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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to assess the cysegfirmance appraisal system used at UDS. Spaityfithe

study was designed to find out the practice andreadf PAS in the UDS and verify the extent of UBaff

awareness and understanding of the PAS.

The descriptive survey design was used for theystundl it involves survey of employees’ views on isgies,
situations and processes. The study was conductdteiUDS with a sample size of 340 elements madefu
both appraisers and appraisees. Questionnaicearaimterview guide were the instruments usedthress the
research questions. The SPSS Predictive Analy§ictilvare (PASW) Version 16 was employed to exartfiee
results. Cross tabulation, frequency and perceatagee applied.

The result of the study indicated that respondargsaware that their performance is evaluated aheldar idea
of what specific behaviour, traits or results taet expected of them and that appraisees are valv@d in the

setting of performance targets in the university.

With regards to the extent of UDS staff awarenessumderstanding of the PAS, the findings were thajority

of the staff have not received training or orieiotaton how PA is conducted in the university and ldvel of

understanding of the appraisers were higher thainafhappraisees.
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1. Introduction

Generally, human resource is the most importardgtdasevery organisation without which the othesongrces
cannot function (Bartol & Martin, 1998). The susseof an organisation largely depends on how human
resource is developed, managed and maintainedeirottfjanisation. Most organisations employ the afse
performance appraisal (PA) to assess and evalsabeman resource (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). B&dry
important for every kind of organisation. Accorgito Murphy and Cleveland, it is a justification ah
individual employee. Ahmed (1999) also positedt tR& is a structured formal interaction between a
subordinate and supervisor, where the work perfaomaof the subordinate is to be taken into conata®r,

with a view to identifying weaknesses and strengibswell as opportunities for improvement and skill
development.

Employees are seen as the primary resource of m@anisation since the survival of an organisation
depends largely on its employees or human reso{Boswell & Boudreau, 2000). The development and
assessment of employees therefore, become theidingriconcern of organisations, including univeesit
(Boland & Fowler, 2000). Due to the paramount intpoce of the people who are in the universitiess it
essential to understand how well these personmelparforming in their roles and if they are fulfiy the
responsibilities for which they were hired (Box&lPurcell, 2003).

1.2 Statement of the problem

Performance appraisal is an important human resommr@nagement tool which provides information to ynan
critical human resource decisions such as compensaand benefits (Boxall & Purcell, 2003), tragiand
development needs (Naming, 2005), layoffs, staffipay raises, drug testing, and discipline (Cropanz&
Stein, 2009). Naming asserts that performanceagggirhas been studied quite extensively over dbefew
decades, yet scholars continue to argue aboutatidity and merits of these systems.

In spite of the foregoing importance of performamgpraisal, its implementation has caused much
challenges and confusion in some large organisationluding the UDS. Many universities in Ghand ather
developing countries do little to motivate or prepananagers to conduct effective appraisals (Jaw208a7).
Only few of these universities conduct rigorous akitls-based training.

Rynes et al. (2005) attest that each employee uhdesppraisal system is supposed to be assessed at
least once a year and feedback given on how thdoga® is performing in practice. However, appnaise
appraisee conflict and misunderstanding may emahaeto what measurement criteria was used fossisge
the performance of employees, thereby creatinguececof discontent for the manager and the emplbgéeg
appraised (Schraeder et al., 2007).

In most cases employee related appraisal problamsr aue to the manner in which some of the
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measurement criteria items are constructed andrasteried (Akinyele, 2010). Most researchers ardefview
that PA issues have been exhaustively studiederdéveloped countries though only few of such stutiave
assessed the PAS in developing countries, inclu@imgna. Ohemeng (2011) observed that it is sttlctear, in
the Ghanaian context, how the assessment of PAS Pakdprocess affects employee satisfaction and
productivity. Thus this literature gap on PA in @haparticularly in public universities, informetig study to
undertake an assessment of the formal PAS in th8,U&cusing on both senior staff and junior stdfthe
university.

1.3 Objectives of the study
The general objective of this study wasagsess the current PAS used at the UDS. The ispelojéctives were
to:
1. Examine the nature and practice of the performappeaisal system in the University for Development
Studies.
2. Determine the extent of University for Developm&ttidies staff awareness and understanding of the
performance appraisal system.

1.4 Research questions
The following research questions were used to gthidestudy in assessing the performance appraistérms.
These are:
1. What is the nature and practice of the performamaisal system in the University for Development
Studies?
2. What is the extent of University for Developmenudes’ staff awareness and understanding of the
performance appraisal system?

1.5 Scope of the study

The study should have ideally assumed a natioma¢xision and also cover all workers. However, itildde
delimited to the senior staff and junior staff bétUDS across the Central Administration, Tamalgari¥pala,
Navrongo and Wa campuses respectively. The stadyfwrther delimited to the assessment of the Btaffthe
usefulness of the PAS used in UDS and the imptoatof the findings of the PAS for UDS.

1.6 Significance of the study

The findings of the study would be useful to a nembf groups and organisations. In the first plabe

findings of the study will be useful to the managetof UDS as it will expose the management tovteers of
employees regarding the PAS in the universitywilltalso help management to take proactive meastarenake
them aware of the relevance of the need for theasggd and to improve the appraisal system in thigeusity.

The employees will also benefit as the study wifp@se the problems that make the implementatich@PAS
difficult and once these problems are addressedilithelp create a working environment which wilk

conducive for them (both appraisers and appraised¢bg performance of their duties.

The University and other public universities in @halso stand to benefit from the findings of thelg as the
study will help identify and improve the implemetida of the PAS to make it more employee friendhg dhis
will subsequently motivate employees to work harfiberhigher productivity and the University will iturn,

make more profit.

2. Literature Review

The review focused on a few very pertinent and egiaite concepts that serve as the theoreticatandeptual
framework of the study. Some related empirical istsidvere also reviewed in other to understand theent
concept under study much better.  Specific tofsias were reviewed include the concept of PA, piggtional
justice theory, organisational behaviour theorggsal setting theory and control theories. Otheic®pgovered
by the review were the PA process, methods of R¥pgses of PASSs, recruitment and induction, trgrand
development, motivation and satisfaction, emplogeealuation, approaches for assessing PA, bendfisA
legal issues in PA and challenges of PA.

2.1 The concept of performance appraisal

Bartol and Martin (1998) noted that “PA is the pss of defining expectations for employee perfomean
measuring, evaluating and recording employee pedoce relative to those expectations; and providing
feedback to the employee” (p.331). They are ofvibes that a major purpose of PA is to influeneeaipositive
way, employee performance and development. Theleddhat, the process is used for a variety ofrothe
organisational purposes, such as determining meai¢ increases; planning future performance goals;
determining training and development needs; andsagyy the promotional potential of employees. Athme
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(1999) supported this view by asserting that P#ésprocess of evaluating how well employees perfdreir
jobs when compared to a set of standards, and ¢bemmunicating that information to those employees.
Ahmed’s definition of PA is more appropriate foetburrent study and it is far-reached.

From the definitions above, a number of issues getkrthat PA involves comparison of any
employee’s performance with a performance standard the performance standards describe what the
employee is expected to do in terms of behaviondsrasults. PA must be systematically done, ameuist be
related to the individual’'s performance on the jdbmust also provide information on the job andhelp the
employee develop his/her potential for the berdfthe organisation.

Ahmed’s (1999) definition tries to capture fourieat activities involved in conducting PA. Thesfir
is that, it indicates a formal activity. The sedds that, as a systematic assessment, it inva\sesies of steps
to be followed in assessing employee’s performan@ée third talks about being conducted in relation
establishing standards, which implies that the motleneasurement must have been set in advance and
probably, agreed on by both the employee and thesasr of his/her performance (Burchett & De Meuse,
1999). Finally, it involves communicating results the employee, a portion often neglected by most
organisations.

According to Mani (2002), the focus or aim of PASan the review of the past, utilising judging
methods, ratings and or descriptions establishethédyrganisation. It is both evaluative and depelental in
that, it evaluates past performance of employedsntifies their strengths and weaknesses and develo
strategies for strengthening the strengths andrditing the weaknesses (Cook & Crossman, 2004).

The concept of performance, according to Ghorpadecited in Akinyele, 2010), is the degree of
accomplishment of the task that makes up an emplsyeb. According to Akinyele, it shows how an dayee
is seen doing his/her work. For example a worketccanake a frantic effort in performing his dutetsthe work
place and end up coming out with little or beloverage output (Flaniken, 2009). Here, effort cowdchigh and
yet performance is low. Performance therefore dépeon such factors as efforts, ability, zeal, hawtk,
motivation, information and feedback (Cropanzan&t&in, 2009).

In sum, performance is considered as the level asftribution made by a worker/staff towards
achieving the organisational goals. It is therefiorthe interest of every organisation to know hmembers of
staff are performing their duties (Munhurrun NaidddBhiwajee, 2009). This could be done throughfsiak
and should be effectively managed to facilitateableievement of organisational objectives.

PA is generally a systematic way of reviewing asseasing the performance of an employee during a
given period of time and planning for his/her fatugAkinyele, 2010). Generally, it seeks to revead t
employee’s strengths and weaknesses for appropegatedy like training, promotion, salary decisitnansfer,
layoffs, motivation, re-assignment, counsellingagedl as placement to be implemented (Ohemeng, 2(Btajf
PAS has therefore become an important managenamiitgie to help organisations to achieve theitargets,
goals and objectives.

Organisational justice theory

According to Greenberg (1986), the term organisafigustice implies that fairness is being consdein the
organisation. It is an individual perception ofrfi@ss within the organisation. It is reasonabledasider that
employees of the organisation may develop posiéittdudes and behaviours when they are treatedly.fair
Ultimately, the perception of justice of employedfects their work performance (Martin & Bartol,98).

The literature suggests that there are three tgpesganisational justice that could be appliedP#s, namely:
distributive justice, procedural justice, and iafgional justice. The fairness of rating estaldsshistributive
justice perceptions in PA when ratees compare tbforts with the PA rating that they received in a
organisation (Endogan, 2002).

Organisational behaviour theories

Central to the debate on employee performance iorganisation stands the issue of how to influeanue: alter
behaviour of the individual. A number of variablesve been identified as determinants of performariche
individual such as personal background, ability addcation, to name a few, but one way of concdipaiteon
is to view these variables as a function of thiesdrs namely the capacity to perform, opportutotyperform
and the willingness to perform (lvancevich & Mattes1993).

Goal setting theory

Locke (1968) postulates that an individual’'s coogsi goals and intentions are the primary determiaf
her/his behaviour, that a person will “keep goimgtil goal completion has been reached — a chaisiiteof
intentional behaviour. He views a goal as the abpé an activity and went on to describe the latiies of the
mental process of goal setting. These attributesgaal specificity, goal difficulty, goal intensignd goal
commitment.
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According to De Waal (2002), the main steps in gippl goal setting in a managerial context are sgdose the
people, organisation and technology on readinessgéal-setting, prepare employees for goal-settiiay
increased personal interaction, communicationpitngiand action planning for goal-setting.

One area of debate is the level of subordinate wevoent in goal setting (Fletcher, 2001). Some aege
recorded an increase in job performance with hidbeels of employee participation in goal settilgngina,
2001) while others’ attempts failed to establislatienships between employee participation in gasting and
subsequent performance (Horvath & Andrews, 20QY)gdneral, the theory provides academic founddton
the setting of clear and specific goals as opptsedgue goals such as “do your best”.

Control theories

According to Otley (2003), control is the poweritdluence people’s behaviour or the course of evetite
restriction of an activity, tendency or phenomenbianagement control was founded mainly in the ward
accounting, based on works by authors such as Awtlip965), who proposed a framework for analysis of
planning and control systems consisting of factiies strategic planning system, management corsystem
and operational control system.

2.2 Performance Appraisal Process
The PA process constitutes the way and manner iichwthe performance of an employee is evaluated.
Normally, it compares quality, quantity, cost aide (Otley, 2003). It is the procedure that araoigation has
outlined to be followed or used by managers or sape to ascertain the level of performance of thei
employees. According to Cole (2004), any systemagijgroach to PA should commence with the compleation
an appropriate appraisal form.

Armstrong (2006) proposed an inter-related six stepf PA process which is depicted
diagrammatically in Figure 1. The first step in Atmong’s PA process is the setting up of the statedevhich
are used as the base to compare the actual perfoensd the employees. Once set, it is the respiitgiof the
management to communicate the standards to a#irtiidoyees of the organisation. The third step, wigcthe
most difficult part of the PA process, is measurihg actual performance of the employees (Enci@alp It
involves the work done by the employees during $pecified period of time. The actual performance is
compared with the desired or the standard perfocmahhe comparison tells the deviations in thegrerénce
of the employees from the standards set (Hays &mé&a 2001). According to Milliman, Nason, Zhu & De
Cieri (2002), the result of the appraisal is comivated and discussed with the employees on onexadsasis.
The last step of the process is to take decisiohighvcan either be to improve the performance &f th
employees, take the required corrective actions,ther related human resource decisions like rewards,
promotions, demotions, transfers among others. dgurcessful, PASs need to fit into existing mamaye
systems (Appelbaum et al., 2011).

Setting
performance
standards

Taking
corrective
standards

Communicating
standards

Discussing
results

Measuring
standards

Comparing
standards

Figure 1: Process of performance appraisal
Source: Armstrong (2006).
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2.3 Methods of Performance Appraisal

The success of PA depends, largely, on the methosen by the organisation since according to Gakhdert
and Hatfield (2000) PA requires performance stassly which performance can be measured.

The old and new approaches to PA use different ogistlor techniques in assessing the performancheof t
individual worker. Schultz, Bagraim, Potgieter, 8fge and Werner (2003) stated that, the most commadd
methods of PASs are the rating scales (56%); essdlyods (25%) and results oriented or MBO metha@%0).

Alternatively, PASs may be classified accordingth@ main purposes that they serve, namely,
comparative purposes and developmental purposdsefTaMurphy & Cleveland, 2001). However for the
purpose of this study, methods of appraisal magrbeped into traditional and modern methods. Exampf
the traditional methods are the essay method aedr#it appraisal methods while that of the modara
management by objective, 360-degree feedback, badbéhaviourally anchored rating scales (Armstrong,
2001). Those methods that are relevant to the mustady are discussed below.

Performance appraisal methods can be broadly fitassis measuring traits, behaviours or results.
Traits approaches continue to be the more popylstems despite their inherent subjectivity (Carellal.,
2000). Behavioural approaches provide more aaiitgnted information to employees and therefore bathe
best for development. However, the results-orierpgdroach is gaining popularity because it focuseghe
measurable contributions that employees make tordp@nisation (Bohlander & Snell, 2004).

Trait approaches to PA are designed to measurextent to which an employee possesses certain
characteristics such as dependability, creativitifiative and leadership (DeNisi, 2000). Theserahteristics
are viewed as important for the job and the orgdiua in general. The fact that trait methods #&ee most
popular is due in large part to the ease with whirgy are developed. However, if not designedfaliyeon the
basis of job analysis, trait appraisals can bermisly biased and subjective (Carrell et al., 2000

The second method to look at is the essay or writtethod. This method allows the appraiser to
prepare written statements about employees beipmimed. In some cases, the appraiser writesnstats or
answers to series of questions while in othershieefsrites a complete essay on the performance @f th
appraisees during the assessment period (Carall €000).

Management by objectives (MBO) is also referredgmbjectives and goal-setting procedures or work
planning review (Carrell et al., 2000). The mettsmbks to measure the performance of the empldyges
examining the extent to which predetermined objestiare met. The managers and employees jointltheet
goals or standards at the beginning of the appra&i#od and the employees are usually expectestifeaudit
and monitor their development (Boland & Fowler, @D0

The behaviourally anchored rating scale (BARS) i®latively new technique, which combines the
graphic rating scale and critical incidents metf©tey, 2003).

The last method of PA to discuss is the bottom-eggomance. It involves subordinates rating the
performance of their superiors, in most cases gitanonymous questionnaire (DeNisi, 2000). The maty
helps the

2.4 Purposes of Performance Appraisal Systems

PASs are the cornerstone of human resource managgrectices and the basis for developing a sysem’
approach to organisational management. It has tyaoé declared purposes and the different purposes
sometimes conflict (DeNisi, 2000). According to i it aims at providing information for reviewisglaries,
conditions of service and other rewards, self-eatidm, and the conduct of personnel managemenanese
Rudman’s (2003) classification of the purposes/A$ Ban be seen as those that relate to personmelgament
needs, those that primarily concern with improvingrent and future performance and those that facus
developing the individuals concerned. According'amng and Holzer (2006), a PA programme can setaeym
purposes that benefit both the organisation ancethployee whose performance is being appraisedeSidm
these purposes are strategic, administrative anelafgmental (Cervone, Shadel, Smith & Fiori, 2006).

Recruitment and induction
Most employers recognise the fact that their stedftheir greatest asset, and the right recruitrmedtinduction
processes are vital in ensuring that the new enggldecomes effective in the shortest time. Theesscof an
organisation depends on having the right numbestaff, with the right skills and abilities (Rasc2Q04).
Recruiting people with the right skills and qualitiis essential for any organisation if it is toimt&n and
improve its efficiency (Armstrong, 2006). Not ontiie personnel manager but also the line manager or
supervisor has a part to play in the selection gssc It is crucial that both these people haveitrg to enable
them to carry out their roles effectively (Yang &Mer, 2006).

Having selected the best candidate for the job,nivet stage is to ensure that the new recruit is
successfully integrated into the organisation tgtowa well-planned induction programme (Gray, 2007).
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Induction need not be an elaborate exercise, bmugt be thought out in advance, carried out imely and
careful manner, and evaluated to ensure that itsribe needs of the employee (Rebore, 2007).

Training and development

In the field of human resource management, trairiing development is the field which is concernethwi
organisational activity aimed at bettering the perfance of individuals and groups in organisatis®tings
(Carrell, et al., 2000). It has been known by seieames, including human resource development|earding
and development (Harrison, 2005).

Training and development encompasses three mainitiest that are, training, education and
development. Cohn, Khurana and Reeves (2005) rib&gdraining and development ideas are often densil
to be synonymous. However, according to practitisngaining, education and development encompass t
separate, although interrelated, activities (Arorgly; 2006). Training as an activity is both focusgn, and
evaluated against, the job that an individual autyeholds. Education also focuses upon the jolzg #n
individual may potentially hold in the future, aisl evaluated against those jobs while developmetivity
focuses upon the activities that the organisatimpleying the individual, or that the individual p&rt of, may
partake in the future, and is almost impossiblevialuate (Rebore, 2007).

Employee evaluation

Though often understated or even denied, evalu@ianegitimate and major objective of PA (Nills&rKald,
2002). Nevertheless, the need to evaluate, thad jsidge, is also an ongoing source of tensiagesevaluative
and developmental priorities appear to frequeritiglt. Yet at its most basic level, PA is seerhagtrocess of
examining and evaluating the performance of arviddal (Wilson & Nutley, 2003).

Despite the fact that organisations have a clegit,risome would say a duty, to conduct such evialsitof
performance, many still recoil from the idea (Pighwine, 2003). According to Seiden and Sowa (201le
explicit process of judgement can be dehumanisitegnoralising, and a source of anxiety and disttess
employees. However, according to Dessler (2011praagal cannot serve the needs of evaluation and
development at the same time but rather it musireeor the other. Consequently, there is an acokeptaiddle
ground, where the need to evaluate employees olgbctand the need to encourage and develop thampe
balanced (Kondrasuk, 2011).

2.5 Approaches for Assessing Performance Appraisal

According to Keeping and Levy (2000), PA processesalways designed to match the organisation’sgoda
the type of work that is performed. They believattbne of the most critical factors in effective BAclearly
defining the purpose of the appraisal system. Bilitigis may include monetary compensation, capenning,
documentation of staffing changes, work load eu#&una counselling and development and training ¢Big
Irvine, 2003).

Generally, five areas can be pointed out as messofean efficacious PAS (Pettijohn, Parker,
Pettijohn & Kent, 2001). According to Pettijohn &k, the first area, determination of pay, explaaml
communicates pay decisions to management. The deaa involves the provision of subordinate with
development information and support and fosteringual task definition and planning of future wor&ads.
The second area further involves documenting acograsing subordinate’s performance. The last &rgmoint
out is allowing the subordinate to provide feedbabkut feelings, supervision and definition of wo@kher
variables that may influence PAS effectivenessuidelthe type of performance standards employed éNal.,
2001), the frequency of assessment (Analoui & FX02), the presence of written administrative pchres
and existence of an appeals process (Analoui & £802).

2.6 Empirical Studies on Performance Appraisal
Pettijohn et al. (2001) undertook a study to exanthre attitudes of nearly 32,000 American fedengpleyees
toward PA. A descriptive survey design was usedthier study. Both questionnaire and interview guidze
used in eliciting data from the respondents. Rditijet al. concluded that the employees were dfisalt with
the way PA was conducted and that less than otieféilt that the process motivated employees téoperwell.
They however, claimed that there is no empiricatlence that PA itself is undesirable. This is beeaffom
their study almost half (46 percent) liked the aptcof the process as it gave them an indicationtwfre they
ranked among co-workers.

Simmons (2002) undertook a study to examine thevief experts on PA in universities and colleges.
He used the stratified random sampling procedursetect both appraisers and appraise from 430 elsme
Simmons’ study found that employees viewed the Pdcgss as beneficial. Managers and professionsds al
found the process as having overall value, witly few suggesting it should be discarded altogetHemever,
problems identified from Simmons’ study includedgby application, uneven managerial commitment laic
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continuity between appraisal, the link with perfame related pay and teamwork, and the appropeisseof
individual performance review for lower-graded &takrit further attention. But there was a genaxjative
perception of the effects of the link between imdiixal performance review and pay.

Mani (2002) also found from her study at the Eaatolina University that many employees are
motivated by factors that do not relate to the PAS®cording to her, many are self-motivated or weatied by
the enjoyment of their work, and pay, an extringiward, ranked third among the things that motiyatese
employees. However, she warned that this self-ratitim and enjoyment of work will cease if employgesy
is not adequately increased, as increases in paylsa seen as a symbol of recognition.

Wilson and Nutley (2003) did a study on the assessraf how appraisal systems facilitate women’s
progress in Scottish universities. They found thate was a general decline in the use of appraysiéms in
Scottish universities but women were still beingjeated to a disciplinary technology such as PAouigh there
was no statistically significant gender differengith regard to purpose of PA, men perceived thed?Ahe
university more positively and higher than femateptoyees. Wilson and Nutley recommended in theidgt
that employees with shorter length of service antiejunior levels do not stay with their orgatisas for long
and any organisation with more of such employeeg exgerience high turnover which is not good foergv
organisation.

3. Methodology

This study focused on addressing an issue in aa &ere there has been a relatively little reseaacid, it
involves survey of employees’ views on the isssésations and processes, the researcher foungibpriate
to use the descriptive survey design. In the \oéwry et al. (2006), descriptive design is appiaf® because it
allows the researcher to collect data to asseserdupractices for improvement; gives a more adeusand
meaningful picture of events and seek to explampfes perception and behaviour on the basis af dathered
at any particular time.

The population for the study was appraisers andasgges made up of senior members, senior staff
and junior staff in the Central Administration atite four satellite campuses of the UDS. Recordm fthe
human resource section of the university indicdted the staff strength as at February, 2012 is himndred
and sixty four (964). These were made up of 71 ig@rs (appraisers) and 893 subordinates (ap@sise
across faculties, schools, departments, sectiodisuaits in all the four satellite campuses of théversity and
the Central Administration. The stratified randeampling was used to select the 360 elements ceetpaf 60
appraisers and 300 appraisees in the four sateflitgouses of the university and the central adtnatisn.

The data collection instruments used was questioe® and interview guide. Some of the
questionnaire items were based on a five — poirkert type scale anchored from ‘strongly agree'siwongly
disagree’. Discrete quantitative values from 1 toé¥e assigned to the responses. The number shdegagf
the issue while 5 showed more of it. Saunders.ef2807) posit that the Likert scale is the mosiely used
method of scaling in the social sciences todayhdes this is because they are much easier to cohsind
because they tend to be more reliable than otlesavith the same number of items.

Both primary and secondary sources of data werd faethe study. The primary data was the one
elicited from the respondents directly while thecawelary sources of data were those obtain from the
university’s human resource department. Both catalé and quantitative methods were used. Desee@ind
inferential statistics were used to analyse theaeh objectives. Cross tabulation was first usednalyse the
background information of respondents. With regarthe two research questions, frequencies, peagesatand
means were employed to analyse them as expected.

4 Results And Discussions

4.1 The Nature and Practice of PA in the UDS

The nature and practice of the PAS in the UDS veseibed in terms of frequency and percentageiloligion
of appraisers and appraisees’ views on the itesssies examined include whether PA is practicedDi$ Uhe
need for PA in UDS and the specific behaviour térar results that are expected of employees. Q#seles
analysed were whether appraisers set performamngetsafor their subordinates to achieve and whethey
involve their subordinate in setting performancegéss. The results are provided in Tables 1, 2 and
respectively.

As contained in Table 1, majority of the appraisgts.7%) and the appraisees (73.5%) were of the
view that PA is practiced in the UDS. On the othand, few (28.3% for appraisers and 26.5% for @ppes)
of the respondents were of the view that PA ispmatticed in the UDS. The 28.3 percent of appraiaed 26.5
percent of appraisees who stated that PA is natipeal in the UDS were asked further for the reasoehind
their response. They stated that they have nevem bppraised, though they are employees of theersity.
Meaning not even all the staff of the universityomkiere supposed to be appraised were capturecelBAB.

The information elicited from the Registrar througk interview conducted with him confirmed thediimy that



European Journal of Business and Management www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1905 (Paper) ISSN 2222-2839 (Online) “—,i.l
Vol.7, No.17, 2015 IIS E

PA is practiced in the UDS. According to the Ragis not all staff are captured during the prodsssause in
most cases some of them are not available duéhey duties required of them outside the campussivbthers
just refuse to participate fully in the process.

Table 1: Respondents’ views on the nature and praice of PA in the UDS

Appraisers Appraisees
ltems Yes No Yes No

No. % No. % No. % No. %
Is PA practiced in UDS? 38 71.7 15 28.3 211 73.5 76 26.5
Are you aware that your 37 69.8 16 30.2 258 89.9 29 10.1
performance is evaluated in the
uUDS?
Do you feel there is the need for 50 94.3 3 5.7 287 100 0 0.0
PAin UDS?
Are you aware that there are 36 67.9 17 321 277 96.5 10 35
different methods for appraising
performance?

Do you have a clear idea of what 35 66.1 18 33.9 200 69.7 87 30.3
specific behaviour, traits or

results are expected of you or

your subordinates

Source: Field Data, 2012. (n 53, n=287)

Respondents were asked further whether they weageathat their performances are evaluated in the
university. Majority (69.8%) of appraisers and 8®&rcent of appraisees stated that they were atlvateheir
performance was evaluated in the UDS whilst 30r2exe of appraisers and 10.1 percent of appraisees not
aware that their performance was evaluated in th8.U

Majority (94.3%) of the appraisers and all the agees (100%) indicated that there is the neeB for
in the UDS. In an attempt to know the reasons lgkttie respondents’ decision on the practice angreatf PA
in the UDS, they were asked to explain their stanicereaction to the questions, 94.3 percent pfaigers and
100 percent of appraisees who responded “Yes"thi@e is the need for PA in the UDS as shown inld &b
indicated the reasons behind their responses. Qhéedotal number of respondents who said yebd¢meed for
PA in the UDS, 3.8 percent of the appraisers a®dp@rcent of the appraisees were of the view tiaisP
needed in the UDS in order to improve teachinglaaching, whilst 26.4 percent of appraisers and 2&rcent
of appraisees stated that PA is needed for theoparpf promotion and motivation of employees.

Majority of the appraisers (52.85%) and apprais@s5%) stated that effective human resource
development, planning and assessment of performastiee reasons behind the need for PA in the URdte
apart from that, 17 percent of appraisers also cdderientation and standards/targets settingnasad the
reasons why there is the need for PA in UDS.

The findings on the reasons why respondents pexdd®A as a very important tool in the university
are in line with many findings from other studigfe finding that PA is done in order to be abl@tomote and
motivate employees agrees with the view of Cervenal. (2006). These findings also confirms Rudsian
(2003) and Cropanzano and Stein (2009) findingsRiawere done for effective human resource devet,
planning and assessment.

With regard to respondents’ awareness of differeethods for appraising performance, 67.9 percent
of appraisers and 96.5 percent of appraisees waeeaf the different types of methods used in aisprg their
performance whilst 32.1 percent of appraisers abdp8rcent of the appraisees were not aware teat tare
different methods for appraising their performanc&éhe finding that PA is practice in UDS and thhe t
university needs it, is congruent with those of Negr(2005) and Longnecker and Fink (2007). BotiNafming
and Longnecker and Fink postulated that every asgion must assess its employees in one way ootties,
and that the need for PA is a necessity.

This finding further confirmed the submission mabe the Registrar that in appraising staff
performance, appraisers sometimes assess how padtirms their job. It involves the actual actioasd
behaviours that workers exhibit on the job. In eoinstances, subordinates are assessed on personal
characteristics that are relevant to their respegtib performance or appraised in terms of thaaaiutcomes
of their work. Based on the submission of the Regjisit is clear that PA is practiced in the UD®ith regards
to the statement whether respondents had a clearoflwhat specific behaviour, traits or resultsenexpected
of them, 66.1 percent of appraisers and 69.7 pexfeappraisees had a clear idea of what specéiabiour,
traits or results that are expected of them or thedordinates.

The study elicited more data on appraisers viewP&$ in the UDS. Appraisers were to indicate
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further in their questionnaire whether they sefqgranance targets for their subordinates to achigbey were
to also indicate whether they involve their suboatiés in setting performance targets. The restdtpr@esented

in Table 2.

Table 2: Respondents view on PAS in the UDS

Statements Yes No
No. % No. %

Appraisers
Do you set performance targets for your subordsmtte 29 54.7 24 45.3
achieve?
Do you involve your subordinates in setting thefg@nance 34 64.2 19 35.8
targets expected of them?
Do you make known to your subordinates their pentorce 41 77.4 12 22.6
outcomes?

Appraisees No. % No. %
Does your supervisor involve you in setting thef@enance 151 52.6 136 47.4
standards expected of you?
Is your performance made known to you regularly? 315 53.3 134 46.7
Source: Field Data, 2012. ¢ 53, n=287)

Majority (54.7%) of the appraisers, as shown inl&al), stated that they set performance targets for
their subordinates to achieve whilst 45.3 percesponded otherwise. More information were elicitedher
whether appraisers involved their subordinateseitirgy the performance targets expected of themjoififa
(64.2%) of the appraisers indicated that they imodl their subordinates in setting the performarargets
expected of them whilst 35.8 percent said theyatdnvolve their subordinates in setting perfornatargets.

Those appraisers (35.8%) who indicated that theyndb involve their subordinates in setting
performance targets were to indicate further tlaswas for not involving their subordinates. Majo(89.5%) of
them stated that in UDS the forms used are pred@ied forms prepared by the Human Resource Depattme
of the university which does not create room fag thvolvement of subordinates as far as those targe

concerned.

Majority (77.4%) of the appraisers indicated thheyt make known to their subordinates their
performance outcomes. These findings corroborageRégistrar's statement that, in UDS appraiseemate
involved in setting performance targets, thoughrtperformance outcomes are made known to themhbiy t
superiors. These findings clearly indicated thati®practiced in UDS and that both appraisers @mgraisees

are involved in its process.

In response to the questions in Table 10, 52.6em¢mf the appraisees indicated that their suparvis
involve them in setting the performance standaxgeeted of them whilst 47.4 percent indicated otlez. This
finding is congruent with the earlier finding in Ala 10 that appraisers involve their subordinateseitting the
performance targets expected of them. Howeverstienission made by the Registrar indicated thahast
cases superiors do not involve their subordinatessetting performance targets since these targets a

predetermined by the human resource department.

With regard to the issue whether appraisees pedioce were made known to them regularly, 53.3
percent of the appraisees indicated that theiropeinces were made known to them regularly. Tmditfig
confirmed that of appraisers on the level at whaplpraisees performance are made known to themanbgul
This finding clearly indicates that PA is practiagadJDS and that both appraisers and appraiseeswatyed in
its process. This further disconfirmed the Regisrstatement that in the UDS appraisees are notvrd in the
setting of performance targets even though thefop@ances are made known to them regularly.
To further get more understanding on the naturepmadtice of performance appraisal system in UD€, study
elicited data on those who evaluate staff the UD®as a close — ended item with six options toosgofrom.

The result is shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Distribution of those who evaluate staffn the UDS

Those who evaluate staff Appraisers Appraisees Total

No. No. % No. %
Immediate head/ supervisor 44 259 90.2 303 89.1
Consultant 5 16 5.6 21 6.2
Human resource management unit 4 12 4.2 16 4.7
Total 53 287 100 340 100

Source: Field Data, 2012.
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In response to the issue, majority (89.1%) of thgpondents indicated that they were appraised or
evaluated by their immediate head/supervisor as/shn Table 11. Out of this, 83.1 percent of tippraisers
and 90.2 percent of the appraisees indicated thaUDS employees are evaluated by their immediate
head/supervisor. On the other hand, 6.2 percedt4ari percent of the respondents indicated thait the
performance was evaluated by a consultant and thead Resource Department respectively. The Registra
confirmed this finding that in UDS staff are assessevaluated or appraised by their immediate Hosad or
supervisor.

The finding that appraisees are evaluated or aggutady their immediate heads/supervisors is similar
to the submission made by Youngcourt et al. (208€tording to Youngcourt et al., performance apgahis
designed centrally, usually as a personnel funcdioth requires that line managers or immediate hebdsaff
appraise the performance of their staff on yedslymonthly or quarterly bases. They further statieat, for
effective assessment of employees in any orgaaisatie appraisers must be the immediate bosspengaors
of the employees or appraisees.

4.2 The Extent of UDS Staff Awareness and Understding of the PAS

The purpose for this objective was to determinedkint of UDS staff awareness and understandintieof
PAS. To achieve this objective, cross tabulationespondents was employed to analyse respondeetgs wn
their level of understanding and awareness of %@ i the UDS. The result is shown as follows:

Table 4; Respondents’ participation in PA trainingor orientation

Appraisers Have you ever received any training/orientatiorttenPAS in UDS?
responses Appraisers Appraisees Total

No. % No. % No. %
Yes 5 9.4 39 13.6 44 12.9
No 48 90.6 248 86.4 296 87.1
Total 53 100 287 100 340 100

Source: Field Data, 2012.

Table 4 contain findings on respondents’ partiégpain PA training or orientation. The table shotlat 9.4
percent of appraisers and 13.6 percent of appsaisdécated that they have ever received trainingrizntation
on the PAS in UDS. However, majority of the appeess(90.6%) and appraises (86.4%) indicated tlegt tiave
never received any training/orientation on the HASJDS. The results depicts that majority (87.1%)}tlee
employees in the UDS have not received trainingr@ntation on how PA is conducted in the univegrstthis
finding is incongruent with that of Cohn et al. (&) who found that every organisation need to teaid orient
its employees in order to boost their understandimdjawareness in the PAS.

Respondents were further asked whether they wititwa be given refresher training/orientation on. AAe
responses of the staff are depicted in Table 5.

Table 5: Respondents’ interest in participating PAtraining or orientation

Appraisers Do you want to be given refresher training/orieiotabn PA?
responses Appraisers Appraisees Total

No. % No. % No. %
Yes 42 79.2 180 62.7 222 65.3
No 11 20.8 107 37.3 118 34.7
Total 53 100 287 100 340 100

Source: Field Data, 2012.

The results on respondents interest in particigafiA training or orientation in the UDS show thadjarity of
the appraisers (79.2%) and appraisees (62.7%) ataticthat they want to be given refresher trainimg
orientation on PA while 20.8 percent of appraiserd 37.3 percent of appraisees indicated thatdbayot want
to be given refresher training or orientation on. PPhus, majority of the employees who have neeeeived
any training or orientation on the PAS in UDS aiffad that they will want to be given refresher tiragnor
orientation on PAS of the university. The resules eonsistent with the submissions of Armstrondd@0
According to Armstrong (2006), PA assists in idBfiig areas where employees need refresher traiaimy
also ensure the continued growth and developmemngdloyees. It focuses on future performance, hdps
identify training and developmental needs, helpth&ndevelopment of succession plans in careenplgrand
finally provides an opportunity for both the superand subordinate to discover any performanceaclest
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Table 6: Respondents’ level of understanding of thBAS in the UDS

To what level do you understand the current Appraisers Appraisees
appraisal scheme in UDS? No. % No. %
Fully understand 14 26.4 88 30.7
Understand 11 20.8 48 16.7
Partially understand 22 41.5 - -
Do not understand 6 11.3 151 52.6
Total 53 100 287 100

Source: Field Data, 2012.

Another issue examined was the level at which nedents understand the current appraisal scheme in
UDS. The results are presented in Table 6. As shiawhe table, majority (88.7%) of the appraiseasl lIsome
level of understanding of the current appraisalesoh in UDS while only 11.3 percent responded otlserw
With regard to appraisees, 47.4 percent indicabted they had some level of understanding of theecur
appraisal scheme in the UDS while 52.6 percentefdppraisees indicated that they do not understaand
current appraisal scheme in the UDS. This indictitasappraisers’ level of understanding the PAS\&nUDS
is higher than that of appraisees.

The finding is consistent with the comments of Obagi(2011). The blend and predominance of
various types of cultures at a particular instgntican impact management practices which can tffenta
whether or not PA is used, the purposes for whiéh iised, and its success at the institution (Gimgm2011).
Therefore, according to Ohemeng, it is importamteimployees of an organisation to be aware andretad®l
the purpose and use to which the PA of the orgtarsa put into.

The table further depicts that 26.4 percent ofappraisers and 30.7 percent of the appraisees fully
understand the current appraisal scheme in theetsity whilst 20.8 percent of appraisers and 1@&itgnt of
appraises indicated that they understand the dumppraisal scheme in the university. With regérd
respondents level of understanding of the PAS irSUDable 6 indicates that majority (52.6%) of thpraisees
who were supposed to be assessed did not understargystem. This situation is inconsistent wite goint
raised by Harrison (2005) that constant trainind arientation of employees in any organisationital\since it
ensures staff awareness and understanding of thanisation’s PAS for effective implementation and
assessment.

The study further used cross tabulation to find whether there is a link between staff level of
understanding and their level of education. Theltesre presented in Table 7. As presented inable, more
(43.2%) of the staff who understands the curreptaipal scheme in UDS level of education was ughéopost-
graduate level, followed by those with bacheloegiee or equivalent (35.5%). With regards to stéifd do not
understand the current appraisal scheme in UDSyrita[72.6%) were having bachelor’'s degree or egjeint,
followed by those with diploma/teacher cert. ‘A'4(8%). Only 2.6 percent of the staff who do notenstand
the current appraisal scheme in UDS were at thegrasluate level.

Table 7: Distribution of staff level of education ly their understanding of the PAS in the UDS

Level of education To what level do you understdr@current Total
appraisal scheme in UDS?

Do not understand Understand

No. % No. % No. %
Secondary 0 0.0 29 15.8 29 8.5
Diploma/Teacher Cert ‘A’ 39 24.8 10 55 49 14.4
Bachelor's degree or Equivalent 114 72.6 65 35.5 917 527
Post-Graduate 4 2.6 79 43.2 83 24.4
Total 157 100 183 100 340 100

Source: Field Data, 2012.

The results in Table 7 depict that there were m@@2%) staff with post-graduate level who
understand the current appraisal scheme in UDS tihase who do not understand it (2.6%). Meaning, th
higher the level of a staff credential or levelasfucation the higher the level of his/her undeditan of the
current appraisal scheme in UDS.

In order to obtain more information on the levelstéff awareness and understanding of the PAS,
information was elicited on appraisees’ level ofdivement in setting performance targets, and hppraisers
involved their subordinates in setting performatargets. Table 7 shows respondents’ level of inlgnt in
setting performance targets. From the table, 2@&ent of the appraisees indicated that they Vidhg
involved, 10.5 percent indicated that they wereoimed while 10.1 percent indicated that they weymeshow
involved. This means that majority (50.2%) of appees were to some extent involved in the seitihg
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performance targets. However, 49.8 percent indictitat they were not involved in setting perfornatargets
in the university. This means that almost halfhef &ppraisees did not take part in setting perfoomdargets at
the university.

Table 8: Staff level of involvement in setting pedrmance targets

Level of staff involvement Appraisers Appraisees otal

No. % No. % No. %
Fully involved 13 24.5 85 29.6 98 28.8
Involved 10 18.9 30 10.5 40 11.8
Somehow involved 10 18.9 29 10.1 39 115
Not involved 20 37.7 143 49.8 163 47.9
Total 53 100 287 100 340 100

Source: Field Data, 2012.

With regards to appraisers’ response on the isalele 8 shows that 62.3 percent of appraisers neesextent
involved their subordinates in setting performatargets while 37.7 percent do not involve theirasdinates.
The finding supports the view of Akinyele (2010atlthe major factor that contributes to an effec®AS is the
employees’ involvement in appraising. Also, an effee PAS should be multi-rating, that is, therewd be
input from all the supervisions on the employeestfgrmance. Again, most employees were aware af the
performance and the PAS that was used to appfaese. tAkinyele posited further that PAS should bensas
the only tangible metric way by which organisat@am know the level of performance of its diverseplayees,
therefore it is incumbent on every superior to Imectheir subordinates in setting performance targé the
organisation.

Table 9: How appraisees are involved in setting p&srmance targets

Involvement of subordinates in setting performatacgets Appraisers
No. %

| sit with them to set the targets 29 54.6

| ask them to set their own targets and submit 14 6.42
| set it and read it out to them 4 7.6
They present proposal and we meet to agree/disagtte& 2 3.8
Others 4 7.6
Total 53 100

Source: Field Data, 2012.

Table 9 presents how appraisers involved their glibates in setting performance targets. The table
shows that 54.6 percent of the appraisers indicdugidthey sit with their subordinates and togethey set the
required targets whilst 26.4 percent asked thddoslinates to set their own targets and submihéont Some
(7.6%) of the appraisers who indicated that theypseformance targets and read it out to their slibates, is
an indication that some of the appraisees weranvaived in the setting of performance targets. Fdwhe
appraisers (3.8%) also indicated that their sulpatés present proposal and together they meetée/aisagree
with the proposal.

The finding is in line with the submission of mamgearchers. According to Fletcher (2001), one area
of debate with regards to PA of employees is thvell®f subordinate involvement in goal setting.t€er
posited that the involvement of subordinates byr thepervisors in the setting of performance tasdetcrucial
for effective PA in every organisation. Howevetisitlear from the review so far that some reseezchrded an
increase in job performance with higher levels wiptoyee participation in goal setting (Encina, 20@Mhile
others’ attempts failed to establish relationshipsveen employee participation in goal-setting anldsequent
performance (Horvath & Andrews, 2007).

The study further elicited information from appeais who did not involve their subordinates in setti
performance targets. The appraisers were askegdaaepsons for not involving their subordinateshia setting
of performance targets. Some (37.7%) of the appraigere of the view that setting of performancgéts in
the UDS was the sole duty of the superiors or supens and those supervisors do not involve subatds.
Majority (58.5%) of the appraisers who did not il their subordinates in setting performance targe
indicated that the set targets were already state¢te prepared format used by the university. Here3.8
percent of the appraisers did not respond to gheeis

This finding corroborates the submission of the iRtegr that in the UDS there is a predetermined PA
form designed by the human resource departmentgfire there is no need for appraisers to invohesrt
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subordinates since the set targets are predetetniiine Registrar also acknowledged that some rgaereiated
for superiors to appraise their subordinates diffly, without using the predetermined PA form. éwling to
the Registrar, some of the subordinates nature ak vand work schedule makes it difficult to use the
predetermined form, therefore superiors with suif sises other means approved by the human resourc
department to assess their subordinates.

With regard to the university’s policies/plans, fRegistrar's comments confirmed the findings made
so far. According to the Registrar, the design iamalementation of the PAS in the UDS once executegires
the rater or appraiser to justify his/her own comta@nd recommendations. Cases of promotion, dpgrand
appointment confirmations are addressed only base®AS, and in some cases the requirement of writte
supports from heads of department and superioms.pfticessing of interviews of any sort have beeh tib the
completion of a PA form with total commitment by magers, supervisors and heads of department and
compulsory mentoring of employees has been esiedlito enforce PAS.

5 Summary, Conclusions And Recommendations

5.1 Summary

The key findings for examination of the nature anactice of appraisal in the UDS with particulaference to

appraisers and appraisees’ views were that:

1. The Registrar of the university, majority of thepegisers (71.7%) and the appraisees (73.5%) wetleeof
view that PA is practiced in the UDS and that baibpraisers and appraisees are aware that their
performance is evaluated in the UDS.

2. Majority (94.3%) of the appraisers and all the agwes (100%) indicated that there is the nee®foin
the UDS for effective human resource developmdatmng and assessment of performance.

3. More than half of the appraisers (66.1%) and appes (69.7%) had a clear idea of what specific\ietg
traits or results that are expected of them or thadordinates.

4. Appraisers and the Registrar indicated that appeaisre not involved in the setting of performatacgets
in the university and that these targets are pterdened by the human resource department.

5. Inthe UDS, appraisees were assessed, appraissaloated by their immediate heads/supervisorsttzatd
their performances are made known to them regularly

With regards to the extent of UDS staff awarenessumderstanding of the PAS, the main findings were

1. Majority (87.1%) of the staff in the UDS have ne@ceived training or orientation on how PA is
conducted in the university.

2. Most of the staff both appraisers and appraisedgdted that they will like to be given refresher
training or orientation on PA.

3. More than half (52.6%) of the appraisees do noetstdnd the current PAS in the UDS but majority
(88.7%) of the appraisers had some level of undedstg of it. That is, the number of appraisersbwh
understand the PAS in the UDS was higher thanathappraisees.

4. Most of the respondents with higher credential l@feinderstanding of the current appraisal schame
the UDS were higher than those with lower credésitia

5. More than half (50.2%) of the appraisees were toesextent involved in the setting of performance
targets while majority (62.3%) of the appraisersome extent involved their subordinates in setting
performance targets in the university.

6. Most of the appraisers sit with their subordinateset the targets.

5.2 Conclusions

The nature of the PA system at the UDS is an araetality which is normally initiated by departmahheads
or other heads of the unit. Depending on the tiama& or work schedule of a particular unit, the tifoe
evaluating employees vary in the university evesutih, all units and departments submit PA resuoltthe
human resource unit at the end of the academic yearis practiced in the UDS and that both appraisand
appraisees are aware that their performance isigeal in the UDS. This is done to ensure effedtivenan
resource development, planning and assessmentrfifripance. The staff have clear idea of what specif
behaviour, traits or results expected of them, etlmugh appraisees are not involved in the setbfg
performance targets in the university since thgetsrare pre-determined by the human resource tdegrar

Staff level of awareness and understanding of th& i the university is poor or limited. Most ofetlstaff have
not received training or orientation on how PA @nducted in the university even though they wkklito be
given refresher training or orientation on PA. Agpers’ level of understanding of the PAS in theSJas
higher than that of appraisees. Most of the respotsdwith higher credential level of understandaigthe
current appraisal scheme in the UDS were highen thase with lower credentials. With regards tdfsta
involvement in the setting of performance targetest appraisers to some extent involved their siibates in
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Recommendations
Based on the key findings and conclusions of thigs it is recommended to the Registrar that feuksh

request management to ensure that:

1. Both appraisers and appraisees will be given reéeraining or orientation on PA, how to set tasgend
how to assess or appraise performance to avoid patdlems to the successful implementation of the
system.

2. There is an organised periodic refresher courséneip both appraisers and appraisees maintain the
necessary skills and understanding in PA.

3. The system of immediate supervisors appraisingop@dnce should be maintained since they usuallg hav
the most intimate knowledge of the tasks that thieosdinates have been carrying out and how wel} the
have been doing it with given resources.

4. Room is created for appraisees to assess appraisarsagreed rating.

It is also recommended to appraisers that theyldremsure that:

1. Appraisees will maintain positive attitude towatls organisation’s PAS and management as well.

2. Their subordinates will organise themselves as @rgeduring performance appraisal process.

3. PA will be the bases for identifying the trainingenls of staff.

4. The outcome of PA will be communicated to apprasa®l will be done on time.

Suggestions for further research

The following related areas can be researcheddaipdo the knowledge of what this study has predu€irst,
there is a need to carry out a comparative evalnaif an assessment of the PAS in all the publiceusities in
Ghana to have a general view of staff on PAS ofipulmiversities in the country. Secondly, a reshashould
be done to evaluate the impact of PAS of UDS usiberview guide, questionnaire and observation guid
order to have a more in-depth on the concept. Whlishelp human resource managers of the university
understand the concept of PAS more. Lastly, a ssimbyld be done to establish integration of PAS wiher
subsystems like the financial management systenpublic universities. Such a study will help public
universities learn and understand the integratfaalldhe systems meant to run their activitieshieir respective
universities.
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