there are numerous veto points that can derail even the most careful ly designed 

systems. In addition personal bias, unclear performance standards, inadequate documentation, 

and absence of coaching and training are few of the factors that reduce per formance valid ity 

and reliability. 

Figure 4.19 Performance appraisal is acceptab le and fai r 

50 ---
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Out of the sample of 9 1 respondents, majority of respondents are in agreement that the 

performance appraisal is acceptable and minority doesn' t agree. The previous figu res states 

that it is not efficient, but is acceptable and fair. Catano, Becton and Portis (2007:203) 

highlight that perceptions of fairness, participation by employers in the appraisal process is 

related to motivation to improve job performance, satisfaction with the appraisal process, 

increased organisational commitment, and the utility or value that the employees place on the 

appraisal. 

Gray (2002: 16) maintains that the conventional performance appraisal system is more like 

gambl ing than an objective observation process, it is distorted by evaluator bias and more 

often reOects the unpredictability of the organisations dynamics. Many employees are 
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sceptical of the evaluation results and even more doubtful of the ability of managers who 

indulge in the annual flurry of paper. Employees expect to be rewarded and appraised fairly 

and for the process to be carried out with no hidden agendas (Whiting and Kline, 2007). 

According to Roberts (2003_:90). if employees are confident in the fairness of the appraisal 

process. they are more likely to accept performance ratings, even the adverse ones, if they 

perceive a fair dec1sion making process 

Table .t.7 Proccdun:o..: u-.ed to administer performance appraisal session is fair 

-
I strongly agree 9 

I agree 46 

I disagree 29 

I strong!) disagree 3 

't\!o answer 4 

Out of the sample of 91 respondents. 55 (60%) of the respondents agree that procedure used to 

administer performance appraisal session is fair, 32 (35%) are not in agreement, and 4 (4%) 

did not ans,,cr. The n:-,pondcnts think the procedure is fair then the) state that there is 

delicicnL) (l"igun: 4.9). Catano. Darr and ( ampbell (2007:203) mention that procedural 

rairncss 1s improved when employee~ participate in all aspect of the process. when there is 

com.isten<.:) in all processes, \\hen the assessment are free of supervisor bias. and when there 

is a formal channel tor the employees to challenge or rebut evaluations. In addition to 

perceptions of fairnes:-.. participation by employers in the appraisal process is related to 

motivation to impro' c job perf{,rmance. satisfaction with the appraisal proct!ss. increased 

organisational wmmitmcnl, and the utility or value that the employees place on the appratsal. 

4.5 Associath·c statistics 

Pear!>Oil correlation (hereafter called ('Orrelation), assumes that the two variahles are measured 

on at least inter\al sca les and it determines the e:xtcnt to '"hich values of the two variables arc 

"proportional" to each other. The value of correlation (i.e., correlation coel"ncient) docs not 

depend on the specific measurement units used; for example, the correlation between height 

and weight wtll be identical regardless of "hether inches and pounds. or centimetres and 
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kilograms arc used as measurement units. Proportional means linearly related; that is, the 

correlation is high if it can be "summarised" by a straight line (sloped upw·ards or downwards). 

Correlation is a measure or the relation between two or more variables. The measurement 

scales used should be at least interval scales, but other correlation coefficients are available to 

handle other t~ pes of data. Correlation coerficients can range from -1.00 to .,- 1.00. rhe value 

of -1.00 represents a perfect negative correlation while a value of + 1.00 represents a perfect 

positive correlation. A value of 0.00 represents a lack of corrdatior1. Correlation often 

measured as correlation coefficient indicates the strength and direction of a linear relationship 

between t\\O random variabks. Below is an indication of correlation ranges 

Small 0, I to 0.3 

. -~--~~~~--~ 
Medium OJ to 0,5 

Large 0.5 to I _j 
For the purpoc,c of this stud) correlation that is above the absolute value of 0, 5 will be 

<.:onsi<..lcrcd to show a strong relationship. The p-valuc is the probability that the current results 

\\ould have been found in the correlation coerticicnt \H)llld have been zero. 

Table 4.8 Correlation between race and age 

Summary statistics: 

Obs. with Obs. without Std. 

Variable Obs missing data missing data Min Max Mean deviation 

Race 

Age 

4 

4 

Correlation matrix (Pearson): 

Variables race 

Race 1 

age 

0 

0 

-0.574 

4 

4 

2.000 

7.000 

56.000 22.750 

56.000 22.750 
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Age 0.574 1 

Values in bold are different from 0 with a significance level alpho=O.OS 

p-values: 

Variables race age 
---------------

Race 

Age 

0 

0.426 

0.426 

0 

Values in bold are different from 0 with a signifi-::ance level alpho=O.OS 

Coefficients of determination (R2): 

Variables 

Race 

Age 

race 

1 

0.330 

age 

0 330 

1 

The table shows that there is a minimum number or 2 and a ma:'l.imum of 56 for race. Th~: 

mean i~ 2?.. 75 and the .standard (kviation is high at 21.991. The age is a minimum of 7 and a 

mu:-;imum of' 56 with a mean of ?.2 75 as well. \he SL) is also high at 22.426. l'he correlation 

is ncgativ~ and high at -0.574 rm:aning that the African pcopk an: older than the rest of tht! 

population. 
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Table 4.9 Correlation between satisfaction with performance appraisal, rating based on 

race, rating procedure follo\\.ed by the c;upervisor, and rating hased on gender 

Summary statistics: 

Obs with Obs. Without Sid 

Variable Obs missmg data missing data Min Max 
dCVIi\!0 

Mran 

43.0 21.7 17.4 

Satisfied 4 0 4 7.000 00 so 24 

rating based 44.0 20.7 20.5 

on race 4 0 4 2.000 00 so 49 

follow 41.0 22.0 15.4 

procedure 4 0 4 8.000 00 00 27 

rating based 44.0 20.7 20.5 

on sex 4 0 4 2.000 00 50 49 

Correlation matrix (Speann<Jn) 

satisf rating based follow rating based 

Variables ied on race procedure on sex 

Satisfied 1 0.000 0.800 0.000 

rating based 0.00 

on race 0 1 0.400 1.000 

follow 0.80 

procedure 0 0.400 1 0.400 

rating based 0.00 

on sex 0 1.000 0.400 1 

Values in bold are different from 0 with a significance level olpha=O.OS 

p-values: 

satisf rating based follow rating based 

Variables ied on race procedure on sex 
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Sat isfied 0 1.000 0.333 1.000 

rating based 1.00 

on race 0 0 0.750 0.083 

follow 0.33 

procedure 3 0.750 0 0.750 

rating based 1.00 

on sex 0 0.083 0.750 0 

Values in bold ore different from 0 with a significance level o/pha=0.05 

Coefficients of determination (Spearman): 

satisf rating based follow rating based 

Variables ied on race procedure on sex 
-

Satisfied 1 0.000 0.640 0.000 

rating based 0.00 

on race 0 1 0.160 1.000 

follow 0.64 

procedure 0 0.160 1 0.160 

rating based 0.00 

on sex 0 1.000 0.160 1 

This tahk sht)\VS the correlation hcl\\CCn :-.atist'<!l'tinn with performance appraisal. rating bas~.:J 

on rae\,;, rating procedure followed hy the supervisor. and rating based on gender. The 

satisfaction with perf(mnam:c appraisal sh(ms a minimum frequency of 7 and a rna:-.imum of 

43 with a mean frcquc111.:y of:! 1.7. The standard deviation (SD) i" 17.42 somewhat high. The 

rating based on race sho\\ s a minimum frequency of 2 and a maximum of 44 with a mean 

frequency of 20.7.Thc standard deviation (SD) is 20.5.:;. The rating based on procedure 

followed b)' the supervisor shows a minimum fn:quenq of 8 and a maximum or tJ I with a 

mean frt!quene)' of 22. l'hc standard de\ iation (SD) is I '\A - lo,,er than the others and shows 

the distance from the mean. I he rating based on gender shows a minimum frequency of2 and 

a maximum of 44 \\lth a mean frequency of20.7. rhe standard dc\iation (SO) is 20.54 -and 

shows the distance fi·om the mean. fhe correlation betv.cen satisfaction with performance 
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appraisal and rating based on race is null in other \\Ords there is no association meaning that 

!:>atisfaction with performance appraisal and the race would have no effect or impacl. 

I he correlation bet ween satisfied with the performance appraisal on and the procedure 

followed shows 0.8- a high positive association. This means that people are generally happy 

with the performance appral')al according to this. This differs from the frequency count 

showed in a previous table where some negative trends came forward on Performance 

appraisal considered being accurate andror subjective (£· igure 4.7), satisfaction with the wa) 

the performance appraisal session \\'3~ administered C1 ahle 4.3) and supervisors folio'' 

performanCl' management system policies and procedures (Table 4.5). The correlation 

between satisfaction and the procedure followed shows also 0.8 a high positive association. 

'I his could be interpreted that more African people are satisfied \\ ith the procedure followed. 

'I here is nn association bet\\cCn gender and the satisfaction. In other words it does not matter 

what ;our gender is people should be satisfied. The correlation between gender and race is 

perfect I. l'his means that African males think that the performance appraisal IS satisfactory 

for them. The correlation bt:t,,een rating based on gender and the procedure follo\\ed is 0.4 -

a good positive correlation. This Lould be interpreted that males arc happier \\ith the appraisal 

process in general than females. 
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Table 4.10 Correlation between sufficient training supplied by the organisation. the 

performance appraisal is fair and the effiLienC) of the performance appraisal 

Summary statistics: 

Obs Obs. 
with without 

Observation missmg missing Minimu 
Variable s data data m - - - - -- -
sufficien 
t 
training 3 0 3 2.000 

it is fair 3 0 3 3.000 

Efficient 3 0 3 7.000 

Correlation matrix {Kendall): 

sufficient Variable 
s ---- traini~- _ it is fair effic1ent 

sufficien 
t 

training 
it is fair 

Efficient 

1 

1.000 
0.333 

1.000 
1 

0.333 

0.333 
0 .333 

1 

Maximu 
m 

60.000 

46.000 

59.000 

Values in bold are different from 0 with a significance level olpha=O.OS 

p­
values: 

Variable 

s 
-

sufficien 

t 

training 

sufficient 

trainmg it is fair efficient 

0 0.296 1.000 
it IS fa1r 0.296 0 1.000 

Efficient 1.000 1.000 0 

Values in bold are different from 0 with a significance level olpha=O. 05 

Mean 

30.33 
3 

30.33 
3 

30.33 
3 

Std. 
deviatio 

n 

29.023 

23.756 

26.407 
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Coefficients of determination (Kendall): 

Vanable sufficient 
s training it is fair efficient 

sufficien 
t training 1 1.000 0.111 
it is fair 1000 1 0.111 
Efficient 0.111 0.111 1 

This table shows the correlation between surricient training supplied by the organisation; the 

performance appraisal is fair and efficiency of the performance app raisal. The sufficient 

training '' ith perlormancc appraisal sho\\ ~ a minimum frequency of 2 and a maximum or 60 

'' ith a mean frequency of 30.3. ·I he standard deviation (SD) is 29.02 somewhat high. l'he 

rating based on fairness shows a minimum frequency of 3 and a maximum or 46 with a mean 

frequency of 30.3. rhc standard devintion (SO) is 23.75. The rating based efficiency of 

performance appraisal shows a minimum frequcnc) ol 7 and a maximum or 59 with a mean 

frequency of 30.33.Thc standard de\ iation (SD) is 26.4 - betv~.een the others and shows the 

dt~tance from the mean. fhc correlation between suffictcnt training supplied by the 

organisation. the performJnce appraisal fairness and efficiency of the pt:rfonnance appraisal is 

high in other \\Ords there is associat ton meaning that suflicient training with performance 

appraisal and th..: appraisal fairn\.:SS ha\l.' an 1mpact, ''h1le eftictenc) \\Ould h<.l\C no t:ffcct or 

impact. 

1 he correlation bdwccn suiTic1cnt training with the 1x·rformum:c appraisal und the efficiency 

shows 0.333- a 1<)\\ postltve association. T'his m~ans that people an.! }'~nerally not happ) \Vith 

the cfricicnc y or performance appraisal accnrdi ng to this. lh is di f'lers from the frequency 

count sh(mcd in a pre\ ious tahl..: where some nt::gati\l.' trends came rorward that supervtsors 

are properly trained to assess performance appr;u-.al (Figure 4 15) the pt!rformance 

management syst~:rn is efficient ( Figur..: 4.16) and pcrf(mnancc appraisal is acceptable and fi1ir 

(l ·igure 4.16). I he correlation bt!twccn taimess and the eft~! t:icnc~ of pcrrormancl.' appraisal 

shows also 0.333 a low positive assm:iation. '!his could be interpreted that more people are 

sat is tied \\ ith the train tng and fan·ncss of performance appraisal procedure. There is no 

association bet ween su fticient training and the efficicnc). In other words people are not 

satisfied with efficiency of performance appraisal. rhe correlation between sufficient training 

and fairness is perfect I. Thts means that su rficicnt training and fairness in performance 
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appraisal exist and that people are satisfied with the process. fhc correlation between fai rness 

and efficienc) is 0.333 a negative correlation. This could be interpreted that people are 

happier with the fairness of performance appraisal and unhappy with its efficiency. 

Table 4.11 Correlation bet wet!n job title of the respondent, qual i ficalinn of the respondent 

and appraisal considered to be accurate 

Summary statistics: 

Variable 

Title 
Qualification 
appraisal 
based on 
facts 

Obs. with 
Obs ~ssing data 

3 0 
3 0 

3 0 

Correlation matrix (Spearman): 

Variables 

Title 
Qualification 
appra1sal 
based on 

Title 

1 

1.000 

Qualification 

1.000 
1 

Obs. without 
yissing data Min Max Mean 

3 11.000 58.000 30.333 
3 27 000 33.000 29.333 

3 1.000 57.000 30.333 

appraisal based 

on facts 

0 500 
0.500 

facts 0.500 0.500 1 

Values in bold are different from 0 with a significance level alpha=O. OS 

p-values: 

Variables - --
Title 
Qualification 
appraisal 
based on 
facts 

Title 

0 
0.333 

1.000 

Qualification 

0.333 
0 

1.000 

appraisal based 
on facts 

1.000 
1.000 

0 
Values in bold are different from 0 with a significance level alpha=O.OS 

Std. 
deviation 

24.583 
3.215 

28.095 
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Coefficients of determination (Spearman): 

Variables ----
Title 
Qualification 
appraisal 
based on 
facts 

Title 

1 

1.000 

0.250 

Qualification 
1.000 

1 

0.250 

appraisal based 
on facts 

0.250 
0.250 

1 

This table shows the correlation between job title of the respondents. qualification of the 

respondents and appraisal considered to be accurate The job title of the respondents shows a 

minimum frequency of II and a maximum of 58 with a mean frcqucnC) of 30.33.1 he standard 

deviation (':iD) is 24 '38 - somewhat high. The qualification of the respondents shows a 

minimum frcquenc) of27 and a maximum or33 with a mean frequency of29.33.1he standard 

d~.:viation (SD) is 3.21. fhe appraisal based on facts and considcn.:d to be accurate the shows a 

minimum frl!quenc) o1 I and a maximum of 57 "ith a mean frequency of 30.33.lht.! standard 

de\ iation (';!)) is 2R.09 - higher than the others and shows the distance from the mean. rhe 

correlation bet\\een job title and quallfical!on of respondents is perfed I - in other words 

thcrl.! is, association meaning thnt job title of the respondents and qualification<; has an effect or 

1mpact on performance appraisal. 

The correlation bet\\ ccn titk and appraisal based on facts shows 0.5 an awragc positive 

association. l'his 111can~ that people ''ho conduct p<.:rfbrmancc appraisal havt: qualltlcauons 

and gcnerally don't appraise hascd on facts. ll11..; differs from the th~qLH.:nc) count showed in a 

previous tahk whcrc som~.: negative trends came fomard that qualitications of the 

respondents (Table 4. 1) and performance appraisal considered being accurate and/or 

suh_1ectiYC (Figure 4.7 ). 

The correlation bct\\ccn qualification and title :-.hm\ s pe:rtcct I a high positi\ c association. 

This could be intcrpn:tl!d that more people arc qualification to conduct performance appraisal. 

The correlation qualification and that appraisal is based on fact sho\\s 0.5 an average positive 

association This means that people have qualification and arc satisfied that performance 

appraisal is conducted based on facts. The correlation bct\\een appraisals based on facts and 

the title of respondent's shows 0.5 an average positive association, a good positive correlation. 
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This could be interpreted that performance appraisal is based on facts and people are qualified. 

The correlation between appraisals based on facts and the title of respondent's shows 0.5 an 

average positive association, a good positive correlation. The correlation between appraisal 

ba5ed on facts and the qualification shows a perJect I. a positive association and good positive 

correlation. 

Table 4. 12 Correlation bcl\.vecq appraisal considered to be accurate, adequate variation in 

the appraisal and the performance appraisal is based on facts 

Summary statistics: 

Obs with Obs. without Std. 
Variable Obs m~sin~ata __ missing data Min Max Mean deviation -

Accurate 3 0 3 4.000 57.000 28.333 26.764 
adequate 
variation 3 0 3 1.000 45.000 28.667 24.090 
based on 
facts 3 0 3 1.000 57.000 30.333 28.095 

Corrc>lation matrix (Pearson): 

adequate 
Variables accurate variation based on facts ---- - -

Accurate 1 0.847 0.975 
adequate 
variation 0.847 1 0.944 
based on 
facts 0.975 0.944 1 

Values in bold are different from 0 w1th a signiftcance level alpha=O.OS 

p-values: 

adequate 
Vanables accurate variation based on facts 

- -
Accurate 0 0.357 0.142 
adequate 
variation 0.357 0 0.215 

based on 0.142 0.215 0 
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facts 

Values in bold are different from 0 with a significance level alpha=O.OS 

Coefficients of determination (R2): 

adequate 
Variables accurate variation based on facts - --

Accurate 1 0.718 0.951 
adequate 
variation 0.718 1 0.890 
based on 
facts 0.951 0.890 1 

This table shows the correlation between appraisal considered to be accurate, adequate 

variation in the appraisal and the performance appraisal based on facts. The accurate 

pt!rformanct: appraisal shows a minimum frequenc) of 4 and a ma\.imum of 57 with a mean 

fi·cqucncy of 28.33.The standard deviotion (SD) is 26.76 - sornevvhat high. The adequate 

variations on p~.:rformancc appraisal '>ho\\ a minimum frequency of I and a maximum of 45 

\\ith a mean fi·l!quency of 28.66.The standard de\iation ('}D) is 20.54. 

The appraisal based on fact~ -;hows a minimum frcqucm:y of I and a maximum or 57 with a 

mean frcqucnC) of 30.33.Th<.: ~tandard deviation (~{)) i:- 28.09 h ight.:r than th<.: others and 

shmvs the distance from th~.: mean. Tht! corrclat ion bet,\een accurate performance appraisal 

and adequate \ ariation shows 0.8 - a high positive association. in other words there is high 

level of a~sociation meaning that p~oplr are satisftcd with the accurac) of pcrformanc<.: 

appraisal and adequate variations of performance appratsal and hav<.: an effect or impact. 

!he correlation bet\\ecn accurate pcrlormunce appraisal and performance appraisal based on 

lacts shows 0.9 a high posit I\ c association. T.1is m<.:ans that people arc gencrall~ happy with 

the performance appraisal <H.:cura..:) and that perlc>nnance appraisal i5 bas~d t)ll tacts. !his 

differs from the frcquenc) count sho~ed in a pre\ ious table where some negative trends cam~.: 

forward that performance appraisal is considered accurate and for subjective (Figure 4. 7},thcrc 

is adequate variations in the rating (Figure 4.1 0) and performance is based on facts (Figure 

4.13). The correlation between adequate variations and accurate performance appraisals 5hows 

0.8 a high positive association. This could be interpreted people arc satisfied \Vith the 
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accurac} and adequacy of performance appraisal. The correlation between adequate variation 

and performance appraisal based on facts race is 0.9 a high positive association, and goo 

correlation. This means that people think that the performance appraisal is satisfactory fc 

them. The correlation between performance appraisal based on facts and accuracy < 

performance ShO\\ 0.9 a high positive association. lhe COrrelation bet\\een perforrnanc 

appraisal based on facts and adequate variations '>how 0.9 - a high positive association. Th 

could be interpreted that people are satisfied with pertonnance appraisal. 

Table 4.13 Correlation between gender. ethnicity and procedures follo\\cd 

Summary statistics: 

Variable Observations 

Sex 4 
Race 4 
follow 
procedures 4 

Correlation matrix (Pearson): 

Variables 

Sex 
Race 
follow 

Sex 

1 
0.938 

Obs. with 
missin~data 

0 
0 

0 

race 

0.938 
1 

Obs. without 
missing data 

4 
4 

4 

follow 
procedures 

·0.022 
0.226 

procedures -0.022 0.226 1 

Minimum 

2.000 
7.000 

8.000 

Values in bold are different from 0 w1th a significance level alpha=0.05 

p·values: 

follow 

Variables Sex race procedures 

Sex 0 0.062 0.978 
Race 0.062 0 0.774 
follow 
procedures 0.978 0.774 0 

Values in bold are different from 0 with a significance level alpha=O.OS 

Maximum 

44.000 
43.000 

41.000 

Mean 

20.75( 
21.25( 

22.001 



Coetficients of determination (R2): 

follow 
Variables sex race procedures 

Sex 1 0.880 0.000 
Race 0.880 1 0.051 
follow 
procedures 0000 0.051 1 
This table shows the correlation between gender, cthnicity and procl.!durc followed with 

p~rtormance appraisal. The gender in relation to performance appraisal shO\\S a minimum 

rrequcncy of 1 and a maximum of 44 with a mean frequency of 20.75.Thc standard deviation 

(SDl is 20.54 somev.hat high. The performance appraisal based on race shows a minimum 

frequency of 7 and a maximum of 43 with a mean frcqucnc} of21.25 . rhc standard deviation 

(~D) ts 15.75. The procedures foJIO\\cd during performance apprai5al based followed by the 

supervisor shows a minimum frequency of 8 and a maximum of 41 with a mean frequency of 

22.Ih.: standard deviation (SD) is 15...1 - lo\\er than the others and -;hnws the distance from 

th~: mean. 1 he correlation bet" ecn gender and race of supervisors tn performance appraisal is 

0.9 - in other there is a:-sociation meaning that satisfaction with performance appraisal and the 

race \\oulJ ha\e no dlcct or impact. 

1 he correlation hctwccn g<.:nuer and folkm:ing of pro<.:edurcs of supervisors Juring 

pl'rformance apprui~ul sho\\s -0.0~ a high negativ~ as:-ociation. I hi::; tnl'ans that p~:ople arc 

not generally happ) \\ith the p(:rfornHtnc~: appraisal pmccdures according to this. This differs 

from the frcqu~.:ncy count !:lhowed in a previous Wblc \\here snm~: n~:gativc: trends came 

forward that the race of the respondents (1-igure 4.1 ). the gender of respondents (Figure 4.4) 

and the ::.upcn isor folio" p~rlorrnancc management S) 'lem polil'i~:::. anJ procedures CI able 

4.5). l'he wrrclation hel\,ecn race and gemkr sh()\\S also 0.9 a high positive association. 

This could be inkrpreted that people are satistil.!d with performance appraisal. There is 

association between gender and the rate. In other words it does not matter what) our gender is 

-people should be satisfied. The correlation bet\\Cl'n l.!ender and the lollowing of proct:durcs 

in perfonnance apprai-;al shows 0.2 a vet) low positi\e association. This means people are 

satislied with performance appraisal. The correlation bet\veen following the procedures and 
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gender showc; -0.022. a high negative association and a negative correlation. This could be 

interpreted that people are not happy with ho"" supervisors follo\'.ed procedures in 

performance appraisals. The correlation between the following of procedures and race shows 

0.226. a ver) IO\\ positive association. This meanc; that arc happier with the appraisal proce-;s 

in general. 

4.6 Conclusion 

In this chapter. research findings have been presented and analysed. There's been a co­

ordination of primary and secondary data. It is very interesting to note some of the literature 

reviewed has been confirmed by the responses from the research toob. lhe findings have 

highlighted some of the issues raised in the ongoing debate regarding the pros and cons of 

performance appraisal. The findings have also established a link between the literature \\hich 

was reviewed in this study with the data which 'v\US collected and presented. 

The research findings, analy~1.., and interpretation of data were presented. This was based on 

tindings from the research done at Mintck as an orgamsation. In the surve~ certa1n speci lie 

qucst1ons were as~cd and th~.:: analysis \\as done based on the application of Pearson 

correlation coefficient and p- \alue. and associJte statistics. lhc stud) used a quantitative 

approach to describe and analyse th~ finding~ on th~.: role of motivat1on of performance 

appraisal at i\1intek. rhis \\as lollo"ed b) detailing the lindings and asso<:1ative statistics. 

The next chapter consolidate all the work done and comprise-; or the summary or the study. 

addrc:-.scs the finding~ per n::~carch questions. pro\ id~ p~rl(lrmanc~ appraisal opportunities and 

highlights future research opportunity. Conclusion or the stud) "viii be drawn and 

recommendations" ill also be outlined. 
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CHAPTERS 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

5.1 Introduction 

I he role of moti\'ation in performance appraisal in Mtntel.. is currently unknown. The purpose 

of this research is to determine the degree of objectivity of performance appraisal practices, 

the way tn '"hich it is c:-.perienced by employees and the \va) in ''"hich supervisors conduct 

pl!rfonnancc appraisal fhe study prO\ ided an out I ine of pl!rforrnnnce appraisaL in terms of 

definition::.. criticism of performanct:! appraisals. role and cthtcs. mental health and 

participation. measurement and feedback, employee conflict and competition. accountability 

and trust, fairness and bias, rating satisfaction and dissatisl~lction. advantages and 

disadvantages or performance apprai:-al. as well a:- the devclopnH.:nt and communication of 

performance appraisal 

'I his chapter consolidates thL' lindings of the research derived from analysis and interpretation 

ol statistical data, discussed in the pn:vious section. The n:search questtons pertaining to the 

serious performance deficiency in the organisation, adequate variation in the ratings. or do a 

disproportionate numb~r ol employees recci' e vCr) high ratings. managers '' ho evaluate 

employcc arc crcuiblc. employees and supervisors follow the performance management 

system policies and proccdur~s uno employee:-. con-;idcr the performance management S)Stem 

l~lir arc also ans\\ ercd. 

This chapter comprises of a summary of the study. addresses findings per research 4ucstion. 

provide supervisor and managers guidelines for p...:rformam:c appraisal opportunities and 

highlights future research opportunit) in this lield or study. Conclusion of' the study will be 

drawn anJ recommendations\\ ill abo be outlined. 

5.2 Summary of the Study 

lhe role of motivation in performance appraisal in M mtek is currently unknown. \he research 

was aimed at determining the degree of ob_tecti\ ity of performance appraisal practices. the way 

in which it is experienced by employees and the way in which supervisors conduct 
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performance appraisal. The study analyses how the performance appraisal is utilised by 

Mintek and employee perception on the role of motivation in performance appraisal. The 

stud) also revealed that there is deficiency in performance appraisal, supervisors are not 

properly trained, and supervisors do not show concern. 

5.3 Response to Research Questions 

The main findings of this research in relation to each research question will no"v be discussed. 

Each question is followed by a discussion of the findings relating to that question. 

Overall, is there a set·ious performance deficiency in the organisation? 

Heathticld (2007:7) states that \\hile no S)stem is perfect. and no s)stem perfect!) and reliably 

measures employee performance. managers need to examine why this established process is so 

painful for all participants. It was found in Figure 4.7 that most frcquem response on the C:\tent 

of serious performance deficiency. most of' the respondents presumed performance appraisal to 

be accurate and not biased. while less number of respondents indicated that they don't 

consider performance apprai"al to be accurate or subJective. It was also found in Figure 4.9 

that most of the respondents presumed performance appraisal to be dcticienl. The rnatn 

conclu-.ion was dr:mn !'rom th~ analysis around the scnous performance dcficicnc). Although 

signilicant number indicated deficiencies m pcrl<.mnance appra1sal. less number of 

respondents presumed that there arc no detic1cncies. In Figun.: 4.16 1t \\as found that the 

majorit) of n.:spondcnts don ·t think that the performance management is cfficil!nt. and le::.s 

number of respondents think it is efficient. onJ other~ did not ans\\cr. A strong positive 

relationship nd\\ ccn t~lirncss of performance appraisal and effi<.:1cncy was found in fable 4.8. 

that people arc happier with the fairness of performance appraisal and unhappy with its 

cftic1enc). The research concludes that n.:spond~..·nts arc not satisfi~.:d wnh the efticienc} of the 

pcrformanc~.: apprais<.ll. The management should explore the opportunity of ensuring that 

performance appraisal become efficient. 
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Is ther·e adequate variation in the ratings, or do a disp1·oportionate number 

of employees receive very high ratings? 

Miller and Thornton (2006: 153) state that one of the key issues is the accuracy of performance 

appraisal ratings. For example, if personnel feel the rati ngs are inaccurate, it is unlikely that 

they will buy into a performance system. It was found in l·igure 4.10 that about half of the 

rc!>pondents indicated adequacy in variations. whi le another half did not feel the same. The 

main conclusions that were drawn from the anal) sis around adequate variations is that there is 

~weragc results with regard to satisfaction of performance appraisal based on adequate 

variation in ratings. or disproportionate number of employl.!cs rccei-.e high ratings. 1\ strong 

po5itivl! rl!lationship between accuracy and adequac) of performance appraisal was found in 

ruble 4.8. that people are satisfied '"' ith the accuracy and adequacy of performanc·e appraisal. 

f'hc research concludes that respondents are satisfied with the supervisors following 

management S) stem and procedures. The management should explore the oppo1tunity of 

ensuring that more people hecomc satisfied with the :-upcn isor following management 

procedures. 

Arc managers who evaluate employee credible'! 

\ttontagu~: (2007:46) state-; that th~ appraisal session is to evaluate job perfonnance not the 

pcr:-on, and it is important for supervisors to be awan: nf some common factors that may 

distort their judgment and umkrminc the valu~ of the appraisal process. It \\aS found in Table 

4. 16 that 46% of the respondents presume that the super\ 1sor' :- sho\\s concern for needs, 52% 

feels that the supen isor docs not shU\\ concern: this is contrary to (Figure 4.12) that 

respondents are satislied "ith the \\::ty the supervisor provide::> feedback performance 

appraisal. An important finding in Figure 4.13 found that mt~jority of respondents agree that 

the climate or trust c.xisL based upon and 0pen communication bct\\een supervic;ors and 

cmplo)ccs. \\hile less number of respondent~ feels diff(·rl.!nt. It \\'as also found in Figure 4.14 

that 75% or respondents agrc~:d that the super\ isors arl! competent and 25% of respondents tell 

that the supervisors \\ere not competent to com.luct pl!rlormance appraisal. Manager should 

collect the data that will ensure that the appraisal is fair and accurate (Montague, 2007). 

Furthermore in Figure 4.15 it was found that majorit) or the respondents agreed that the 
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supervisors are not trained to assess performance appraisal. The research concludes that 

respondents are satisfied that managers \\ ho evaluate employee are credible. The management 

should C;>.plore the opportunity of supervisors showing more concern to employees on 

performance appraisal. 

Do employees and supervisors follow the performance management system 

policies and procedures'! 

Pimpa (2005:115) mention that there are numerous veto potnts that can derail even the most 

can.:f'ld d~stgned systems. In addition pcrc;;onal bias, unclear performance standards. inadequate 

documentation, and absence of coaching and training arc few of the factors that reduce 

performance validity and reliability. It was found in Table 4.5 that 54% of the ~espondents 

agreed that supervisors follow performance management system. policies and procedures and 

43% '"'en: not in agreement. An effective performance appraisal system can asstst the 

organisation in achieving its corporate goals and objecti\es through staff development and 

improved communication ("v1ontaguc. 2007). Performance appraisal \\Ork \\hen they arc 

designed well, with clear guidelines and goals. administered by trained supervisor and 

supported hy top management (Montague, 2007). An analysis in table 4.13 found that majority 

arc in agreement that performance appraisal is based on fi.tcts. "hile less number of 

respondents docs not agree. Furthl·nnore in hgure 4.14 it was found that 75°'o or responJents 

agrt:c that the supervisors arc competent. 25°/o respondent's kcls that the supervisors arc not 

competent to conduct performance app··aisal. The majority ot the respondents agreed that the 

supcrvi--ors an: not trained to assess performance appraisal. Research has shown that \\hen 

ratl.:rs lwve been trained and reminded of potential biases prior to the evaluation period. they 

arc better at avoiding appraisal probk:ms (Merrit :?.000). IIO\\C\er in figure 4.15 it was round 

that majority of the respondents agreed that the supcn isors arc not traint:d to a ... scss 

pt:rf'ormance appraisal. Additional findings in Table 4.7 found that 64% of the respondents 

think that performance appraisal polic) is available fredy and accessible and 33% did not 

agree. Lastly a strong positiH: n:lationship between satisfaction with performance appraisal 

ami ratings based on race in Table 4.7. fhe race has no eflect or impact on performance 

appraisal. The research concludes that respondents arc satisfied with the supervisors following 

managementS) stem and procedures. 



Do employees consider the performance management system fair? 

According to Roberts (2002:90) if employees are confident in the fairm~ss of the appraisal 

process, they are more likely to accept performance ratings, even the adverse ones, if they 

perceive a fair decision making proc~::ss. It was found in Table 4.7 that 60% of the respondents 

agreed that procedure used to administer performance appraisal session is fair. and there is 

significant 35'ro that\\ ere not tn a~r~::em~::nt. Fmployees have indicated that that the appraisal is 

fair ''hen the content on which the~ are evaluated is pcn.~::hcd as 'alid (Whiting and Kline. 

2007). Furthermore it \\.US also found in Table 4.5 that 5M'O of till· respondents indicated that 

they nrc satislicd "ith \\ay perlormanc~ appraisal is adrninistr.:red. On a CC•ntrary. in Figmt.! 4.9 

it was found that the majority inc..ltcatcd that there is a ddicit.!m.:y in performance appraisal. In 

addition in I· igure 4.12 it ''as found that major it) or respondents arc satisfied "' ith the way the 

organisation prO\ ides feedback on performance evaluation. ''hilc minority of the respondents 

\\Crc not in agrcem :!nl. \\hen supervisors are held uccountablc for the qualtt) of their 

perlormancc appraisatls they "iII bl! more consistent and strategic minded "hen conducting 

them ( l\1crritt 2000) .A strong positive rclationsh ip bctm~cn supen isors quali tications and 

pcrf(mnance based otn fact-.; \\US liHtnd in Table 4.R. the research conciUides that respondents 

arc sat is lied with the fairnl.!-;s or pl.!rfortnance management system. IIO\\ever the management 

should c:-.:plorl.! the npportuntty ot'im:rcase fairness of the performance management syskm. 

SA Limitations 

'I his stuc..ly has been limited to :vlintd(s managers and supervisors that conduct pcrf'ormancc 

appraisal, \\hich 1113) limit the gcnera(i<;ation or thl.! lindings. Another limitation \\US that 

variable was assessed using the same method. I hcreforc the relationship between the variables 

of' intcn.:st ma~ be inflated as pnkntiall~ indicatca h~ strong mten.:orrelation:-o among th~ 

dependent \'ariablc~. 

5.5 .Managerial Guidelines 

l"or the results ofthis study the follo\\ing guidelines arc given to Mintck in relation increasing 

satisfaction in performance appr<li,al in the future: 
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On the discussion of mental health and patticipation in Section 2.5, the organisation should 

explore an opportunity of goal setting and cleady detined value added purpose for appraisal to 

provide leadership identif) and communicate specific goals to provide an opportunit) for 

discussions of performance ~ppraisal, anJ increase motivation to conduct appraisal. Whiting 

and Kline (2007: 131) states that employees expect to be rewarded and appraised fairly and for 

the process to be carried out with no hidden agendas. M~:rritt (2000:4) highlight that often than 
-not, when supervisors openly communicate clear. realistic. expectations. provide the tools 

ncccssary for meeting those expectations. and then provide valued rewards, employees will be 

motivated to achteve desired result. !·ut1her on the discussion on mental health and 

participation and the finding~ in Table 4 6 a pi.!rcentage (52%) of the n.:spondents feel that the 

supervisor docs not show concern. thl! organi:sation should enhance performance appraisal by 

ensuring. Etnplo]CC I super\ isor I manager involvcm~:nt in appraisal system design to be 

active participants in p~rformanc~ appraisal process. highlighting oppurtunitic!:> to improve in 

performance management. Performance appraisal satisfaction i!j enhanced by employee 

participation and perceived darity of goals (Kll\ aas 2006:506 ). Roberts (2002:90) concurs that 

employe\.! participation is an efTcctivc tool fnr enhancing job related autonom), a necessary 

precondition hw employee growth. 

Lastly on thc diSl'Ussion tn Sl'CtiOn 2.5 on mental health and participation, the organisation 

should provide clear and dir~ct t\\\) \\tl) communication between supen l">urs and emplo)ees. 

to l!nhuncc communication and eliminate problems in thl! performance appraisal. Roberts 

(2003:94-95) argue that partic•patton. goal setting and feedback arc critical for enhancing the 

accuracv and quality of performance standards and goals. tacdttating a 

conscnsus/umkrslanding on performanc~ standards. and increasing commitment to goals and 

standards. Funhcrmorc Robcn states thut the development of reliable. valid. fair and useful 

pcrlonnance standard is cnhan~..:ed by emplo)~e participation. as wot-1-.:ers pos'\css rcqutstte 

uniqu~ and es-;cntial information ncc~ssary for de\'cloping realistic standards (Roberts. 

200s:90-9~). 

In the discussion tn Section 4.4 (Table 4.9) the correlation between sufficient training with 

performance appraisal and efficiency shows 0.333 - a low positive association, and Figure 

4.15 shO\v that majority of respondent docs not think that performance management is 
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efficient .The organisation should explore more effective training of supervisor, managers, and 

executives in the appraisal process to improve and enhance knowledge. and continuous 

improvement on performance appraisal system. Carrell!, Kuzmits and Clbert (2003:247) 

cautions that no one is born with the ability to appraise others' performance accurately. and 

experience does not. of itself: prepare one to conduct performance appraisals. Rather. formal 

training is the most efTcctivc way to prepare managers and supervi-;or'> to conduct successful 

employee appraisals. Common appraisal problems such as lenienc)'. strictne:>~. and especially 

the halo effect can be rt.!duced through proper supervisor traintng. ~chracdcr. Becton and 

Portis (2007:23) agree that training raters and giving them feedback improves ratl.!r"~ ability to 

make accurate evaluations or employee performance. 

On the discussion on fairness and bias in Section 2.9, and rable 4.7 that '35%) .presume 

performance appraisal to be unfair, the organisation should ensure objective assessment 

through uniform processes and criteria to ensure performance rcsulls that are fair, valid and 

legally defensible bas1s for rewarding and recognising individual performance. Catano. Darr 

and Campbell (2007:203) highlight that procedural fairness is impro,ed ''hen employees 

participate in all a~pect of the proce::.s. ''hen there is consistcnC) in all processes. when the 

assessment arc fr~e or supen isor bias. and then there i" a formal channel for the employees to 

challcngt.! or n:but '-'' aluations. Supervisor::. should op~nl) commun icatL. clear. rt:ali,tic 

e\pectations, provide the tools nccessar~ for meeting those expectations and then provide 

valued rC\\ards. liJ ~..·nhancc commitment and participation or emplnyc~..·s and continuous 

improvement in th~ organisation. 

Apprai .. ;al ")stem ~upport to pt.!r1()nn appraisal adivitics diligcmly .. md prntl!cting the S)Stem 

from problems (·rom prohlcms Cali'>Cd b) improper C'\C<.:Ution Of performance appraisal 

procedures. Pimpa (2005: liS) mention that there arc numerous veto points that can derail 

even the most careful designed systems. In addition personal bias. unclear performance 

standards, inadcquak documentation. and absence of coaching and training are fe,, of the 

factors that rcduc~ performancl! validit~ and rcliabilit). Designing un appraisal s~stem requires 

not onl) establishing policies and procedures. but also obtaining the support of the entire 

\\Orkforcc (Risher and Fay. 2007). 
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On the discussion measurement and feedback in Section 2.6, also section 4.15 majority of 

respondents agrees that supervisors are not trained to assess performance appraisal, and Figure 

4.9 the majority of respondents presume performance appraisal to deficient. the organisation 

should provide employees with feedback regarding their performance to reduce error, waste, 

increased productivity, improved quality as "'ell as enhancing employee motivation, 

commitment and a sense of ownership. Latham eta/. (2008:220) mention that the notion that 

people at work should receive performance appraisal is eminent ly sensible. This procedure is 

potentially of enormous benefit to both the indi'.idual and organisation. in that feedback 

provides people a basis to set goals to both evaluate and improve their pcdormance. This leads 

to reduced errors and waste, increa!SC productiv ity. improve qualit} and enhance employee 

motivation. commitment and sense of ownership (Nickols, 2007: 13). 

On the discussion of advantages and disadvantages of performance appraisal in Section 2.11 

and performance appraisal confound the people with the system. the organisation should 

improve performance appraisal through ongoing performance systems review and corrective 

action, highlighting opportuni tie.;; to 1mprove perlormance management. it is important to 

systcmaticalh and regularly revie\\ syo.;tem oper::~tiono.; to make sure:' that the processes and 

practtces are bemg follo\\ed and are effective. CSpangenberg (2002:H) ind1cates that the 

problem with measuring performance of individuals is that their performance is inseparable 

from the system and its processes. Furthermore it 1s true that if )Oll put a good performer 

against a bad !')Stem, the S)Stem will win every time. We spend too much time fixing people 

'' ho are not brokl!n. and not enough time lixing organisational '>)stems that arc broken. 

5.6 Future research 

Pert<.mnance appraisal has received much attention 111 the industrial and organisational 

psychology literature (Whiting and Kline. 2007).This study contributes various opportunities 

for further research, notably: 

• To cover other factors with potential to influence sati-.;faction with feedback. 

• To atm at integrating and consolidating knowledge of performance appraisal 

perception 
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• f o use objective performance measures when studying affect in field situations 

wherever possible 

5. 7 Conclusion 

The findings of this stud) pro' ide a strong point of departure for research in employee 

perceptions on the role of motivation in Pt.:rformam:e Appraisal. I ht.: stud; has highlighted 

some of the issue~ raised in the ongoing debate regarding the pros and con~ of formal 

performance appraisal. Regardlc!;s of the belief held that about the true effectiveness of formal 

performance appraisaL organisations \\ill 'ominue using the tools for the foreseeable future 

(Schraeder, Becton and Portis. 2007).Current assessment of employees in Mintck IS 1nlluenced 

by various factors. 

The -study indicates the current performance appra1osal can be idcnll tied to tht..: three major 

t) p~.:s. there is dcficienc) in performanct.: appraisal. supervisors arc not prop...:rly trained, 

pert(mnancc management system is not dticient. anJ supervisors do not show concern. The 

rm~jor causes of problems arc lack of long-term planning ot the pcrf(mnance appraisal and lack 

ot' training on p~:rf()rmarw: appraisal (Pimpa. 2005).Rcsults highlight the need for supervisors 

to Ol..' knowledgeable to conduct performance apprarsal. provide feedback in a supportive 

manner anJ show t:oncern ft)r cmpklyecs. The organisation should train sup~..·rvisors to be 

better and more dfectivc rater<>. Lastl) perlormant:c management sy<;tems can assist un 

organisation lO achrc' c synerg1st1c result:-. . 
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Pearson & Spearman Rho 

Normal & distribution 

---;Do employees 5. FAIRNESS or""-=r:-:E""F""o=-R=--:-M,-A __ N.-:-::Cc::Ec+-=or-di-nai/No-n-:1i-n-ai------+-:D:-e-s-cr-::i-pt...,.iv-e- ·s-t-ats-- --

consider lht.: A PPRA !SAL Variables frequency tables. bar 
performance 
management 
:. ystem tai r? 

5.1 Is performance appraisal 
acc~::ptablc and fair? 

5.2 Is your supervisor fair in 
administering the Performance 
Appm1sal session for all 
subordinates involved? 

5.3 Arc the procedures used to 
administer Performance 
Appraisal sessions fair? 

5.1 Yes/No 

5.2 '\Jot within ~cope 
,poorly ,fairly .mostly. 
completely 

5.3 Not within scope 
.poorly ,fairly .mostly. 
compk:tely 

charts 

'lumerical descriptitlll 
location 
,sprcad.distri but i on,cross 
tabulation 

Measures of 
association.Phi,Crammcrs 
y 

Convert nominal to ration 
0, 1.2,3,4 & do correlation 
co-efficient testing with 
personal information ­
Pearson & Spearman Rho 

Normal & distribution - -
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Appendix C: Permission letter 

afi 
[£J0~1J~~ 
Sp.->Cial:::.t::; 111 ll'iii\H"ll .~ 1 I 
metallurgtcal t"··~lmoiO!IY 

200 Malibongwe Drive 
(Formerly Hans StriJdom) 
Private BagX3015 
Randburg. 2125 South Africa 

Dear Mintek Employees 

ISO 9001 a ISO 1 7025 ., 
l")l 'AIII Y l''1TII·JG MH r~"• i\t?A tr)'l 
~ANA•"':.-~l:l\;1 sv q~~· A£, PAT I?T 

SO 14001 e O HSAS 18001 a 
L' ~'J.'-'A . •' .;1~ 
1

1lA J/\l,L '" ( "• 

RE: PERMISSION TO CONDUCT RESEARCH PROJECT 

Kindly note that Mr. Tlhalefo Moyo a Graduate Student with the North-West 

University study1ng towards MBA, has the permission of Mintek Company to conduct 

research on its premises for his study" Employee Perception on the role of motivation 

in Performance Appraisal". 

Mr. Tlhalefo Moyo will contact employees (Supervisors and Managers) to recruit them 

to participate in the research study and distribute questionnaires for completion. 

Your assistance will be highly appreciated. 

If there are any questions, please contact my office. 

Regards, 

Shokie Bopape 

General Manager 

Contact : 011 709 4680 

I 0 I 



Appendix D: Questionnaire Letter 

Appcradi~ A 

I ~FOR:\-I A T ION AM> CONSF:N f FORM 

T ITLE: E:\1 PLO\ EE PF:RCF:PTIO'-" 0'- 1 U £ ROLE OF \lOTI \' A 1'10'- I '\ PERFOR\ 1A "'C E 

APPRA ISAL: 1111:-, CASL O J< !\11\'IH . J.\. C.OI\1PAI\\ 

You arc in\'ited to participah: in a rc;.,~:an:h •aud~ bcinl.!. conducted b) \1r l'lhalc.:t~' ~1oyut<'''ard~ \laster'> Ocgro.:e 

in Bus111c~~ AJmini~tration and assi·tcd b~ the (,radmltt: C\dwol or Busine<.~ and Ciovernment Leadership. :--.:orth­

Wcst llnivcrsity. Th\: bro:~d <tim and objective~ of the stud> are to determine: 

a. tht• degree of obje~tidty ol performance :lpprai.:;al praetil:cs. 

b. the wa> in "hich it is e-..:pcril'nccd by cmplo:vees. 

c. the \\ay in which ~upen isors conduct pcrli.mnancc appr a bal. 

You are under no l)bligaticmto complete the quc>.tinnnnin:. llowc\'er. )Our contrih11tion !<.of crucial importance. 

Your anonymity "ill be guaranteed - your name i-. not required. \II information wtll be treated confidentially. 

The -,tudy will be most helpful t"nr rcs~:arch and pcrhap., Ill MinteJ.. Company. 

If you ha' e all\ qn~<:rion<. about this rc-.e;uTh. you Ill <I) conta.:t \lr llhakfo :-.t~yo at (0 II) 70<) 46 7 or OS2 405 

185 I If )l1U arc interested 111 the linJing~ ''' this ~tud). please 1\!c.:l tree to contact \lr llhalefo Muyo on the 

abll\ ..:mention~:J tckphonc numhl't to prod de you with the ~urn mar~ . 

Student Signature: Date 

Prof S.Lubbe (Supervisor) 

jybb~sj@!!.nisa.ac./a 

102 



Appendix E : Questionnaire 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: Respondent Code: 
VOLUNTARY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MINTEK EMPLOYEES ------

"Employee Perception on the role of motivation in Performance Appraisal." 

Note to the respondent 

Researcher: Mr Tlhalefo Mayo 
Supervisor. Prof Sam Lubbe 

The researcher need your help to understand how people v1ew Performance Appra1sal 
Although the researcher would like you to help h1m, you do not have to take part in th1s survey. 
If you do not want to take part. JUSt hand 1n the blank questionnaire at the end of the survey 
SeSSIOn 
What you say in this questionnaire w11J remain pnvate and confidential. No one w111 be able to trace 
your opinions back to you as a person 

The quest1onna1re as tour parts 
Part 1 asks permission to use your responses for academic research. 
Part 2 asks general personal particulars hke your age gender and academic qualifications. 
Part 3 asks about Performance Appra1sa 1tems 

How to complete the questionnaire 
1 Please answer the questtons as truthfully as you can Also, please be sure to read and follow 

the dtrect1ons for each part If you do not follow the d1recttons. it will make tt harder for the 
Researcher to do the research proJect. 

2 The researcher only asks you about th1ngs that you and your fellow employees should feel 
comfortable to share If you don't feel comfortable answering a question. you can tndtcate that 
you do not want to answer it For those questions that you do answer, your responses will be 
kept confidential 

3. You can mark each response by mak1ng a ltck 01 a cross. or enc1rcling each appropriate 
response with a PEN (not a pencil), or by filling in the reqUired words or numbers 

Thank you very much for f!llrng m this questionnatre 

Part 1: Permission to usc my responses for academic research 
I hereby give permission that my responses may be used for research purposes provided that 
my identity is not revealed in the published records of the research. 
lnit1als and surname 

Postal address. 

-----------------------Postal code 

Contact numbers: Home: ___________ Cell 
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1 

PART 2:GENERA-L PERSOi\ \L -
PARTICULARS 
Please tell" litlle about yourself 
Please mark onl) 0}.;[ option p~r question 
below 

Part 3: PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL 
ITF.M S 

--- -- --- --------------------------------1 I lam: 8 Do you understand the link between the 
mission of the organisation and your 
Performance appraisal? 

2 

' ·' 

5 

African 
Coloured 
Indian 
Oriental 
\\ hitc 
A member of another ethnic group: 

I do not \\3111 to arl' .. w.:r thi:.. que~tion 
I am a: 

:'\tanager 
Supervisor 
Oth~:r: (Ph:asc specify) 

I have a: 
A degree 
A postgraduntc dcgre~: 
\1atnc 
I ~on't wall_! to anS\\Cr thiS questiun 
I am -------------)cars old. 
I don't want to answer this question 

l am a : 
Female 
Male 
I don "t want 1~1 anS\\Cr this quo:..,tiun 

6 

\ I g:~:~~ii': ,,.,~ • •• • • • · • • • H • H ••• 

~ I de n't want to answer this quc~twn 

7 Ito~ 7nan) ) ~ar:- of <.en ict· do ) ou haH~ •~the 
dcpar1ment at ~lintel, 

1-5 years 
6-10 )ear'> 
11-15 year!> 
More than 16 years 

9 

Yes 
1\<o 

I'" l'erti.1rmance ,\ppraisal considered to be 

1 

"~::••· ao>d 'o' "'bje<-ti_,_e'_? ____ _ 

10 hs the outcom~ of the Pcrformam:e Appraisal 
I se<>sion good'! 

'res 
'1\,o 

1 I Is ti1en: a dclicicncy in the Pcrfonnance 
appraisal? 

Yes 

t\Jo 

12 ·\rc you-:::ublied wfih the-,~a) in ''hi~h the 
Pcrfonllancl' ,\ppraisal sc-.sion was 
adrninistcr~o:J"? 

I strong!) agrcl' 
I agn.:e 
I dis<~gr~:c 
I stwngly dic;agrc~ 
I don't want to an~wer this question 

13 b th.:rc adequate Yariation in the rati;1gs, or 
do n dio;proportlllllatl· number of employe<?s 
rccci'.: vcr) high rating::.'! 

Yes 

1'\o 
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r IS Do you think that raii~gs -bias is based on 

<!mployee's race? 

I strongly agrce 

I agree 

I disagree 

I strongly disagree 

I don't wantln arh\\l.'t' thi~ question 

23 r Do you think S-;-lp~isors are properly­

I trained to assess Performance Appraisal? 

Yes 

No 

~~---~~~----~~+-
16 Is appraisal ratings c0mparable across diflcn:nt 24 I Do you thin(..; Performance management 

jobs. di,·isions or departments? I system policies and procedures arc a'vailabh: 

Yes 

I strong!) agree 

I agree 

I tlisagn!l.' 

I strong!) dbagrcl.! 

I don't want to answer this question 

I S-~-Areyou satisfied with the v.ay the organi.,ation 

provides )OU with feed hack on your evaluation? 

I 
L 

rrecl) '! 

I strongly agr.:c 

I agree 

I disagrc<! 

I don't want to answer thi' que::;tion 

25 Do you think Performance management 

~;~tcm is dlicicnt? 

No 

26 Do )ou think sullicient trn~~,g and l de\'elopmcnt opportuni~cs are oflered and 
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I strongly agree 

I agree 

I disagree 

I strongly disagree 

. 
I don't want to an~~\er this question 

19 Does a climate oftru~t based upon hlmesi"a-;;-d 

open communication between the "upcrvisor and 

emplo}ees e:-.ist'? 

I strongly agret! 

I agree 

I disagree 

I strongly disagrct• 

I don't want to answer thts que~tion 

20 Doc~) our supcr~isor show cone em lor your 

needs'> 

I ~trongly agree 

I agrc!\! 

I di!'agree 

I '>trongly disagree 

I don't \\ant to an~wcr thi-. qut!slion 

2 1 Is Pert~mt1ance Appraisal ::.cssion discussed 

based on facts? 

Yes 

~upportcd by Mintck? 

Yes 

No 

27 Do you think tht· Performance Appraisal is 

ac.::eptahlc and titir 

Yes 

'\o 

2X o,, you thtnk 1\:rformance management 

~ystem pol ideo; and procedures arc availahk• 

fi·ccly? 

I strongly agree 

I agrcl' 

I di-;agr.:-c 

I don't want to answer this question 

29 Are the procedures used to administer 

Performance ,\ppraisal session fair? 

I strongly agree 
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L 

No 

22 Do yo~ think yoz.-; super~isor i~mpetc-;-lt Ti,-­
his,her field? 

Yes No 

J 

I agree 

I disagree 

I strongl}' disagree 

I don't want to answer this question 

- ----------------l 
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