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, B s ·r 1~ A c 'l' 

1h pu po ~ of thi3 study were three-fold. First, 

it w n n to study the present employee performance 

ppr is 1 system in the Teachers ' Service Commission in 

order to identify it~ strengths and weaknesses. Second, 

the study was to find out if the appraisal system serves 

its purpose. Lastly, the opinions and attitudes of ' 

employees were measured as regards (a) the appraisal 

system, (b) the or-ganization, (c) supervisors, and 

(d) .COviOrkers. 

The study was based on the Nairobi office of 

Teachers' Service Commission. Seven chief executive 

officers were interviewed in addition to two of their 

superiors. A self-administered questionnaire wa~ 

filled by fifty four employees of the Commission . 

A alysis of the d t colle ·:ted n the study led 

of~ r m or conclusion~ as follows:-

( ) B c us o it~ con nti n tur , th 

n ppr s l 

0 p 0 } lC • · 

ro n lo t-•• 

( r y 



(iii) 

(vii) 

por in d0cinions to renew contracts 

u oes not adequately support decisions 

on promotions. 

There is widespread lack of satisfaction 

with the appraisal system because employees 

believe that the stanC.ards used to evaluate 

performance have neither been clear nor 

administered fairly and accurately. 

Civ) ~hile employees were found to have a 

relatively low trust in the Commission•s 

leadership, confidence and trust in immediate 

supervisors and co-workers was found to be 

high. Psychological committmcnt to the 

Commission 1as also found to be high. 

(v) T .e opinions and att'tudes of ppr is rs 

ppr isees tJw rd h pre nt pp 

r., r found to b l m o t d t 1 c 1 • 
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C H A P T ~ R I 

l. For The Stud~ 

( ) C rrent Management Difficulties 

There are a number of issues touching on the 

man gement of the Teachers' Service Commission which 

have caught public attention. These issues have been 

highlighted either in our local dailies or in the 

reports of the proceedings of Kenya National Assembly. 

The following paragraphs give a few examples of these 

issues, beginning with reports in our local press. 

On 8th March, 1982, the Minister for Basic 

Education surprised ~he nation when he informed a press 

conference in his office that, either by design or by 

dcf ult, the Commission had p id Shs. 71 million to 

4,583 bogus or non-existent teachers throughout the 

R P bl'c. This discovery ~s m de aft r a he d-cnunt 

0 11 p ry school te chers w s order_ following 

n rou public compl i ts. 1 According to th 0 ily 

on, II th in is r ai th t om of tt no -

i ch r long go .. • • th t: 

0 n n 



Alli 

ShJ. 71 million loss was a 
the n tion und that money 

h<Vc been used to buil~ 
.ho 2s or buy much needed 

r nt .. 

2 

to the isGue of payment of salaries to non-

existent teachers is the problem of delays in paying 

salaries to the existing teachers. In its column 

"Letters to the editor" , "The Standard" c.f 14th July, 

1982 carried a letter from a member of the public from 

Siaya District who complained that teachers' salaries 

arrive late every month. The reader went on· to complain 

that "for this reason our children are left alone for 

days tecause teachers are always at the District's 

Education Office checking their salaries." 3 

The above problem see~s to afflict teachers in all 

corners of the Republic. A news item on the s me preble 

ppe re the r.o•,l defunct" a · robi Times" issue of 14th 

Septemb r, 1982. Accord·ng to this news item ttr"butert 

to th .ny r e s gency, tc chers in Tan River Distri;t 

h compl in to th Te c e s' s vic ommis i 11 ov r 

h y n h r 1 ri s. K ny 9 ncy n . on 

0 t th . . . t t cl d t 

------------------~----------------------·----------
n on c 

( y ) 
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received th :r 1 ri ftcr the eighth day of the 

followin mo th n th r~ w stcd time looking for their 

L l · • " 

In ad i ion to problems of delayed salaries , other 

complaints were raised touching on the ndrninistration 

of the salaries in the Commission. A teacher, writing 

in the mail box column of "Daily Nation", complained 

that despite the fact that the Commission was allowed 

to despatch to teachers their payslips only once in a 
quarter, teachers has to do without their payslips fhr 

more than six months . The teacher concludes by stating: 

"what this means is that vie do not even knovJ our monthly 

earninqs ........ s 

So much for the problems related to s lary 

adm·n·stration. On the problem of lack of teachers in 

some schools sev r 1 letters h ve appear J in the red r•s 

column of our local dailies. Two re ders, one in Kitui 

nt noth r in Busi , disp tche j , lmost ide ntical 1 tt rs 

to II "ly tion 11 n "The t nd r 11 r pect v ly .. 

r fr Bu i t i to 1r t :-

r 

-------------------------------------------------·--

) • 
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wh t is hnppcning or is this the 
r~sult of l ck of qu lified tcachers

6 or ·~there ny reason behind it? ••• 

All in 1 t th t·e:.;co.rchcr w s able to identify 

n om nt in~t the Commission carried on 

g of th loc,l P,rcss in 1982. The majority of 

th ·c c pl 'nts relate to management problems in the 

Tca~hers' Service Commission. 

Once in a while questions have come up in the 

• ational As sembly touching on the efficiency of the 

Commission. The administration of teachers• salarie~ 

4 

was a subject of a special parliamentary question ralsed 

in 1979 by Hon. Wafula Wabuge, member for Kitale West . 

He sought to know why salaries due to some five teachers 

since ~970 had not been paid. The Minister in his reply 

indicated that the five teachers were paid their dues by 

7 
the Commission in 1979, nine years later. 

h~rt e of teachers in various school s in the 

country w s subjec t of questions raised in _he N tional 

y . 

b r·r , 8 

Repr s nt tivcs arc q uestions by H 

er b r ~or mbu orth 1 Hon. Ger 1 

n • .lj gi 

9 
b y ' 

6" n 0 or T c r 11 , Th r { ov m r 30, 982)p.6 

c 0 y ' 
( rc I r 
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b . . s h 10 b mem er for Bus1a East and Hon. K1ragu tep enj mem er 

for Kirinyc~ South For example, Hono Kiragu had the 

follo\1in co pl in t g~rding the staffing of Harambee 

S con r:y .o.~ • o l : · 

promosided that teachers would 
b m e available as soon as the 
build:ngs for (Harambee) schools were 
completed. Parents have now built these 
schcols but it takes (up to) two years 
to have teachers made avaiable •o• the 
Ministry should hoq~ur its promise and 
give us .teachers." 

ihile all the complaints cited in the preceeding 

paragraphs may not be wholly valid, they certainly 
/ 

indicate that the Commission has not lived up to the 

ideals for which it ~as created. Perhaps we can view 

these problems in perspective if we look at the stated 

objectives of the Commission. 

(b) Functions of the Commission 

Teachers• Service Commission, a body corporate was 

ere ted in c ccordance 1i th ::;ec t ion 3 of the Tc ch rs ' 

S rv ce Comm'ssion Act. 12 The funct'ons of th Commission 

st t 

( ) 

{b) 

in .he Act are :-

o st blish nd 

o ."t bl"O>h an 

p. 7 

··-ep r 

• · nt i. 

istcr oc 

ch r"-3• 

ch rs 

rv c 



(c) 

adequct to the 1ccds of public schools 

inK ry 

n n or r to effectively carry out the 

unc ion~ 5t~ted (b) above, the Commission 

h s powers to:-

6 

(i) recrvit and employ registered teachers, 

to assign teachers for service in any 

public school, to pay the remuneration 

of such teachers, and to terminate the 

employment of any such teacher. 

(ii) delegate to any person or body the 

powers in (i) above but subject to 

any conditions the Minister may impose. 

(d) To keep under review the standards of education, 

training and fitness to teach appropriate to 

persons entcr:ng the service, and th supply of 

te chers n' to rende. dvice to the ini5tcr 

from time to time on 5 mil r m tters . 

( ) To co pil 

hlch 11 

n publi h 

PP Y o 

on . 3 

c 

co o r ul t ons 

1 t ch r P oy by 

0 r 
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to "employ such offic rs, servants or agents as may 

appear to it to b n c s~ ry for the efficient discharge 

of it func.: i n II 
~- t i$ in the control of wo~k 

p r f 111 nc o u employees of the Commission that an 

d qu t mployee pe~formance appraisal sytem becomes 

n cess ry. The stated objectives enumerated in the 

immediately preceeding paragraphs, put side by side with 

the problems facing the Commission, makes employee 

performance app~aisal system at the Commission of more 

than a passing interest. 

2. Objectives of the Studl 

The questions raised in the National Assembly and 

the letters written to the editors of the local dailies 

are indicative of the fact that the Commiss·on has not 

been equal to the task for which it was crea ted. This 

me ns th t there re management probl ms in the 

acher~' Service Commis~ion . ·hile the problems and 

the c uses re m ny, this ~tudy will focus nnly on the 

mploye rform nee pprais · l ysccm 

Th r r 0 typ of form ch n 

0 t r c 1 1 Tl 

h 10 n 1 

n • r 

0 r 

n n c • 
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complctl-'d only wh n n cnployce applies for promotion 

into <l posl: wh'ch h ·ben dvcrtised internallyo 

:om _ , 

.pOt". m 

~v tions about the standard Confidential 

rc in order. First, the two appraisals 

r strictly Confid~ntial . Secondly, both forms are 

largelJ trait based. A final observation is about the 

position of the appraiser vis-a-vis the appraisee. These 

Confidential Report forms arc usually filled by department 

or section heads. 

The main objective of this study, therefore, it to 

cri~ically appraise the existing formal employee pcrformanc~ 

app~aisal process at the Conmission as it is facilitated 

by th se confidential reports and try to discover whether 

it ser· es the purposes for ~hich it w s established , 

namelyr .t"omotion decision5 ~nd decisions on contract 

r ne · econdly , the study ~ill :-

( ) g uge the acceptability of th existin 

ppr is sy t m; 

( a) n ou f ppr ny link. 

n ") 0 i 1 

1 n p 

( 

n 
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org ni tion. 

rin lly, h udy \Till try to find out if thf~ 

curr•nt 

th (' 

r u;,cd for any othGr purposes, for 

ny purpo~ s for which appraisal systems may 

b to serve. 

The classical objectives of appraisal systems have 

been enumerated by Hyde a5 follows : -

(a) To help sup2rvisors to observe their 

subordinates mo~e closely and to do a 

better coaching job. This first and 

focal objective aims at the improvement 

( ) 

of the performance in the job now held. This 

me ns that the appraisal pr cedure shculct not 

step at an examin tion of th p;,st The 

appr is 1 shoul r.1ove on to the pre r tion 

of som~ pl n for futur ction b~ e l on ~ t 

s b en 1 rncd in the r st. 1hc pr is 

hot d th r ore m de r of the r ~tt 

o h proc ..,s. 

0 0 v • n 

n J 
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concern of lmo t every org nization member: 

How m I loing < ncl vlhcre do I ·go from here? 

in th 3C questions is of obvious 

n t to both the person whose mind they 

occupy and the org~nization, for, in many 

cases, these questions will pre-occupy an 

employee and prevent him from hearing or 

responding 'to much of what his supervisor 

has to say. 

(c) The third objective is to improve organization 

development by identifying people with promotion 

potential and pinpointing development needs. 

The appraisal procedure should pinpoint the gap 

between individual job objectives and the 

attainment. The diagnosis of this shortfall 

between perform nee and expectations should 

pinpoint training anc! development needs where 

ppropriate. 

( > o pro i b C'-U t or m em nt 

c_ ion cone rn ng ri 1 s s, r n 

d n 0 n uc hou 

0 j 0 h ch 

0 r in 0 d 

n 
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on ... om · is l L~~cot·d that is as objective as 

po ,ibl .. 

Th ls of objectives is not intended to cover all 

. po ib g~ ls. For example, it is silent on two 

PPL is 1 program goals: providing an inventory of 

personnel resources, and providing a means for t"esting 

personnel procedures. It should be mentioned here that 

there is a great deal of danger in requiring an appraisal 

program to de too many things at once. Indeed, Hyde 

points out that appraisal of performance and potential 

may be in contrast to each other, in that qualities 

desirable for specific performance in any position or 

job are not necessarily those needed in a higher-level 

job.15 

Th_ questions I would like to post ar1 1 seek ansv r5 

to re these: 'h t is the main obj ctive or objectives 

of b curren pprais 1 sy ... tem at .h • Commi. .. sion? Does 
h p r s 1 syst m m t its obj ctiv .s? lf th CUI"r nt 

pr c d f c iv t c n b on 0 mprov i 1: 

or r r ult 1 
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3. 

A~ w h v n 1 Tc~chcrs ' Service Commission is a 

bo y corpo h perpetual succession and a fommon 

1 16 n w· th c'p<city to sue and be sued. 

The Commission consists of a Chairman and five 

members of whom are appointed by the Minister re~ponsible 

for basic education. The Commission is ~ccountable to 

the Government, through the Minister for Basic Education, 

on overall policy but it is supposed to enjoy autonomy in 

its day-to-day decisions. However, as Killick observes, 

this rather sharp distinction between policy and everyday 

management creates difficulties, "for management practices 

may have strong policy implications, and general policies 

have to be translated into everyday im plemcntation." 17 

Of l te many opera ting decisions have bee:n 1nade by the 

linistry of Basic Educati on a nd this trend is likely to 

cont'nue in th future . 

si ng from the authority g nt d ·n the Act , :he 

on h ploy 55 p r on to m th s cr 1: r . t 

n i in c rr in out it unct on 

c 0 ,, 0 c • • 

n n 
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'I' he Chief E cu ti vc of the Commission is t.he 

Coillmis"" ion ,;) ct· 1ry. Tlll. Commission Secretary advises 

1 ,. n 

s responsible for t.he execution of 

cisiono. He is therefore responsible 

to th• ·ommission for proper administration of the day­

to-day ffairs of the Teachers' Service Commission. 

The Commission Secretary is assisted by the Deputy 

Commission Secretary and three department heads. These 

three heads a~e the Principal Finance and Establishment 

Officer (PFEO), Higher Education Co-ordinator (HEC) 

and Basic Education Co-ordinator (BEC). Th~ three he~ds 

are sup~orted by a team o£ 9 chief executive officers 

who are the section/department heads. The orgnaization 

cha~t is provided at appendix III. 

e Secretary, his de)uty, the three department 

he ds nd th nin ection he ds constitute the top 

m n ger nt t th e~chers' Service omm·~sion. In d, 

n 

0 

op x cutiv s r th princ · p ppt· i ers n'l 

h r or form the uni rs of ppr is r ho t.r 

r 

• 

n. 

c 

p 

0 
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• R , rch D~si.9.!J. 

A h rou h 'nm-Jlcdgc of the existing employee 

lpprdi ~ :11 ;;;yv m within the Commission secretariat was 

rcquir in order to assess its strengths and weaknesses. 

To accomplish this I interviewed seven senior executives, 

and two department heads. In all, nine top executives 

of the Ccmmission were interviewed. This was necessary 

because these officers are intimately involved with 

confidential evaluation reports either as originators or 

users of these reports or both. 

An attempt was made to find out how well the 

appraisees understand the uppraisal procedurP. as well as 

their attitude towards it. A short questionnaire was 

administered to a random sumple from 520 appraisees in 

th Commission. T'1e respondentn con .... ist:ed of 10 per c 1t 

0 mploy es n ch gr de to nsurc repr~sent tion in 

th s mpl • !'here are 10 i.,tinct gr de.:;> of appr isees, 
Ho v r, ppr is s t job g ·oup . 

& c h v be n • • t 

u t r 1 v 0 11 - r cy ou1 no n b 

p rt cip t 11( th tu y. Th 

0 n t 

X • n l n r 
r n 

• 
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An lysis of t \ \J ~ by comparison of proportions 

r:'~:· 11 U.; of the libnary research 

n l .wing infer~nccs from the data 

• 

w·r o nc 

n in n t n conclusions dnd recommendations. 

5. Importunce of the ~tudy 

The results of this study will benefit the Commission 

by compelling executives to make a ccitical examination of 

the existing employee appraisal system. This will help 

executives to suggest improvements to the present system 

or at least prepare them fer any changes or improvements 

to the existing employee performance apprais~ls . 

hny changes in the appraisal system that may ce 

recommended should help t:1e Co~ nission to go a long \J y 

in solvin some of its problems thereby better chieving 

ts objectives . 

F n 1 y, h stu y should p th r s rch r to 

v o f cility in ppr i in th p rfor nc of 

r ortin to h t 1 ch r~ ' S rvic 

0 • 
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generallz ble at oth r org nization. This is because 

this c s tu i y co • r nly one small p~rastal employing 

only 5 

con y, iv n the ~hart time within which to 

compl te the study it muy not be possible to cover 111 

spects of employee pe rformance appraisal. 

7. Organization of the btud~ 

In chapter two, the author first presents the 

general literature in which the merits and drawbacks 

of the trait based appraisal systems are discussed. 

The alternative to the trait evaluation, that is, 

results oriented performance appraisal process is 

discussed next. The second part of ch ptcr two dwells 

on empirical fin ings. 

pter three ves a furth r l bora t · on of th 

t y cl s n n furth r li it t'or . ''hi le ch pt r 

0 i h h ppr ts wt ngth , nd 

p r i 1 m ith th 

0 oy 0 r r orm nc · u n 

c 1 

0 



CH.r-Pl'ER II 

TURE Rt:VIEW 

1. n:lODUCTIOJ! 

f r or ni. tion and individuals working in 

or nlz ions the decade of the eighties are hard _imes . 

Ev n if no one really knoJs what resource scarc~ty 

means, the current literature is replete with ominous 

new watchwords such as shrinking economies, fiscal stress, 

productivity decline, the performance gap, and organization 

stagnation or decline. Because of this resource scarclty, 

bot~ public and private organizations are deeply concerned 

about enhancing productivity and efficiency, increasing 

innovation, and simply maintaining vital organiz~tional 
programs and functions. For individuals, on t e oth r 

h nd, the eighties is a period of concern about the quality 
of ork'ng life and, above all job security 

t is not rpr sing, th r for 
' 

th in rec nt 
y rs r t de l. of m n gem n· tention h 1:' b n 

c h v lop nt of v li nd u l. l 

nc p r 1 y t rn~. 

n c t n 0 l 

0 n 

7 



research findings by Sociol Scientists. 

A po nt i out in th~ introductory chopter, any 

P tsonn l m nagement tcxt18 will list in one form or 

noth r the follo1ing functions that apprnisal is to 

support; 

1. To change or modify dysfunctional work 

behaviour. 

2. To communicate to employees managerial 

percepcions of the quality and quantity 

of their work. 

3 To assess whc~her the present duti~s of 

an mployee's position h ve n ppropriate 

comp~ns t"on l 1 1. 

• To ss ss future potent · 1 of n employe 

18 



19 

and to rccom~~n ~ propriate training or 

d v lo t ; .. iqnm~ n ts. 

'o l 1 c.:um .ntcd cecord (u) for 

c.i ·C n ry r· .ion , and (b) for comparative 

p po ~ in making promotion / placement 

d cisions. 
I 

careful revie1 of the above items will sh~w that 

a major part of the problems confronting employee 

performance appraisal systems stem from the various 

personnel functions or objectives that appraisals are 

designed to serve. Hyde19 contends that some of these . 

functions conflict with each other. For example, the 

individual who works well independently in one parti~ul r 

job, m ~ become a total failure in another job that 

requires considerable intcrpcrson 1 relations. Ag in, 

appr ·s- 1 of performance 1d potential may be in c~apletc 

contr st to each other in that qualities desirable or 

sp cific p rform nee in o c pos'tion may be irrel nt 
in r - lev 1 position. 

bov ob~ rv tions by y d u to not r 

0~ 0 j t v . 0 pp in It 

0 
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that it is not uncommon for apprnis~l systems to have 

symul tt.n ou~ l y bo h :l ev lO}JH1C'n tal and eval ua ti ve 

obj ~ctlvc 'h r i., indccd,u dilemma precise~y 

v ~t differences between an essentially 

evelopmental use of appraisa l systems 

nl t chni .u•s. dhile evaluative uses of appraisals -

focus on providing information for making adminstrative 

decisions, as develop~ental tools, appraisals are aimed 

at improving _both performance and identifyin9 areas for 

20 growth and personnel development. 

The above problem has reci eved much att'ention from 

practitioners and management students alike. It is now 

frequently recommended that the two objectives be 

procedurally separated where po;sible. 21 Meyer , et al ., 

in their 1965 study of employee perform nee appraisal 

system at the General Electric Company recommended , 

mon -other things, that separate appr isals should be 
h c for different purpo~cs . They concl\.1dcd th t: 

It seE':r:s foolish to ha ve a n gcr ~e rvin in 
h s l ··conf ictin -0 s Co n lor • • • 
h n , t th s m tim 

' h 5 pres in s 
j g ov r th s m m :oyr s l y ction 
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cuse .. (p.127) 

M lL n y, r and Ruh described a three 

1 y tern d vclopcd at the Corning 

1 ··work· 22 One of the major purposes of the three 

st ges is the divorce of th~ development and evaluative 

spe~ts of the employ~e appraisal process. 

Having briefly considered the problems confounding 

the process of employee performance apprais~l, we now 

turn to a review of two of the more widely used and 

discussed appraisal techniques, namely, the traditional 

subjective trait approach and the more objective 

result-oriented approach. 

a. Sunjectivc Traditional Approach 

For rn·ny yoars , and even commonly today, many 
co p ni s h v I lua ted t e rforrnance of employees 

in t t tru · ts n wor -or ent 
c ri ic In this tr ct•tion 1 t chn qu li.st • 

0 
~~h ch r cons s si ni ic nt 0 

0 o· n r c o pill d. 

n th r v n 

) 
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th~..::sc characteristics viu ·1 gruphic scale of one form 

or:- noth r. typic 1 ~v~tu 1 might list ten to fifteen 

c c.: , ::;uch as leadership, ~nitiative, 

in •l 

lll\I:Utiy'J nl p ron 1 

on, intcrpor:-sonal relations, 

23 pprcar~ncc . It might include 

·uch w k-or ntc ch ruct0r-istics us job knovJlcdgc, · 

bil'ty to c mplete assignments , and pr-oduction or- cost 

control. n evaluating the ~erform nee of an employee, 

the appr iser:- is required to choose one of five or:- six 

r-atings r nging from unacceptable to outstanding. 

In trying to find out reasons for popularitt of the 
r 24 -r~it-based approach to performance appraisal, Kelly 

believ s that we have 11 drifted" into the trait approach 

for three reasons . First , part of the answer lies in 

the "increased general interest. in psychology nd 

psychi try an in an attempt to utilize the significant 
f.i.ndin s 0~ these cicnccs. 11 In other .-~ords , we h ve 
b co.- more pron to explain ef·ect·v n .;;s by 
p yc 0 ogle 1 n psychi try me s res. The secon 1 

jobs , s ch s t t of Univcrs ty 

v ry bstr c pro ucti ty cri r 

0 v 1: 

' 
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cSSOCic ted with h m. tl ird factor re~ates to the 

me. n 19 r' jo c lly every study h~s fountl 

· u ·cp · .fu m n \ r to b ~;tr.ong leaders a nd have 

h m n r 1 tions skills. 

lthough the traditonal trait-based approach has 

become the most widel1 used, it is also the most 

criticised on account of its shortcomings. The first 

major shortcoming of the trait-based approach is tha~ 

the appraisal procedure leads the supervisor· to judge 

his subordinate in terms of personality tr.aits. nut, 

as Kel ly argues , to recognize t~at personality traits 

and character are important is 0ne thing; to do 

something about them is quite another. 25 

I~decd, it amounts to quackery for manager to 

elve into the person lity of a subordin te in an 

of ici 1 performance appr~~s 1 th t goes into the 

nent t~cor s n affcc s h's ca:ccr. s psy holog!.'"' t 
0 1 t 1 u h n p r on i y s com 1 X nd ' 

h y concept. Th. s m p ychologi t . v n 

on it·o ld pp .. o c to h n r r 11 y. 



Th ~ccon .1 jot· 

aprro ch i 

~~L of the truditional 

not :::~.c hi cvc~ d widespread. 
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h u··r ~::.:; of the system.. Here we are 

n n t .iO much the 1:.C!chni\1uc:, but the motivation 

Of l:h " 

oth r • 

upon to evaluate the performance of -

supe~ioc's motivation to evaluate begins with 

his or her p~rspective on the appraisal process. Two 

points stand out. 26 First, the average supervisor knows 

who his effective employees are, even if he can not 

expla~n the reasoning behind his assessment. Therefore, 

from a motivational point of view, the majority of 

supervisors conduct a formal traditional evaluation 

because superodinatest subordinates ~r perhaps the 

personnel deparbnent has requested or mandated it. From 

a supervisors perspective he or she is being asked to 

d 'plicate an assessment Qlready rna e and is doing so not 
to cilit t t e performance of his own job, but is 
oin so for som boy else's benef't. The inevitable 

u t i h sup rvisors t nd not to he very 
iucri n ting. y en up ritin a vast qu ntity of 

r por fill d lith sup r 

probl by t n 

Koontz 

~ u y of u. . v 
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Offic~~~ wl ich w. con\uct~1 in the late sixties. In 

thi.~ st.udy it "of all officers of u.s. 
N IVY 

' \.1 t 

' .. \V 

1 p r od of time, 9~~5 per cent were 

' or 1 xc ll~nt• and only 1 per cent were 

Th. second point is that supervisors often 

expe ier.ce discom~orting consequences with the interview 

28 vhich is ~equired in most formal appraisal systems . 
I 

Douglas :cGregor describes the supervisors ' resistance 
I 

to excessive responsibility of subjective evaluation ! 

procedure. He notes that 11 thc conventional approach, 

unless h"'ndled •ith consul':late skill and delicacy , 

constitute scmethin~ dangerously close to a v\olation 

of the integrity of the personality. Managers are 

uncom ort ble when they are put in the position of 
I 1 y' God' 1129 

i ppr- is l Eff ctiv ," 
Vol.15, No.2 ( 72) p. 8 
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t.l" l b r) i n, 30 'h · l · i th M G ' i ~.... , c rr:.:.t' ng w • c rcgor s v ews, 

ll ht y f .rent t .. 1ck. Hw arg ues tha_t one can 
not limit h r m of emotionall y discomforting 

c n h d scoMfort of "playing God", or the 

lilt so d with the power to appraisee. 31 

32 N1l n in tends to agree with Oberg, Thompson and 

Dllton ,
33 

that the problem is more closely ralatcd to the 

subordinate 's reaction to evaluation. The discomfort 

arises mainly because subordinates tend to sec the 

supervisor's evaluation as bei ng less f vour~ble than 

self-estimates. 

b. Objective Results- Oriented Approach 

vents and tr_nds in managerial thinking during the 

P st two dec des have tr<n~formed the predomin ntly 

v lu tive philosoph{ found in the traditional tr it-b· se 
ppro ch . ever 1 of these events n trends giving 

0 

P tu to r bro r cone pt of ppraisal c n b 

n n, ib ., p . 39 

( 

B o 
9 0) 

Obj c 

1 

u v r --

.. 



27 
"l4 distinguished • .., 

To b 1in h. :; been ::m increasi ng· awareness 

l:h t t 

f . i l ·d 

mpl y 

1 n 

ptu 

pr io 1 techniques have miserably 

he full variance or range of an 

pe~form nee. This is caused in part by the 

tendency of evaluatbrs to commit systematic errors when 

ppraising the performance of their subordinates. We 

have already refer~ed to the tendE:ncy toward 

unrealistically favourable evaluationo 35 

tlso app~aisers may tend to uvoid spreading out 

their evaluations to the extent warranted by the actual 

perfor-m· nee differences among t'-1e appraisees These and 

other errors, in evaluating employee performance are 

lell kno n and h ve gencr ted considerable skepticism 

conce~ning trad"tional app~aisal procedures. 

Secondly , tr it-b ~cd evalu tive apprais 1 procedures 
b c m ft 1our bl ztra 1 • n of n· mber of vacates ~>f 

or 
n org ni. ion hum ni~ation~ Represent tiv s tr. 

------------------------------

p 
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36 37 38 Dougla5 McGregor "hri~, t]yri5, and Peter Drucker. 

con troll i, n 

\"tion,l ev~luntion system of 

1i 1, hierarchically centred and 

mo iv,ting artifacts of the 
bur ucr t c sys em. 

The truth in these assertions was evident enough 
to persuade others to jump onto the bandwagon of popular 

I attack, and pessimism concerning traditional trait-based 
I appraisa1. 39 The early results of an empirical study of 
I 
I reactions to appraisals among General Electric employees 

seemed to lend support to t0ese largely philozophical 
and normative assertions by McGregor and others. In the 
study, ~hich we have alluded to in previous paragraphs, 

36 
Douglas cGregor, The H ·m~n Side Of ~nterpri~~' (New York, Gr w-tull 1960) c .6 

tion: The ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~u-~~.~~~~~~~~,~cw York , 

• Druck r, 
ro • 19 ) 

• t 
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it was observed t t man gurs typically ~esisted 

conducting emplo p1.· i··~ ls. Subordinates on their 

pr. r t t y pi<.: ll y r ot 11prove on tl1cir performance 

vc.:n vin m n gurs' evaluation on their work~ 

loy u re r<-ported to react in a hostile 

\n d n v m nner v1hcn their supervisors atternp+-~d to 

40 improve their performance through evaluation and feedback. 
Thu , the essentially speculative arguments of ~he 1950's 

n 1960's and some empirical evidence suggested that 

traditional trait-based appraisals were of doubtful value. 

As a consequence of these events, specific stratP.gies 

and techniques for implementing development-oriented 

performance appraisal systems were developedo These 

syst~ms have been variously labelled managem~nt by 

objectives (MBO), management by results, goal oriented 

m nage~ent, and purposive management. These programs 

h ve one · thing in common in spite of th · div rsity of 

l bels nd technique~; they share n emph,sis on 

P r or nee improv m nt rat1er than p~rformance ev, lu tion. 

h r r. ver 1 dv nt g s cr ited to th 
obj r ults-ori ntcd ch. 4 h ... ap ro Koontz n •) 

1 72 cl ci nu:nb t" of nta in. v 
0 nt ct or t m b 

r • n y t v • n 0 

• 

c • 
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advantages of MBO-bl\s d ::..y;,t ms is that it dictates job 
annlyr.ls, ploy rt'cipntlon in s·tting objectives 

on o he obj~ctiv~s. Again, 
qu t n n nt· ic,tion of the objectives in 
LIJ cl c ·rm rv s to enhance objectivity thereby 
1 ':\ in to high degree of formalization and 

st n rdi" tion. 

As we have seen in eurlier paragr~phs, one of the 

most frustrating problems of the traditional system is 

in informing e~ployees of inadequate performance. This 
i type of feedback is made e~sier, since the communication 

is oased on previously agreed objectives and standards 

rather than on purely subj .ctive assessments. This is 

not to say that subjectivity is completely eli1ninated, 

how ver, The important thing is that with MBO-b sed 

PP is l systems it is more op~n to discussion anti 

ex mination, ~ince the most subjective spect is the 
d rm n tion of appropriat_ object v s n st nd rds 
o cc pli~hment . 

ul -ori nt y m 1 0 h v 
n 0 u l" 0 

b l oy 0 h 

on 0 - o n 
n c • 
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organiz tio in h Un't St~tes~ 2 Two rnQjoc conclusions 

were mc~d in h l: y \·Jh · ch involved a sample of 169 

z tion during the period when MBO 

n 1 v· luated. First, MBO resulted in 

ppr isals. Over the five years period of 
the s u y it s observed that the percentage of 

"above-average" appraisals dropped from 62 to 16. Second, 

MBO yielded improved satisfaction with the appraisa l 

system despite the dramatic drop in frequency of above-

average appraisals. 
I 

The percentage of employees 
I dissatisfied with the appraisal system dropped from 11 

to 5, and 66 per cent saw the system as a definite 

improvement. It is interesting but hardly surprising 

that these gains were made even though the employees 

id not perceive an in~reased linkage between evaluated 

go t :nment an compensation and/or promotion 

ul t of t is no other studies clearly indic te 
h or n of its vari ntc. h(; s ote1 tial to n 

pro ch to he m n g.m nt n ppr. i l of 
n ni? ion hum n r .... our • 
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... t l r, there has been 1 it tle systematic 

h in of employee pcrfocmance appcaisal. 
/ 

v rious public<ltions show that most of .~ 

· tu i •s h ve been conducted on feedback, its natur~ ~nd 
fcequency, and ho~ this affects both the subordina te and 
the su?ervisor. There is one relevant study made in 
the United States of America following the Civil Service 
~form Act (1980). At l east one British study h as been 

un ertaken in this field as far as we can tell. The 
review of empirical findings will start with research 
work on feedback, followed by one u.s. study , and fi n lly 
the British study will be reviewed. 

I gen , Fisher, and Taylor43 have put together 
m jor wor of th 1 ct decade on the conceptual 

v lopm nt of f edb ck . Th uthors provide o. thoroug!\ 
r vi w of th ougl 1977 n inter9r te thie 
1 "into mo cl of ntr ind'vi u 1 proces.., 

ck i~ ypoth siz c1 to ir lu nc 
t" pen • T L .. c 1 br t d :tork pro'i w 
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fruitful base for t P c.·p, n::;ion of the empirica l 
llterdturc on bo h • f~ct~ produced. by feedback 

n' lv '• 

n r n s y41 hus interprated the effects of 
ll1 y p rformclnce feedback through the attributional 

pr cess. This s tudy carried out by Ilgcn and Knowlton, 
jr., was concerned with the evaluation communicated to 
the subordinates. It was hypothesized that performance 
evaluations of low performers will be significantly 
higher when prepared as feedback than when they are 
prepared before the supervisor is aware of his or her 
need to give feedback. The se~ond purpose of the study 
was to explore the effects of pe rfot~ance attribtuions 
on feedback.. Utilizin"g the basic attributional model, 
this study has examined the effects of feedback given 
poor performance by subordinates. 

s c lly, this • .. ' s a 1 bc.r t ory study involving forty up v ors of thr e - pcrson work groups . The u r or ir ct the pc form ctivity of the n 
ro b r n cdb c to of thr on 

------------------------·-----------------------
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subordinQtes. Tn each c,~,, conf~derates served as 
subordinate"" n bo h .rform~nce and attributionally 
rel v nt in otm on uL p rform nee ware manipulated. 

'l'h t\ .ho 1 that, when required to give feedback 
to ub r s, supcrvi~or~ significantly distorted 
th ir fee ck to make it more positive for low performers 
and that this effect was most pronounced for those for 
whom supervisors believed th~t poor performance w s due 
to lack of ability. In addition, the nature of specific 
feedback given to subordinates varied as function of 
performance attributions. 

In conclusion, this rcse~rch clearly demonstrates 
the complexity involved in attempting to predict the 
effects of feedbar.k. Jot only must one examine the 
form n content of feedback, per se, but attention 
must so b given to the u t tri btJ tional tend .ncies of 

h sup rvi or n the - "'Ubordi te. 

On by Komaki, ·.a d 11, n c rce45 reported 
n ff c\: or both f edot.-:k an rt: c · pa tion in 

on in ;;;) 1 1 on efccctw xhibi n 
[' 

on 0 b c v p rtic p 1 
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In this study, str t~gics and techniques of applied 

bch viour n ly ·~ pro ch W're us ed to improve 

l employees in two small 
perform nc.: o 

bu · n 

t r:-m · , 

tcli' i.l'ty 

D i go 13 w~rc d~scribed in observable 
rm nc , r pcatcdl y monitor:-ed and observer 

s sse • 

In the grocery storct several potentially 
reinforcing consequences (time-off with pay, feedback , 
self rec ord ing) were arranged for desired performance 
and desired tasks were clarified. A multiple-baseline 
design across behaviours Jas employed. The main 
performance level of the three behaviours im proved 
from 53, 35 and 57 per cent to 86, 87 and 87 per cent 
res pee ti vel y. 

Several other 'nvestigutions have reporte d cvidenc. 
r ting fee b ck an goal ~etting as indcpend nt 
v ri bl • 

6 
r port vid nc nt rpr te s indic tin 

c 1 n c s ry ccn i ion or o s 
v p r or c ct T i ... 

n • r o 
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helve found that h pr ~ 1\tation of elther feedback or 
qo 1 ~ ttin , giv r 11 oth t· nhnnccs responses. 

.;,)t n 

to 1 m n 

1., 7 h vc demonstrated this on arithmetic 
l bor tory cctting. In this study Strang 

' n s found that (a) the effects of motiv. tional 
knowled e of results (KR), i.e. feedback, depen~ upon 
goal conditions and more specifically (b) that knowledge 
of results(KR) is maximized when goals are hard. It 
was concluded that "the findings suggest that KR may 
function not only as a completement but ••• as a 
necessary partner o: goals in determining subsequent 
per'fot"mance." 

Becket"48 has done likewise in a study of residential 
enet"gy conservation. The study was designed to examine 
in flel setting the motivation 1 effects of feedback 

nd goal setting on performance of ~ task that involved 
r sidenti l nergy conserva ·on. icJh ·y f mil ies were 

d to s t go l to r duce their r si cnti l 
c tri 1 y con umption for s v r~ 1 w ·s durin "Umr. r 

0 
y II 

5 

0 
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he lf of th m 20 r c~r t ( difficult go~l) and half 

by 2 n t ( r o. l).. VH thin each of these 

Jt" up., l t 0 h f mill s were given feedback thre~ 

w k bout their con~umption. Twenty more 

f mil · s rved as a control. The researcher hypothesized 

th t families who were asked to cut their consumption 

drastically and who were also gi~en feedback about their 

progress toward the goal would conserve the most 

electricity. As a corollacy, conservation was not 

xpected to occur in the other groups relative to the 

control. This was expected because both a difficult 

goal and feedback were assumed to be necessary elements 

of a motivational effect. 

T.he ... esults sho\·Jed th t conserv tion ·.h ~~ f cilitat~ 
0 t by both ssigning f,m.lies a specific difficult 

conv r ion 0 1 an giving them f , db ck about hO-J w ll 
h y <'oir, r~i th r spec to th 0 1. It is 

r ng to not th t 0 1'{ th 20 p r c t f b ck 
or n ic ntl tt r th n h con rol 

h t mprov 

lt 0 j n c 
n 



r .1ult in 

typ' 0 0 l 

e lJ\CK. 
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h v~ J,,_poL~t~cl gr~nerully similar 

1. cx.)r...::clm<.:!nt involving two 

n d Vs. pn~ticipatively set )i a nd 
50 meroff and Co~cntino have reported 

improv m ntr of the skill levels of perfor~ance 

ppr isers ut'lizing feedback and goal setting. 

The purpose of the Nemeroff and Cosentinu study 
was to investigate the effects of behavioural feedbnck 

and goal setting as a method of improving the performance 
appraisal skills of managers. Specifically, the purpose 

"las to de tee ine if ir.1proveme:n ts would occur wh2 n 

managers 1ere provided feedback about subordinates ' 

perception;, of their ( ii""'lnagers • ) behaviout:" in th~ 

pori~ 1 int.rview. In order to accomplish this , a 

fie d experiment was con ucted in which three conditions 

re cop r ~: (1) fcedb~ck (2) fecdb ck lu~ explicit 
qo 1 s ttin nd (3) Control gro p . 

·1i t .. h 1 t 

pt 
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'l he r .~ 1 w N roff and Couentino showed that 
th. f 0 tting cc ndition \vas superior 
to th n ro o p on ~ubordinc t~s~ perception of 
int ·vt w ·uccc~. , on their Motivation to improve, on 

h i.r tion with the interview and on the 
ubor in tcs absenteeism rate. 

On the question o= the effects of specific forms 
anj contexts of feedback , a number of studies have 

51 been done including Fish0r 1 s 1979 study. 

·In th:s study Fisher confirmed that supervisors 
tend to dis crt information when sending negativ~ 
feedbacK to employees whose performance is below average . 
Super-v sor-s l so sho ·I um-rill ingness to pro tide neg. ti vc 
feedb ck vi ence by increased latency relative to 
th t foun h n providing positiv feedb ck . 

riz thi~ s ction on f db ck , w h v ..... n 

o in ivi u ls out 

m n ) 

n n n p 0 r o • !h n r 1 h 10 l. 

7 
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setting, perform1nce f cdb~ck incre s~s probability that 
the indlvidu 1 w'll ch'cvu or exceed goals~ Also, there 
is qr dt~r r p t..:1.db •. ck given par.t:lcipa tion by 

in gouln. Thus, it is widely 
h t sp ific goalc lead to imrpoved performance 

if f 1b ck is provided . 

Murray 52 carried out a longitudinal study of employee 
reactions to two types of appraisal systems tu aid managers 
in the selection of appraisal techniques. 

It was hypothesized that managerial reaction to 
various aspects of appraisal would be more po~itive under 
the results-oriented approuch than under the subjective 
trait-based approach. 

The data was collected from a division of a large, 
int rnational p troleum company over a three yc r period 
from 1976 to 1979. uight months before the inst llation 
of th results-ori nt d appr ~al syst a que stionnaire , 

rn ni;;~ red to the 87 rn n gers in the ivi s 01 :. it 
v 0 rmining th xt nt of h ir s ti;;~. ctlon 

v lou p ct of th pp t" i in 
, r i - 1 y w y 0 ,. 



40 
months after th tc it- p ~o~ch was . bandoned and the 
results-ori nt . ' f rmcrly adopted, a second 

m n · ~~t xu.l to the same mo.naget.s 
i r p c 0 ·h h ·hr.i!:' assignments had changed 
in h n r m. oth que:;tionncircs WCl.~e c:tdministeced 
on com ny t m an respondents twJece assured of 
confi enti lly. 

The results showed that ~mployees in this study 
viewed the results-ociented appcaisal system 
significantly more positively th&n the more 'subjective 
trait approach. 

The British study was conducted in 1977 by Walker, 
FlPtcher, ~illiams and"Taylor53 of the Behaviour 1 
Science Research Division o~ Bcitish Civil Service 
Departm nt. 8 sically this \h s surv~y of appr is ls 
sch mes inv st · g tin the cffec s of ppcaisals, hO\v 
th y re us d nd of openness, i.e. letting the 
ppr is s th 1ri tten rccor of his ·sessr.lent. 

q on pos in this strv y We. S! h t effcc ts, if 
n ;ln n su or a p rt c p t on 1\ . 
p r ct lly h on t ' nt r cord n 



<Jnd on th u. 1h ch thc.y c n be put., 

''\v nty v or nizntion~ were chosen for the .~ 
..:u·v y The e orJ nizations were chosen because t~~~ 

Qll employe significant numbers of managerial and 

Cler'cal vtaff. Although the twenty five in the· study 

id not constitute a random sample, they were considered 

to be representative of a wide cross section of private 
and public sector bodies. 

A questionnaire was designed to provide information 
on a·wide range of issues, including completion of staf: 

reports, openness and part'cipation in reporting, 

apprai~ 1 interviews, and ~trengths and weaknesses of 
or nization's appraisal scheme. The questionnaire 
or e n intervie1s guide that covered each topic in 

pth . 

h. ~urv y found ·h t opi1ions nt xp ri 1 ce 
rr l w d ly on th feet o op n s on ppr 1. l 

h ov r 11 i r io n b h 

op n y 1 lo r n 

n 

y 



42 

tht~ openness of th pr i~-1 system operated~ 

'l'h• 1• ho on I t;r th,Jt: in tCI:"!TI!:> Of effeCt 

op nn ,;J h n t e q •ality of asses~ments and on 

thl..! u s th y re put to, "the vercHc t on the case 

for (and indeed the case against) open staff appraisal 

t 54 mus remain 'not proven.'." 



Ct"P'I~RIII 

· EtiCH DF:StGN 

Two mples wer dra~n for the purpose of thi 
·tudy. The first was a sa1nple of appraisees and the 
secon w s a sample of appraisers. We shall begin by 
explaining the procedure u~ed for selecting the first 
sample. 

a. Appra.isees 

On engagenent~each employee of the Commission is 
allocated a three-digit p rsonal nu~ber pr~fixed by 

the figure 100. , check ln th· payrolls indicat d that 
th re were 1 rge g ps bet1een person· 1 numbers alloc ted 

0 employe s . These ga s occ urcd !itht:>r. bee usc ~orne 
•Umb rs ~ere nev r alloca~ed in th first place, or 

c 1 bour turn over h s result~ n t clction 
Of n b s. L ck of con inui y ll person n urn > 

w ry to pick fr th t 1 of r n om 

' b r n XC 0 55 hich 1 10 
p 0 

0 

n h r o 

r 

p r 
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It was found th t out of 260 numbers , 189 fell into one 

or mor.e cat <)r u.burs which were · unsuitable for 

thr:.: put: po~ 0 •ly. T~ble I below shows the 

n · it'al group of 260 personal numbers. · 

'1' bl ~ I - Distribution of the initial sample of two 

hundred and sixty numbers 

Personal nu~bers not in the payroll 

Employees at job groups L,M & N55 
II 

II 

11 

" 

" II II A,B & C: 

in field of f ices 

away o, leave 

" in training 
~mploy ing forming the s~~ple 

Total 

E plo · in job r up 
' co 

1 pl 0 

j p 

143 

3 

4 

26 

8 

5 

71 

260 

0 b 

r 

c u 
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their low level of literacy would not have allowed them 

t:o qlv _ tn n r ful r :, in ttH~ s~lf-administered 

que·~ tionn n, f or fin<ncial reasons, employees 

in t., 56 n t;ho5e away on leave or in 

tt:, in ,H . c d frcm the study. '..L'hls left only 

71 rloy . who formed the sample of appraisees. This 

m k s u 2 per cent of appraisees . 

b. Appraisers 

The second sample \las made up of appraisers ~tlhose 

0 Pinlons and attitudes to the appraisal system were ~o 

be .easured via the appraisees' questionnaire. 

A though t~enty-eight appr· isers were identified, 

fifteen of them ~ho are in field offices were excluded 

from the study because o= financial reasons. Again, 

u n a t ble of random numbers, 8 appraisers were 

sc c for the stu y. ~hile lt s not desire to 
v h s ionn ire to the 1101 pop 1 tion of 

PP rs ! s ho ght that ny s mpl compris ng 
0 h n 1 ppr is rs w>uld b oo m 1 for 

n 1 1 • 

n 1, 
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An int ui was ~r.pareJ and seven chief 

ex ·c;u t v c s of T~achcr :; ' Ser.vicc Commission 

w.rc rvicwed. Thc~c arc department / section heads 

who r the pr:ncipa~ appraisers. In addition to these , 

the acting Principal 2inance and Establishment Officer58 

(PF & EO) and the Co-ordinator for Higher Education (CHE) 

were also interviewed. The target population was nine 

department/section heads, the two co-ordinators , 

PF & EO , and the SecretQry and his deputy. Two 

I 
the : 

department heads were not interviewed because one of 

them was abroad on a p0st-g~aduate course, and the other 

was taken ill during the interviews. The Co-ordinator 

for Basic Education (CBE) could not be interviewe as 

shews overseas on an of·icial course. Similarly, the 

omm · ssion S cretary ar.d his deputy could not be ·.n tervic•1e 
5 h fo::-m r was on lc ve and th. l ter ., s too bu ... y on 

r -or niz tion follo~ing merger of the form r two 
c: t on nistri s into one n s ry o Educ: on, 

c c: n T c:hnolo y. 

---------------------------------------------------------------7 
X r II 

r 
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Before the research pt·oj ~ -t begc-tn at th<: Cofi:mission' s 

headquarters inN ir b' t ~rmis~ton was sought and.grclnted 

to th u·ct by t '1~.;: 11,; t.:Jng PF' & so. Corr-:=spondence 

b ~ tw ·en th r rch r: and th- · cting PF & EO is shown 

in PP'n tx v 1 In addition to granting officiaJ. 

Permi·sion, the acting PF & EO circularized all 

d Pdrtment/section heads about the impending research 

project. This circular is shown at appendix VIII~ 

The interviewees were -assured that their views and 

comments would be treated in complete confidence and 

that their identities would not be revealed. 

The interviewees were extremely co-operative and 

in all C3ses they indicated that they had been exp~ctinq 

the researcher. Since the researcher has been expected, 

tt was found ea~y to start the intervie1s. In almost 

cases it was the intervie1ee who started off the 

intervie~ by giving his or her own views or comments 

bout the pr sent apprais 1 ystem. The intcrriews 

took 

nt 

ver g of thirty minutes w~th th long st 

vie~ fa in lust about an hour and th shortast 

in bou fift n minut s. 

3. 9 

n 0 r c 

p 
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by 49 appraisees. The~c included 0mployees between job 

g.r.oup n ctnd job qroup • bot:h qrudcs inclusive. 60 The 

campl w~~ 71 p .. -· 
r- tu.rn t:h u ·t·onn ire. 

ut twenty two of them did not 

Introductory information for respondents whic! was 

deemed necessary was pcesented in a letter attached to 

the qu.stionnaire. This letter is shown at appendix IX,. 

The purpose of the research project was stated so as to 

reduce suspicions about t.he "real" purpose of the study. 

The " . . . d i 
~n1vers1ty of Nairobi was ment1one as a sponsor n 

addition to the fact that the resea rcher is also an 

employee of Teachers' Service Commission. The anonymous 

and confidential nature of the research project was 

stressed. Each respondent was requested not to write 

his or her name or in anyway attempt to identify himse lf 

or herse lf. 

Ques tionn ires w~rA arranged according to section · 

d su s quently passed to section ~ec 5 to e liv r them 

to the respon ents . c ch questionn ire , h 0!:' r 

nv lop provide th t r c mpl ting h so 
u onn r r ... pond nt '0 1 it n th nv · op 
n v r 0 h ffic 0 co c b 

rch • h iJ 1 n 0 h onn 

or 0 r: 0 
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further assured resp nd nt th t thAir answers were going 

Th w ~ composed of four sections, 

A, B, 0 Section 1 consisted of four questions which 

rc uested personal data such as age, job group, an' the 

respon ent's section. Section B consisted of six 

questions intended to find out the nature of the appraisal 

system and how well the appraisces understood its process. 

Section C which consisted of nine questions was intended 

to find out the perception of the employees in the 

Performance-promotion linkage S~ne of these questions 

also measured employees attitude to their pres nt · prais~l 

system. Section o co sisted of seven questions which "" ··re 

int nded to measure employees a titudes to1ard (a) their 

organization, (b) supervision, .:1nd (c) co-•.Jorkers. 

h same questionn ire '' s ministered to s mp l! 

Of 8 ppr isers. Only 5 out of eight return~ the 

u t cnn res. 

.u ~ ionr ir 

• 

on 

1 r 

nt 1 .. -

iv r r .... on 1 y by h 

0 P r th 

0 r i c 
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In: rvi '.N"" w r l:o cy tn a. thorough knowledge 

Of th Vlr p ct ... of the present employee appraisal 

yyst. rn. Thl · w .hen presented ln as much details i'ls 

• 

Data en opinions and attitudes on the prese~t 

appraisal system was analysed using percentageG~ Analysis 

was extended to make comparison between the attitudes of 

appraisees and those of appraisers. 

s. Further Limitations 

This study can not rule out the possibility that 

some respondents may not have fully understood some of 

the questions in the self-administered que~tionn ire. 

Ther are two reasons for this suspicion. First, uc 

to fin ncial and time constraints U e questionnaire Jc: s 

not pr tested. Pr testing ':IOU d h "e in1olvecJ 

tr v lllng"to fie d off'ces to voi ns·t·z·n 

r POnd ntw th Co misz·on's h qu t rs n r t) 

s con on s th t qu st on"' hie n rnp oy .. 

0 conf nt pp y m 

c o not r- t ir c n n t 

nc r y h 

II 
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Th oth r l mit tion of the study i~ that, although 

confl •nt· lity n nonymity of the respondents were 

assu~ nd str ssed, some respondents' belief regarding 

th_ ' re 1' purpose of th. project could ha ve influenced 

the quality and truthfullncss of thei~ responses, 

Particularly when the respondents were requested to 

deliver the completed questionnaire to the office of one 

of the top management members of the Commission, the 

Principal Finance and Establishment Officer. 

Finally, the deliberate elimination of employees 

in the field offices could have possibly materially 

affected the data so that we can not confid(!ntly talk 

Of the results being representative. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRC:St;NT P .. fOR. 1 tJCIC.: APP HAI .SAL SYS'l'E:M 

1. Introduction 

As stated in the introductory chapter, the purpose 

of this study was to e~amine the Commission's employee 

performance appraisal system with a view to discovering 

its strengths and weaknesses vis-a-vis the purpose for 

Which it was designed. Another objective of the study 

was to measure the attitudes of both the appraisees and 

appraisers to the present appraisal system. 

In this chapter the result.s of the research are 

Presented. First, the results of the interviews with 

the Commission's chief executive officer~ are discussed. 

This ts followed, in the next chapter, by presentation 

cf the attitudes and ooinions o· a sample of both the 

appr isees an appraisers on (a} variou~ asp ctn of the 

ppr isal system , (b) the stoervisors , .n (c) th 

Commission as n mploying o.:g :"'iz tion. h r s rch 

in rum nts us d for ta co:.l .• tion r (1) t. e int rv :. · 

u p n 1 n ( 2) h ppr L.. s' Ucl 

onn r p n x VI,. 

5 



The in tervi \v ~ o ct~signed to give as much 

i nf orrn · tion 1 • • Only 7 of the nine chief 

CX(~c:utiv o w r .vnilnblc fo~ interview~ 

Of th t-vo who were not interviewed, one was ~way 

brold on post-graduate courze, and arothor had been 

t ken ill at the t me ~he intcrvievn~ v1ece being ·conducted. 

In addition to these seven chief executive officer, two 

of their superiors were intervie\led. 1'hese were the 

Higher Education Co-ordinator and the acting Principal 

Finance and Sstablishment Officer. 61 

The Commission Secretary and his deputy were not 

available fer interview because the former w s away on 

leave and the later vas too busy with the .e-Jrg~niza~ion 

fo lowing the merger of the former two educa tion 

mlnistr'es into one linistry of Ed uc tion, Science nd 

T chnology. 

2. 

r it in t r. t r f,j 0 t. 

r o 0 ch c n n t 

c 



ar(~ made. All inter·:i ':iC~~' indic.;1tcd t.hat evaluation 

of employ , ... s i.;> l f' nly t:v1o purposes, narn(~ly 

(,:1) for p,~crnot o , ,) {b) for. put~pose of contract 

r new 1l. 

In ns~ ~ to the second pRrt of the question, 

again, all the interviewees indicated that each of 

lhese eval~ations are made on separate occasions. 

54 

The interviewees indicated that on both these occasions 

the initiative is taken by the employee. In other 

words, if the employee does not apply f6r renewal of 

his contract then an evaluation would not be necessary. 

Similarly, an evaluation will be made for the purpose 

of promction only ·.vhen the er.1ployee applies for promotion 

into a post which has been advertised. All this is to 

say that formal employee performance evaluations are not 

made on a regula~ b sis for all employees across the 

bourd. 

Th second item it t e interv ,. 1 guide in ic te 

th t t ... r is no stand rd roc dure of mploy 

nc ppr s s. his is b c s , h 1 v 0 

h chi X C tiv o~f c r w t d th ~ y 

n y c t 0 n i 0 o· 

0 i y 

r c 0 

0 on 
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l ey kn~w their officers well Three indicated th 

enough un th r 

vJi t;h the i.t: jJ ti 

t not n ~ed t;o discuss ev.al ua tions 

or ~ppraiGces ' supervisors. The 

two were of til opinion th~.t confide ntiality of the 

evaluations would be assured if the re was no discussion 

with deputies and appraisees ' supervisorso 

vhere the cnief executive officer has d e legated 

employee performance evaluation to his or her juniors, 

delegation roughly followed the following paltern:-

Appraisees' Appraisers 

Job Group Job Job 

G.coup Grade 

o, E, F H II 

G, H J I 

J K Senior 

The bo v p ttern sho\ s th t ach p rson in u 

Up rv sory position, SQVC those on job group G, i 

r spons b or v u t·n t p r"o·m nee of hi 

... bor 1 nv ri bly of ll 

0 c r j b t;ou K ... r 

up r or 0 h c X C 1 , 

n r 0 t t p r n .. 
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Rcspon~ s to u ~ti n no.3 made lt possible to 

J.rknti f y o · .. 1 pr. i:;cr!.l i~ addi t1on to the · 

c:hlcf x cut·v of c t ·• This figure became helpful 

\n det rrninin th ample of appraisers whose attitudes 

tlnd op i.nlons \/ere measured vide the appraisees' 

questionnaire,. 

Otlcstion number 4 ':IuS designed to find out if the 

appraisers have had any formal training or instructions 

on how to make employee performance appraisals. All 
I 

the appraisers interviewed indicated that they had never 

had any formal instructions, guidance, or formal tru ining 

on how to make e~ployee appraisals. All appraisers 

indic ~ted that they fill the confidential report forms 

as best as they can. In fact, three appr isers w r of 

the opinion th t the appraisal for s or conf id ntial 

report forms were si.plc enough and therefore no form 1 

instr ctions ot· training v s necessary. However, t vo 

ppr i~ rs s w the nee for so - form l tr ining on 

P r·orm nc ev lu tion b·c use they r sone tlat th 

c n n p oc ur oc not cnsur comp r bility i n 

r pc ... t 1 by th di r nt ppr r • 

r n C' 0 ir 

0 j 0 . 0 
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This mcan.J that ch employee .·ho1.1ld have a pr-oper job 

rlet-;crlption whlc'l i.., t~) t· l.o. Th(;:! job description 

thc:n b om "i h wl or p0rformancc eva luation 

report. 

Question 5 as~ed the appraisers if their 

subordin· tes had current job description. Agai~ all 

seven appraisers indicated that their subordinates 

did not have current job descriptions. However, in 

response to question 6 all interviewees informed the 

researcher that they had a schedule of duties for all 

their subordinates. The appraisers were of the opinion 

that their subordinates were amply ~ware of the 

conte~ts of their jobs and their roles in those jobs. 

Appraisers were asked whether they .adc any 

<lise us ... ions \vi th any other person immed ·a tel y b fore 

or immedi tely after- the confidential cvalu, tion r port 

w s · .... itten. '1' ble II bc.LO~J g · ~es n indic t:'on of the 

xt nt o hich ev luations ar op n or c os • 



Table II -

--------·---------------------------------~----*~'--------. . 
Discusses With 

None 

Appr-aisee 

Appraisees' Supervisor 

Appraisers' Superior 

Any other person 

Number· of Aeeraise£§_ 
Before --

5 

0 

1 

0 

1 

7 

After. 

6 

0 

0 

1 

0 

7 

____ , _____________________________________________________ ___ 

The above table shO\JS, in tne first place, th t the 

pr-esent ap als·l system is closed to the pp is es 

'one of th. ppr isers hal ny foe. of discussion i th 

h pr ho is the bj c t 0. th lu tion r po.t 

h n ic th t m loy p r orm nc 

v u ion tt on t c y 

nt o c n n l \: 

h v 

n v n. 



Question No .. 

for s cc cy in 

th 

w ndc i to fi nd out the t"'ousons 

v l u tio. par b;. 'I' hose appraisers 

tt y 1~ld no discussions with any 

59 

who 

oth r rc robed as to the reason behind lack 

n. T bl -x below gives the various 

rca·on~ iven for confidentiality in the present 

appr~is 1 system. 

Table III - Reasons fer Secrecy in ev~luation Reports 

Avoid emotional reactions •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 4 

A tradition :n the Commission •••••••••• •••••••••• 1 

Maint ·i n good interpersonc 1 relations •••• •••• •••••• 1 

otal 6 

ro bo i 1 b n th 

n 

our out 

0 n r 

ro 

n 

n 

0 

h 

0 

0 

ion 

t 
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when the ev•1l u ti on i · f, vonr hl or average, problems 

mny . rir.. b c u ... m~ o y ~ with good reports may have 

th( ir hop .r"ly rais~d. One respondent 

thought th t conf dentiality was merely a tradition as 

he di not sec anything wrong in letting employees know 

wh~r they stand. O,e respondent saw the reason as 

being the desire on the part of the appraisers to 

mai~~2in qood interpersonal relations with their 

subordinates adding that ~ •• it is difficult to tell 
I 
I 
I 

your junior that his evaluation is unfavourable, when 
I 

all along you have informally led him to believe that 

his performance is good." It would therefore appear 

that b~cause of the appraiser's reluctance to give 

feedback to low performers, confidentiality has been 

found necessary if evaluation reports are to reflect 

a true picture of the appraisc~'s performance. Thdt 

the c ppraisers would be mo.:-e honest in their apprc sal 

s 
' 

reports if they were asQured that ppr isces will never 

kno : 1h t 1 ~ said 1:1 the repor:. 

tio. o.9 I s in eded to fin out hy 

o hol di C\JS i on b or h y wrot 

con r -,or 5. 5 I n c 0 

0 P r n 

y 0 0 0 

h u n 
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about the performance and p~rsonality characteristics 

of the appraisees. 

Aneth r look t t 1 l ·how.5 tl\.3. t appraisers' 

sup.rior' or p l v nl.lnt:3tl:.'ators took little 

int . .r.· ·t Ln h ·sal process. As the table shows 

on y n in tervie ~'~ e indica ted thd t his or her superior 

w s involve in the process of employee evaluation. 
\ 

Indeed, it transpired that appraisers' superiors 

h~d no part to play in the evaluation of the performance 

of employees . All chief executive officers intervi~wed 

indiated that their superiors rarely saw these reports. 

The interviewer departed from the interview guide and 

probed this apparent lack of interest en the part of 

Commission's top leadership. The reasons as given by 

respondents are shown in the table III (A) below. 

T ble II (A) - Respons~s as to whv too leadershi is 

n emplcyee perform nee 

R F'r 

in 
2 

oo bu y 

1 
r 
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Table III (A) bov\,; ind.i.ci1tcs that intcrvie\<Jees 

c~ of involveme nt of tho 

CommL .. sion's t p '.l.'he m.ost frcquent. ly cited 

r ~~;on \'lltl top 1. d rsl ip in the Commission was 

t:oo busy to f'n t'me to <..CtivE"'ly participate in 

~mpllyc p rformance appraiGa1 process. The second most 

frcquerltly mentioned reason was that top lcadorship had 

complete trust and con~:dence in the judgement of the 

chief cxe~utive officers since these were very senior 

members of staffo The third reason given was that, in 

the Commission, it was rare to find adverse or negative 
I 

comments in the performance evaluation reports, unless 

the employee \.;as involved in some forra of fraud or 

forger:~ Work performance which is belo~ stand~rd is 

rarely mentioned in the confidential eyaluation repoct 

because, in the -..Jords of one of the appraisers, 11 no 

on would lik to be a ·party to a decis"on tot ~indt. 

n emp.oye ' s contract or deny him an opp rtunity for 

promot ·on . 11 Given thL~ stat of ff irs, then the 

int rv:ewees s id there 1 s no .c on for top 1- d.r h'p 

to . nvolv in the pprais proc ss. 

u t on... n b r 1 o 3 r wiqn o in 

0 r o v u 

r n how or n • 

c 
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these reportn. 

Dur nCJ U 11 rvim·m . t.: becnw<~ c:l en.r to \:he 
. 

r<,.;ze n.:hcr th t in or r to get complete responses, a 

ct~t iled ccount of promotion and ~ontract renewal 

procedures would be nece~snry. Following this 

re llzation, respondents were then requested to give a 

detail~d account of both promotion and contr~ct renewal 

procedures. Discussion in the next paragraphs will ' 

outline both procedures beginning with promotions. 

Promotion procedure as narrated by respondents is 

as follows. After applicucions for promotion are 

receiv~~ following an advertisement inviting applications 

for a vacant post, a shortlisti~g committee is convened. 

The purpose of this committee is to shortli~t the 

candidates who \-Jill be "in the field" for con!iideration 

his ccmmittee consists of the .F. & E.O., the Chie:f 

Person 1 Officer, n the chie! executive ·of 'cers in 

whor dep rtm nts vac nc'es h ve ris n. Th com~itt e 

s n~rrrally ch ir d by the D pu;y cr t ry. Th two 

due tion o-ordin tors m y ttt.n ndin o wh h r 

th nt hich h ..: nci w h v touch 

on h r r o r on..,ibi ity . 

h n 0 n r 

con o r o • 
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the shortlistinq com i l:c. c nc !.'1\~) it::;.:.!lf with 

ascert~ining if th 

for th po.... • U·~u.1 1 

the c:1r l o 

,11 nt~ meet minimum requirements 

he~ rnln.tmurn reqtd.r.cmen ts are ln 

profc::;sionnl qualifications~ 

relev1nt workin cxj)ed.cnce 7 and in some cases seniority 

in the applicants present grade. Candidates who meet 

minimum requirements arc invited for a personal intervie\t/. 

The interviewing panel is made up of the members of 

the Commission, chief executive. officers, and it is 

usually presided over by the Commission Chairman or his 

deputy. Invariably all interviews are verbal. Interview 

questions are based on the contents of the application 

blank and job knowledge. 

In answer to question no. 12 whether promotion 

decisions are based solel y on the r-esults of employee 

performance ev luations, respondents were u1animous ln 

reporting that the impre~slon 

t th intervi 1 p nel overrid 

conf nt · l r port • ..hen preo;)s 

thP. c nd'd te m kc~ 

th_ co tent::; of 

to s i n ig t.. 

to h o - ctor the follo~in pic ur m r 
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1'uble IV - ......;;;;.;;;;..;;:..;.;...;;;..;;;........;~;;;..-.~n.;;;..;..l,._;;t..,o_H~ .. ~'u]J: of .t:.; '!Al \~a tion 

~..:;;.......;;;..~;;.;.;..-=-;;;:..~.~;;.;,.;.:.m: • .l.l~_!:-_ ~~£l!J2..._l_ n_.!;_P~.!!§. 
ir 

Res pond en t.P. 

1 

2 

3 
. 4 

5 

6 

7 

Total 

Average 

Fro th 

p r or 

in ·h 

nc 

ir 

Contents of ~rformance 

Reports during Intet·views 

25 75 

40 60 

30 70 

20 80 

20 80 

50 50 

20 80 

205 495 

29.3 70.7 

bove table it 'vuld ppe r th t mploye 

v lu tions 

pro otion 

rc gi n r 1 tiv ly litt c 
62 ci io • 

ht 

n 
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The above w ·ight w r 
' hov"ev0r, ctuctlifiE:~d by four 

. 
respon ~~nts.. Th y ~t t l th t \vhc~:~~ there is a negati.ve 

<~va 1 Utl t: on .t r or r r vcr~~e I.OtllrrlP.nt in the evaluation 

r:-cpot:"., rc '~unlly reversed~ In the words of 

one of ttl respon ent,;, "~dver5e commentt> in a confidentia l 

repot"t ire more visible in an lnteLview ~e~~ion and will. 

alw ys cost an employee a promotion opportunity in spite 

of his good performance at the interview session. 11 On 

further probing the nature of adverse comments that gdin 

saliency during interview session, most of the respondents 

indicated that it would make little differente if the 

adverse comments touched on the employee's work performance 

or his personality. 

Another situation when con fident ial reports played 

a crucial role in determing who gets promoted into a 

higher· post is when two candidates tied in their 

perform nee at the in erview session. In ~uch a case 

promotion will go to the employ e ~1ose confidenti 1 

r port is mor •colourful.' 

h proc ur for contr ct r l u 1 y 

hr on hij r . h 0 1 con r c 

p to r r nt 

0 1 c n 

c r 

c 0 c , 
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requests the pplic n t .u cr ot-s to flll out 

conf ldt.nti~ • , 'll . reports, dully :>.Lg ned by the 

app.r,\1•· r: h \ or 'Ia r:d~d by the Chief Personnel 

()fficur to m tin of all chief cxr~cutive officers. 
" 

The ~lliuf executive officers then make rccommendat o~s 

to the .s.c. meeting which in tu~n m~kes the final 

decision. The T.S.C. meeting is made up of the ·six 

Commi sioners, \vith the chief e;<ecutive officers s~.tting 

in an advisery capacity. All contracts are usually 

renewed unless an employee's confidential evaluation 

report contains adverse com~ents, especially comments 

touching on fraud or forgery. As far ~s contract renewal 

decisions are concerned, the deciding f~ctor is the 

confidential evaluation report. F~ctors outside the 

formal confidenti 1 report are rarely taken into 

consideration. The only informal report tt :.: rn y be 

taken into cons· er tion i~ the rincip 1 Inter 1 

Auditor's report during them~ ting. ven ·n such 

c s t or r ct rene/ 1 is d ferr unt · th udi r ' 

nv ... ti ions r complete • 

ror h ccount o... h .Jo proc on c n 

co c u c n v 

,. :-

( ) n n 
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ln the ca~c of evaluation 

'Ollowjnq An employee 's 

1\ppl ic n t;o renew his contract. 

In th fin 1 an yr;·r., therefore th~ ultimutc •.1sers 

of these confidential evaluation reports are the 

Commissioners. 

3. Semma....£! 

In summary, then it has been found that the 

procedure for appraising performance of employees is 

not standardized. .~hile two re. pondents reported 

delegation of this responsibility to the appr.aisees' 

supervisors, five chief executive officers comp'lled 

evaluation reports for all employees under the • The 

intervi ws with chief executive offi~ers h v~ rcve led 

th t ther h s ben no formal tr in· g fer appr isers 

o th t c en improvise in h·s o n sty c. B c us of 

1 c o tr ining it s foun th t v lu tion r port 

m by 1 f r nt ppr iw rs ould not b com r b • 

r pen nt co i r 0 

u on c 

n r p 
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on o· thuir work performance. 

Both v •lu.. on'"' r m d t.o justify adminlstr" tive 

'-\C tions: th f ostcn~ibly to jus£ify 

promot'on prcc .dues ;hilc the second is made to justify 

dec· sions to rene··r or. terminate an employee's contract. 

The ultimate users of these evaluations are the members 

of the Commission who hold the power of hire and fire 

over employees of Teachers' Service Commission. It ' 

came out clearly that the t~o confidential evaluations 

are not put to any other purposes; their use is 

restricted to the purposes for which they were designed. 

Also it has been found in this study that the Commission•s 

top leadership is not involved in the process of employee 

performance appraisal. 

Anot1er impcrt :-.nt fact that h~s come out of this 

stu y L t t while confi cntla reports play a small 

roe in promotion ecisions, dec:'sions on contract"" 
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The f Mll po n tl' t h· :3 come out is that the 

appr~ is ll. . t t• t d in th t th<~ .1. terns that: the 

a pp•:al · r r quir to rute refer to the employee's 

pers n l ch r ct ri::;t C5 DUCh as initiative and 

a ility to co-operate 1ith others. There arc a few 

job related charac~er~stics such as knowledge of the 

job, professional and administrative ability and so on. 

Performance of the employee on the job is almost 

entirely neglected as can be seen from the confidential 

report forms attached at appendix I and appendix II. 



CHAPTf.R V 

Er<ll'I. YE . ' I I I N' AND AT'riTUDE:,S TO THE 

AP~RAISAL SYSTEM 

1. Introduction 

Information on the attitudes of the appr.atscco 

Qnd appraisers were collected using onL research 

instrument which is shown at appendix VI • As 

stated earlier in the introductory chapter, in 

addition to gaining insight into the attitudes of 

the appraisees to the appraisal system, the supervisor, 

and the Commission. a comparison was made between 

the attitudes of the appraisees and those of the 

appraisers. It was predicted that the appraisers 

wotld be more favourably disposed to\ard the 

a1praisal system, supervision, and the Commission as 

an organization. 

n th ch pt r sh 11 ir t di cus nd 

n y - th re pons r t s, fo lo d by discu. 0 

on h 1 1 hie d t on 

n • ' C.: I c 

0 n r y 

c c 
• 

11 ol 

c 
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') H ;\l:e s ·-

Th on r t ~ for both the appraisces 

and the app· isers i~ shown in tabl~ V below :-

Table V - and 

---··-
Delivered Returned R.esponse Rate 

Appraisees 71 49 69% 

Appraisers 8 5 63% 

Totals 79 54 68% --

From the above table it ·J ':.11 be s en that the 

overall res pons.; rute stood at 68%. Thi ::>hO\vS that 

t\·Io out of e ery hr e r spond nts return cl the 

qu stionn ire \olhich m uns t t th r su t'3 0 this 

r rch l"'~ rly [" r t iv 0 t i ud 

of t 0 ch [" .. .. s. v c Co s on • 

lly [" h o· on 



fu.ct that effortc; \1 re 

r·r ") 
I~' 

Gclcction ~s r n the c t:curns l:.c1nccs would allow. 

An 1 l y. · ceo ing to gr,d~s or job groups 

Job Group No !{esponse 

or ul.-ade In Post DelivGr~d H2tu::-r.ed Rate ( %) 

L t' 
' 

& N 14 4 3 75 

K 19 9 4 44 

J 27 12 7 58 

H 37 14 10 78 

G 57 14 10 71 

D,E & F 366 26 17 65 

Uns ccif'ed 3 
--Totals 520 79 5 6 

T bl I ov 'nd t th h t on ... 

0 in 1 

t t rc roj 

1 0 y 



Incident lly, job 

iJ.n ern 1 oy t' · v in t:hc Conu,,lsslon; the 

y oJho i :; t:hc ct\i(~:f executive 

't J b • oup N. 

Y t nothe~ way of looking at the response 

rt~ \; s to n 1 yst'. the f igtJCf_;ij f r.cordin ~ to thH 

m j or dGpar tmen ts and sections of the Cornrni ~>..:>ion 

< s ho\Jn in able VII belovJ:-

_able VII - Response Rate An_aJ.yserl Accorcling__j:_£ 
Sectic s I Denartments 

74 

-···..:4 - -----~. 
R ~ro.n~ 

De artment DP.liver d R t(' (~'~) 

Personnel 24 13 51 

i ccounts 11 7 64 

u it: 9 7 I 

cl ~ Re lstt· tion 9 100 

n in 7 3 43 

s s 9 100 

n 0 

1 n 



lin 'J ing anal y!3 d t.:h : ponse r~1tes fr:om 

n 11 p o c. '5.5 b 1 ! an g 1 . , ''~ ' r o 1 l: w:- n to t: he 1 itt: 1 r:. 

h \.J ·, co1lc;)ct:~d ul.lout th(:~ 

r c :3 pond rll. ·; 

3. 

Of th~ 54 employees who returned the 

questionnaire , 4 declined to indicat~ their ages. 

Table VIII below shows age distribution. The 

same table makes a comparison between the ages 

of appraisers and appraisees. 

Table VIII - Aae DistributJon: Appraisers and 
p,raise~s 

ge Bracket s ~er !"S 

( ye rs)_ 

I ss than 17 

17 26 0 

27 - 36 3 2 

37 G 3 

v r G 

0 

Tot 1 

10 

3 

0 

75 
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It can be s n fn m TulJl . VIII t.hat sllght.ly 

over 60 p .... r c•nt of tl p 1 t', \ i :> 'e H vn~re wi.thin 

t·h ' C)C b.t:: ck .., t y( •\t: :.i. For ,"\ pprai sers, 

ex LH.: l: 1 y ,o ~ 'I nt \I r• 1n the nye bracket 37 

to 116 y r· ; 

C lculat·onc trom raw data show that the 

avwrage age for apprai~ecs is 31 year.s with the 

median age also being 31 yearso The youngest 

appraisee is 25 years while the oldest is 48 

years old. The same calculation for appraisers 

shows that the average age is 39 years with the 

youngest at 36 years and the oldest at 44 years. 

Thus, a comparison of the ages of th _ apprai~crs 

and appraisees clearly shows that on the average the 

appraisers are several years senior in age to th~ 

apprais es , just as they are several job grades ~ )OVe 

tt majority of ppr isecs. 
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promotion::> <. t one t . . ·- Ot' c"\t"\OthL.l: during !:heir 

v/orking life ,:· l:h The figure for 

1 w 1. ·h cu.11 ti on be~i.1usc 

~ c nt) declined to give 

inform ion n the _1: jo' groups. This they did 

pre mab y t hid_ their identity in spite of th1 

nssur nccs on confidentiality. 

Data on the sex of the respond2nts was not 

collected in order to properly protect the identity 

of some of the respondents and, hopefully, 

encourage them to participate in the study. This 

refers mainly to female respondents who are a minority 

particularly in supervisory positions. It \las though'.: 

that if data on sex was included, ladies would 

imagine that it would be relatively easy to identify 

the. by merely linking age, job group, department of 

assiq 1ment and promotion history. 

Discussion on th ttitud ... of both th ppra s 

nd t.h p r is ~s will b b s on d t col ct d 

in c ion 
' 

c n 0 of th r 1 0;> ionr 

on 1 b oc on h ol o 
. . -

( ) I c 

s 

, 
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Commission f :.1 d 1 t t l1 . e I( i :.; U. n g 

perf rl"l nc 

( 2) Do h aye·~, i:r.ust Uw Cornrnission to 

roccdur .::> and 1nc:l:hod~ that are 

f ir und ac urate 7 

(3) Are there ~ny significant diffdrences in 

the percept~ons and attitudes of the 

appraisees as measured against those of 

appraisers in the area of existing appraisal 

system, supervision, and the Ccm~ission 

as an organization 7 

The first question addresses the issua of 

1hethcr or not employees of th Commis!.ii:::..n sc~ a nectl 

for change < nd, if so, !h t they 1 i ve the gcner l 

outiine of the change should b•.. Th second q 1 st ·on 

robes the extent to \rlhich there Hould b psycholo · c 1 

su port f0r .n f crt in th f t r by the Co m'ss·on 

to d·v lo an impl rn n n : r orm nc 

ms nd · nk .:h ' r.or t o , 

mot· tion n t v Of. n >f oy 

• 
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ltJe f>hul 1. start our dL; · tS:3ion with section 

l3 of the att:it\.td ~ qu' l.:'t'lH'\lit.'C 11-/hich COVt:';t'S 

qu~~;i;'on ) t:o o n · d out ln the me l:hodol ogy 

ch:q;l; ., 1.11 i f t} ' I t • • · on o 4 H- appra u;ce:J qur~.s J.onnaJ.r-e, 

o find out if the re~pondcnts do 

under·· nd th system of employee performance; 

appr is ls. The more negative response in this 

bection indicates that the appraisul system is ldcking 

in t;1e motivational and de·1e lopmen tal as p~r:: ts. The 

responses in the uncertain, " don ' t knm-.r" ca tcgory 

indicate that employees do not understand their 
I 

I system of performance appraisals. Given a combination 

of these two shortcomings in the evaluation system, 

it is reasonable to conclude that the system may 

not b~ acceptable to employees and that both the 

organization and the employees would benefit if 

these w aknesses arc removed . 

,.., ble IY 'ndic tes th t, PXC pt for qt sti n 

11, pr is s s e the syst m ns 1 ckin n 

0 i tion nd em loy dev 1 opmen t. This s so 

u: p r c h v n t" d 11 ql t~ n n 

th f c on n h n t v Tho. lhO d not 

n th. y v r:' r 

c n y 



I 

7 . 

9. 

o. 

• 

n of Respond nts Concerning Current Perfor~ance Aporaisal System 

fol o s~t or st ndar ·~zed 
n fil ing confidential reports ? 

cont nts of th co fidential reports 
cc r t 

d nti 1 r port forms accommodate 
o. uniqu circums~ nces ? 

f ·db ck fte r your boss has 
id ntial report forms about you ? 

up rvisor who fills c nfidential 
ms suggest wh t you could do to 
r-form nc ? 

sup rvisor provide you with 
c or resources to improve your 
nee ? 

nk top man gement care about 
nti 1 re.ort forms are filled 1 

on' t Kno 

27(80) 

16(110) 

24(40) 

8(0) 

33(0) 

49(40) 

59(Z.O) 

to rounding error , -o\1 percen cages mc.y not acd to 100~-b 

65(20) 8 ( ) 

71(40) 

53(20) 22(1= ) 

2(0) 9 ( ~ " ) 

67':00) 

51(60) 

4(0) 37(60) 

co 
0 



'l'his shovis th< t. tot 1 of 69 1 -.r cc•nt of the 

respondents . l ·h ·t· I ) t•nder.StZ:md the system or 

l:hink l:h,d: · t: 1.. 

· ppr.d. ; r .; lO • J ~r slmilnr, with 54 per 

question~ in the negative while 

11 JC~ c nt do not under~t~nd the system. Only 

3~ per c~nt responded positively to the questions 

in section 6. 

From the above discussion it seems that the 

present appraisal system at the Commission is 
I 

defective and that about 40 per cent of the repondents 

do not even understand how their performances is 

evaluated . 

Before leaving this section a note will be 

made of question No. 10. It appears that this 

question was not ~lear y understood by the respondent 

appr isees. It is suspect d th t tl · s quest· on did 

not m c it c ear th t th 'nt nt'rn was ·o fin out 

1h th r su rvisors/ ppr isers took ction to corre·:t 

ny nc ·lor ork b h vi r fot'm 

v h b n I 

r n y 

• 

X 0 



nn~>\Jccjng t;h' ., uc ··on in th po;.it.ivc~ .. 

Qu ! l: · or 

It: w i.ll b ' ..., n ·h t ?. pl.!t' <; .n!.:. o.f tht?. apprai sees 

illci.Lc · t t:h t there .u> no f~ed 1 ,<.1ck rrorn the appra.~:-;erso 

The p.r:opoL·tion for tht:! appr:a1scr.:s' rQsponse to tl Ls 

question is 100 per cent:. This l~ us exp'~ctcd. It 

will e remembered th~t in the interviews with the 

chief executive offic~rs who are ulso appraisers, 

it came out clear;y that appraisees were not 

rovided ~ith any form of feedback after performance 

evaluation. 

~ hile the appraisees do not s~em to understand 

performance cvuluat.:..on system, ~9 per cent thought 

tiLt top management C<tPd how the su ervisor/appr~i~a~ 

1ent about evaluating appra'sc ~ performance. How vee, 

t1ere is sizeable numb r (3 r c n t) \-Jl o were 

nccrtain ~to 1h ther top m.n ent took jntc _wt 

in th " corfid nti 1 r orts ~ wr tt n. 

h 
' n r r hi 

t 0 

c 1 op 

c 0 t • 



From th. bov 

lcnclr•c:;l .Lp · r. tL 

r 1\ 

. tt.r; Lon, l t Sf.~Clll~> that top 

II <l :~ n o t b 1; en s c en to 

rf lrm nc~ npprulsul system 

83 

t a l" r , • n t: t· (' 

"\\; l:h~.; c '1111 on. "~ i.:.. ( snu·:tion qc:t'.; more credence 

\Jh .n ·t t; i • 1 cml "rC'd that in thE-~ ln ter vlew with th~ 

chief e.·ecJt'. f~ off'ccr-s, it vras repor-ted that the 

upr . isers' su e ·iors Hho arc the l:op leudership, 

never even exaDinej the confidential report forms 

before they were submitted for- action~ 

Earlier on in this section we had indicated that 

\Je l:tould like tc knm1 hm1 ~mpl.JyeP.s of the Comnlission 

feel about the present apprc isal systom. We can best 

discuss this by looking ut ttc result of section C 

of th~ a pr isecs' qu st'cnna't s sho~n in T bl. X 

an continu d in T b _ XI. 

con 

c 

c 

Both ppr 

nti 1 r art 

on h n it co 

1 h 

n 0 

n Plr is ~s b li v th t 

o n u :"lC 

to 

0 

ction5 ~~k n by th 

• con r ct 

r 

n 
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- . 

oncerninq Performance Aporaisal System And F~cmotion 

·Y jo 
• or 

nt 
y t 

1 r ports do influence actions 
ommission 

- on considers performance 
to b n im ortant part of the 

duty 

p rfo m nee is carefully evaluated 
c id nti , 

rcpo.:.~t is v;ritten • 

rds use to evaluate my 
have been f, i.r- - nd accurate 

c tn c the content~ of the 
n i 1 r po ts are fair and 

r l ctur of my cctual job 

I h:-.ve b .c .. a . re of t:f:2 
o ev lu te my pe~formance 

r ; 0 '- on' t Knm·!; D= Disagree 

Respor:ses (%) 

A ·OK 

71(80) 22(0, 

63(40) 29(20) 

22(40) 55(40) 

20(40) 49(60) 

, 31(4C., 35 ( 20) 

23(20) 39(40) 

~o round_ng error, row percentages may not add up to 100% 

6 

8 (48) 

22(20. 

3: ( ' 

., c: ( ~ ~ ' 

.~- ' -' J 

38'.(0) 



20 per ce~t of th ~P r 

c£ the confiJ .nti<.l on l.~c.,port!,; clo no\:. in <:t.ny 

Lh: Cornrn.i;:.>lon. ~·i 

th C.:unalitJGion conL~idr:r~::; pc~rformanc2 

b an important pa~t of u supervisors 

duty 1 only 63 pe · cent of the appralsecs aqree w:; .h 

this stateme~t, while a furthar 29 per cent are 

uncertain. F'or appraisers, less than half agree vti th 

this statement indicating that in the eyes of the 

respondents, but more so in the eyes of the appraisers , 

t1e Commission is seen as taking performance apprclsdl 

for granted. 

On the standat-ds of evaluations, their f airnes., 

and accuracy, ~ l~rgc number of respondents, both 

appraisees and app~aisers, seem to be unsure. Also, 

slightly more than a third think that performance 

v luations re not c refully done an tt r for they 

ar not f~ir nd o not give n ccur p'cturc of 

t c ~ r ~s c'~ job rform nee. This do s not 

fl • t v ry w 11 on th ppr is 1 y t m t th 

Co w.p c 1 wh n only bo two-·ifth~ 

o m to h y t 

n c o j 

0 



'IJ'1en \Je • rn t t; b - XJ, '.rJe f lnd thu t 7 3 per 

ty of t·l c~ it· pet•fm:-mance is 

imr r:t.nt: in l t rm n nq t.:h0.ir. ptornotion. This 

mcnn · that · n the pc. st promotions have b(~cn determined 

uol 1 by the quality of the employees performanceo 

mLa re G per cent of the r0spondents WAre unccrtaino 

This is one i ten on 111hich both appraisees and 

appr~isers have alnost identical opinions 

Responses to question 19, which are shown on 

Table XI, indicate that 88 per cent of the 

~ppraisees thin.' that quiil i ty of perform<:nce should 

be inportant in dete~mining their promotions. 

'-OupJ.ing the first bm questions in table XI, one 

can see that _mployees feel that there is stil l 

roo~ for im rovcment in linking qua ity of employeeo 

erformance to promot'ons. 

ue~tion 20 h s cern •p d.th i t r st · ng 

rl ,;;,) th r is .id nc of 

0 n n s 0 th r ch v d 

ro h c or tt 0 

0 h 
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• • 

m ort nt is the qu lity of your 
rm nc in tcrmining your promotion? 

t should the quality of your 
b in determining your 

• 0 . G n r 1 y promotions are ac: icved 
t r ug olitics nd not performance 

I 

73(80) 

88(100) 

39(80) 

I ort nt; SI= omewhat Important; NI~ Not Important 

gr e; K- Don't Kno\1; D""" Disagree 

Respon~es (%) 
<:T ......... 

17(2 ) 

8 (0) 

8(0) 

0 u o rounding error, row percentages rnay not add up to 100% 

.'I 

:O(OJ 

(0) 

0 



not .Lmporb1nt for 

'l'r!llclH.!l:'~,' .:JCt V C 

1)(.:! <'tc h 1 cvecl at thE::.: 

mrni! ~ion. ~cconJ, when 

to 10, the re~11lts at"e 

88 

lhilc · n quc~-;tion 18, 80 per cent 

(H.= the ,, .-;p n cnts ·hou9ht thc1t pr.ornot:.i.ons cll:'e 

d l;enn ined by quality of perf onnanc.:~, no't! the 

su.:.1c percen t.:tge seem to think thct t prornoti on s 

at"o based on considerations other than quality of 

per-formance. 

Given that in question 18, 73 per cent of the 

appraisees and 80 per cent of the appraisers agreed 

\lith the statement that quality of performance id 

important in their promotions, it was surprising to 

fin 39 per cent of the appraisees ilnd eo pet: cer)t 

of the appraisers aqreelng '"i th the st· temen t th t 

gener, lly, promo ions are achieved tht~ough pol · tics 

rat1er th n p rformance. 



In summ t·y th n, t . n ;:~\blc X a 1<.1 l:.ablc~ 

XI J::'CV~"'dJ.0 th l t oy . of the CcJillll\I.SS.Lon have 

m.i.xecl f n tt . tAr nl; .1 ppr: .:t.l sa 1 sy'slcm,. 

Sr ~v ~1.·11 n" Cdn be dr:-:.nm fr.un th~ clata., 

Fir:·t:, on y b t • uat:" tcr of the r 'Sponclen l:s 

\ ~l.L v ~ til· t the sta. durds used to evaluate 

per fol::~tlanc • have been clear and have been 

administered fairly·and accurately. This is to 

be 2, pect~d given the closed or secrr-:tlv12 nature 

89 

.. 

of the system4 Second, although there is considerable 

agreement with the state~ent that performahcc 

appraisals do influence action taken by the Comnissicn, 

and most respondents believe that quality of job 

pe:::-formar.ce is related to pro1 otion, cmployeC!s seem to 

see a lot of room for impt·ov >H;en t in the performance­

promotion linkage. Finally, a large ~ross-sectinn of 

Co m.tssion employ es pcrcive that pr·omotions ac 

act ieved thro gh po itica moans an ~ m em ns1"p 

rutl r th n through ual"ty of rforr nee. 

6. tion, 

s r n 0 

n 0 

( ) 
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lcadr.!r~;h.ip, (b) th· st. rv'.,;;on;, .:.1nct (c) 

ClllployCt c; 1 C0-\/0! • 

c.lcv •lt)p 11 'mfl ' nt 110.\-J r~rnrloyc~ rcrf o.t:rnancc~ 

npp1.· l.i · 1 .; tern, or at l~ast successfully introduce .. 
in1provcments in the present syf;tem.. This is 

ne~cs::> 'l.'ily so because tru:;;t and conf idcncc in 

th0 integrity and good intentions of an organization's 

top leadership, supervision, and co-workers have 

been found to be important f&ctors in the individual t s 

willingness to work actively for the seccessful 
. 1 ~ t ' f . t ' 63 lr.1p emen _a len o l.nnova l.ons. The h ig ht:>r tht~ 

levels of trust on all levels of the or~anizatinn, 

the mo:,re likely employees \Jill be to take the risks 

<:lSsoc · u.ted \·lith .:.bandoning e:, oblishcd \Jays of 

doing things . In an orgC~nization \lher:-c a cllm, te 

of distrust exists, employe s may continue to 

cling to the stutus quo nd try to scbort~ge ny 

inno r tion or ch ng b caus t.ey se 't cS n 

t: mpt o thr n or p nish th m in one w y or 
n ,th r. 

h o . ct I I) 0 t onn r 

n 1 II n X 

-----------------------------------
• 



b s Trust and Confidence in Their Ora~nization, Sunerviscrs 2~d 
rs 

Ret=::oon.3e {%) 

A CK 

• ur made in this organization 
s u ... u lly end up the losers 31(20) ~6(0) 5_,(8J) 

• oy !i h r feel you can't trust this 
niz tion 33(20) 24(0) 43(80) 

2 • confi enc_ nd trust in my co-workers 65(100) 4 ( 0) 3:(0) 

• • rv-sor de-ls \lith subordinates wel l 59(60) 14 ( 20) 27(20) 

23 . little a'"-ut what happens to this 
n ,. t ·on so long as I get my pay 6(20) 4 ( 0) 9C(20) --

rc ; OK- on't "new; D= Disagree 

0 ! u o rounding error, row percentages will add up to 106~ 



The extc. t to \'h.ch C :nmls;j~_,n employE~e.s 

t n 1 :; t '1\. c.: lw 1: s 

Ol~~Ftn. ~,d:.i n 

r: t, t : rn 1 , 1 II. n rn 

th~ figu c n lc 

j • 

rvl ~:;1; \V~rnr•ni..: numbc~r 26. As 

1 t·c.ve<IJ !.> 1 only less than 

92 

ln.u.= (4 per c nt ) 'ppear to lwv trust ancl ·• 

confidence in the integrity ;nd good intentions 

o2 the Comaission 's top lead~~rship. Thc.t.~efore·, 

.::1L10I1g the appraisees, trust and confidence in the 

Co•i1r.1ission's top leadecship is relutively low. 

The figures for appraisers are completely 

different from those of the appraisees. A large 

Mojority of appraisers, th~t is, 80 per cent of 

them have t~tst and confidence in Commission's 

top leadership. imong the appraisers who responded 

to tt.e qucst;.onnairc, trust in th~ Commission is 

relatively high. 

ong ppr is _s, trust nd :.-onfidenc_ in 

nd imm i t su crvisors is ;:,hO If in 

..,t t£•:11 nt 2 nd 25. \.h c no VCL" I h·gh, it is 

r I 1 h tt tr-u n co f n 

to h l li cu 

n r 

0 h 



9 .1 

that (a) 11 I huve ctnf'd <ltHl L t:u::.; t in 111y 

ns of the appraisers to these two 

:;t, b . .:m nts even more encourn~ing. All the 
.. 

5 P!n·aiscr~ who re"por1cled to this qucstionnairP. 

in ical.:ed that they havP complete confidence a·nd 

trust in their colleu.gues., Agaln, 60 rer cent of 

the appraisers had confidence in their nupervisor:J 

who are also the Commission's top leadership. 

Statement No .23 . also shewn in Table XII, was 

designed to find out that respondent:s committmcnt 

to their o~ganization , Teachers ' Servic~ Commission . 

Th:Ls \'las necessary because the extent to ·vhich 

employees vu.lue or a~Ae commit ted to thai.r org .ni:?. tior~ 

· s a relevant dimension of psychologic 1 support 

for any conteplatea change. In de d, commit tmcn t 

)rcvi ies b ~is for g nu ne an ... · st in d int 

in h - ing th or niL. t'on in den ify n solve 1 t~.l 

robl 6 m • or tun t . y in thi .... • r th r is 

lot 0 r uOn for 0 t rni m. 

-
• 



tlw .:tp r.:1 L r · · d,~n t: .lcul u t ti t11des. 

vlh i.lc 90 p 't nt o 

\'/he. 1: h o th r or , n Lz( l:ion 1 l:he proportion 

s 80 ~- r cen ·• TheSE! :f iguccs 

, indictl t t.h t mpl oycc of Teach<:::r s ' Serv icc Comlf1is-slun 

as \'iho c are psychol og ic<.ll y cornrni t ted to trc 1.r. 

oL'<J«• iza tion and Jould thcr.r~ fore! develop genuine: 

anu S'IS tained in tere~t in he 1 ?ing th(~ Comrnis ~.; ifJ(I 

solve its .roblems2 

7. Summar.y 

To conclude this section on respondents 

attitudes towards the appraisal systeM, seve~al 

points will be noted. First, as presented in 

this section data clearly indicates that employees 
of Teachers' ervic CoMmission ro not understand 

their appr isal proc ss . Second, the appr sal 
proc So:> do s not provid ny fecdb ck to th 

a prais s cmd is therefor 1 cki 19 in mo iv tion 1 

n d v 0 nt 1 sp._c~..s. Tt rd, uhil b vin 
th t cti n of th .io 1 ultim nd 

n id n 1 or. r or:~ , oy 

n n in 

0 

0 

r 
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s{:ill a nec--l for imrrov r:tni:~ ln t.hi:;; c.r:ea .. Fift:h, 

vJhilc: tru•:t in h top lea~e~ship is 

quite 1 JW, t u ·t: n l 

.i.11111l(.!C} L l: I vi ors l.s t"f.::l~\tively id.gh. Finally, 

cmp y, ; o ·h_ Com~iss·on appear to be highly 

comm.i.l:t d t tLeir orgunjzotion <1nd do care what 

ha pens to Teachers ' Service ~ommissiony 



Ct! P1'E.~ VI 

SUt: 1At~ ' A D CONCLlJSIONS 

Thi:; ud y \las under f:dken at I.: he N n.trnb.i Off ice.s 

f '1. h 1 s · c· . · · o LcC ers crv1c~ ommlSS1on, during September to 

October, 1983. Seven out of the ten chief exe~utive 

officers \/ere intervie\Jed. Th2::>e c~~c;cutive!:; nrc 

the principal a~pr2isers in the Commission, although , 

as a result of delegation of duties , lherc are 

eighteen other appraiser·s both in tJairobi ;.1nd i n 

the field offices outside Nairobi . 

In addition to these interviews , a self 

admin'stered questionnaire was Jivcn to a sumplc 

of 71 e:-.1ployees who \Jere identified a.s p~ L~aisc~s. 

For cornpar ·son 1 ~ sake a '"'ample of' 8 ap ra · sct:"s \Jer•-

given th sam questionnaire. The qucs·ionn. re 

collected th opinions and attitudee of both -pprais.· 

nd ~jpr ise s to their pr s nt rfo~manc~ pr i 1 

sys t n . 

t n f h r 1 

n 0 l n n t 

n r 

r n 
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d ' 1 • .follower 1Y'f conc.'-'.lv 1or. ..• , dL·c...\lssion and 

rccornmcndatlonn. 

I J u 

D•t1il- kn wledgc of the present employee .. 
P 

..• 
~J. o::-manc appraisal system was ncquired through 

the in terv ie\oJS cor.d•.ic ted among the chief cxecu ti ve 

officers. Below is the summary of the findi.ngs. 

The present appraisal system is strictly 

confidential so that the appraisees have no chdncel 

cf ever kno~ing the contents of the evaluation 

reports. Th i.s vJas confirmed b~r the chief executive 

officars during the interview~. 

The decision as to wheth0r or not an e~ployee 

\/auld be evaluated is in the control of Comm.iS!jion'!:; 

cmplcyees and not th Comm·ssion's management. The 

ppr~isal precess is norm lly triggered off by 

th_ action o n mploy e. This would be e' her 

th _n n employ c pl for pro o ion n o 

v '· nt po ... t or wh n th mplo.' 1 or th 

r n l of h or r contr ct or u th r rio 

0 0 h • ( n 0 no m k 

c on h 

c n n l 



·)n 

Tied to the above i~ ~ue is the quest.:.lon of 

frr;quoncy or v lh t'on .... 'l'ht~ •-;tudy ha.s found Lhc 

p1:-c ~; .n l: f cequ ncy 1.> n :J once l n t"'·o · yc ar s in 

l:hc c •. c o 

con tr, c t \llcJ 

en .ontingent on renewal of 

· nd fin,. t'~ p(!e i.cd in the case of 

evQ. ual: one o ... promotion purpos0r3. 

There are two different evdluations for two 

d ifferent pucposcs. The first eruluution is to 

aid in promotion decisions . The second evaluation 

is to aid decision on renewal of an ernploy~e's 

contract . Performance evaluation reports play a 

relatively minor role in influencing the ...:lccision 

of the Cornmissicm a:> to •.:ho g~ts pro!11oted into a 

higher post . The declsion of the punel of 

interviewers is heavily influenced by the mpcess~o 

the ~mployee m ·es durir C) the interview ses.-:;ion. 

In the c se of contract reneluls, the decision ls 

almost complete y det rm·n d by the contents of 

the confi~ential ev lu tion r pert. 

this study s found th t ''h th 

r ort do not d qu t y s ·v t 

ln .,hart, 

f'rst ev 1 tion 

~. po for 

hich t cr t , cond v 1 t n r port 

0 d t y rv t ur o 

0 h y 0 r 



e··r<"t·:.uation:..>. t t' e Cor.m'::..;s.i. n mostly dv;nJ.l •)n 

pcr.son tll.ty tr it~ o Ci1ploycefl. Actual job 

to .'\<.:h1eve goals hds been 

c n b~ deduced from the 

nti 1 report forms ~;hown ln 

pc'rf orm nc; 

'Jlvcn 1 · t. 

·p(_c i m n 

l j 
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hil8 it may be good to kno~ ~ 

p .~.·~ n 1 ch dcteristics of an employee, it is 

d'ff.Lcult to justfy their incl,Jsion in mci\sur:tn<:J 

the vorth of an employee to c.n organization, 

especially when these personality traits have not 

b kn f ·Ynl t9 GQr 1 ~0 Wit §UEE@5fi iR thB jGb. 
This is oro.oably \•Jhy per-formance evaluution~ · re 

confidential. Certainly any appraiser would find 

it diificult to inform his subGrdinate that he luck9 

tnct or initiative, personal characteristics which 

uay have little or nothing to do with successful 

perfcrmarce of h~ assi9n_d j~b. 

i·. n lly, the study h S ShO\oln th t pprais rs 

h h d formal . 
nstructio s or u'd vc no nc on 

h I 0 h nd e mp oy p rforaanc ev lu tions. 

Th! pl'c ion h r is th t h r 1 no 

c p b y r by f r nt 
r 0 

r r 

1 0 1 
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chc1r<:lcb:r.L:::-.·.'i.r;::; of tt. r>t.ploy.-.. 

h in or ~ ~nd Attitudes 

1'h ' h •lu"l c ( r ) uv~ prn~~en t .:l~praisal 

11 employees understand it, (b) .. 
~~~lployee'.., perceptions Gf t:hc.: performance 

pt·omotion 1 ink age, and (c) ~heir attitude and opinio:ts 

on their organization, supervi.sion and co-work.t.~t·s ... 

The first part o~ the questionnaire showed that 

the average age of the appraisees is 31 years while 

that of the appraisers is 36 years. While just ~bout 

half (49 pe~ cent) of the appraisees reported one or 

more promotion e:·per icnce, all appraisers indic.J.tcd 

th.J.t they had experienced one or more promotions 

during the'r working lives w"th the Commissiono 

Second part of the questionnaire indicrlted that 

employees of the Co:'!lm · ssion a . a whole do not 

und r:;t nc ·h i .. 'Stem of perform nee ~p rais 1. 

1 o both , p r i nd ppr .. s rs indica· th t 

r:l oy do not r iv n ·' ck ft r h 

n q r ' bo ro 0 i 

i ... 0 :h n m n 

r 0;;,; on • 

lo 
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'L'h ! th · t:·d •· ~c i 1 of thu qt.H~.S tionntd.rc lndic:a ted 

h' 01 :.1i ... :·ion bc!licve that 

c;ont ld •nl~i ·v u t on .LOports do in fact influence 

adrnlnL .. tr1 lv ction .... 3oth appr.:'Jl:..;ces and z1.ppraiser.s 

in ic:ntcd tth1t the Comm.i.:,;r;i.on' s top leadership 

consid red performance ev~luation to be an 

impor-tant part of the. supervisors dllties& 

.. 

This part of the study has also shown that employees 

of the ~ommission on the whole seem to doub~ the 

fairness and accuracy of the evaluation ceports, Inde~d, 

both appraisees and apprai~ers were in agreement that 

performance evaluations at the Commission r~ not 

car- fully done and, therefore , the evaluations do not. 

r-eflect a fair and accur~~e picture of the quQlity of 

employees' per-formance:. r~- \:a: surpr-isir.g th~.t ev~n 

appraiser-s themselves ind'cated th t the sys:em lacks in 

f ir-nc""s nd does not show Cln accurate p·ctur:-c or cnploy es ' 

p r:- f ot·m net .• 

Th stu y "l ... o sho 1 that employ s r of th 

opn on h ty of .. f .m c t :t: i 5 th ir 

p .ot • r, 

c t 1 or in 

r or c 0 1 1 0 .or 
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rY.)J:'C pr.omot i r n: arr> , f.n .o h .. J inked to the 

quality of an m 1 

On h t: m n h t: «J•.net·aJ.ly promot.ions 

g polit'. n and not performance, 

il: -; ~~ fr)Uil th t only 53 per c.:nnt of the appt·al.sees 

crld 20 p r cent of the npproi~crs disagreed with 

til above stateme.it. In othe.c words, a large 

section of cmploiees feel chat i:!L~rpel:"sonal 

relations and coallitions play a not inconsiderdble 

p2rt i:l the promotio:1 of some of thf~ir colleaques. 

Section D cf the study has found that trust 

and confidence in the integrity and good intentions 

of the Co mission's top leadership i~ relatively 

lo ., ~mong appraisees. However, appra5.sers seemed 

to indicate "ery high trust nd confidcnc~ in th 

Comr i~sion's top lc .. ership. ndeed, 80 per cent of 

th. ppris _t~s · ndicat d th t th y he v ~ complete t ust 

~nd confir, nee in t e Commisvion's top 1 dersh'p. 

Con !..d nc 

fo n to b 

of C 

0 

nd trust i. .h co- 1ork r 

ly h 

' 

n 

on 

n 

oy 

y 

n 

r 

y 
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p;:;ychologl•...:c.\ 1 I l.1 i. l.. The: ;:~ l:urJ y IH1S 

v L' 

Cornm i ~ : i · 11 o wl •t. lHlf''P .n~ liJ their 

by imp ic. tion wuul~ enthu~ia-
:.>l:lcL\1 l y h l p th . Commi:::;s.ion sol vr-~ it's probJ.I (~m:::;. 
Th~s is one area where both apprai~~cs Dnd 
appr~i~Lrs were in complete agreem~nt in their 
attitudes. 

· Finally , this study has shown that both 
appraisers and appr2isees have almost identical· 
opinions and attitudes townrd various aspeccs of 
the present appraisal system. 

2. Discussion Lonclus.ion -
.. ., . -~ have seen that feedbacl· has been found by 

nny ~tudies to ~e n cessary fer im rov d crforr rce. 



~0·1 

6'" ')6 c-; I ~,~t · r-ular r.•,.. Z n }· r nd r·t· ·~'YlC J ~'· ·>J 0 n pd.. · J. ~ ~ ... e u • , t.. , • ;, .·J •. t " • t; ~~ u . 

h( ve f ounr th t sp c ic hard 9 '·.t l.J led to Lnprovcd 

p(~r.forrnr n n v • 1 j .cts r .c,~J.ved ·e<·~dbac:k on 

l:.h ll. p r ' c. T t pre!:> .n l: E!n.ployee 

rais 1 ~y~tem ut the Commission has 

buen fun! t 1 ck fer .dbar::k to (~rnplcyecs so that 
.. 

it ls diff"cult to conclude that it help8 ! n 

enhancing performance of Commission ' ~ employe~s~ 

Indeed , the system fails to supporc two ver y 

important fu. ctions of a geed appralsal dystem , 

namely ( a) to change dysfuctional \:Jork bchavio1Jr , 

and (b ) to communicate managerial perceptions of 

the: quality and quantity of entployees vJOrk . 

-----------------------
GS . t-i. Erez, "Feedback: A Necessury Condition for 

Goal Set t.ing Performance Re lationsh · p", JoUl:n. l 
of Applied sycho!.£3.1: , Vol 62 (1977) pp.t524 - 62'/ 

66 Lm-1rence 

67. 
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. ' n n: 1 L ly . nd ~IC<':ut:·:ltr~ly f.lt.Jtjgr,;st.s that 

g oup- ·r~oulrl br~ rccc!pti.ve to changes 
\·Jl1:icll \10 d, i1 heir esl:.irnu.ti.cn, lmprol<:! the uccurucy .. 
~nd cquit' of perfor. ancc (~V<.tlur.d:ions. The rather 
wiJ~spre d dC of Sdtisfaction with pr~scnt system 
should, at least initially, favour ch~ngPs that promise 
til8an.i.ngful reforms of tl1e performance evaluation pr·oc:=ss .. 
It ::_3 for this ~eason thtit various recommendations hc::tve 
been made aimed ~t improving the present s~stem . 

~s pointed out in the previous chapte~, trust and 
confidence in the integrity ar:d good· intentions of th 
organization's top leadership, supervision, and 
co-·:orkers have been found to be importan t factors in 
t' c ~n ividu l's willingness to work actively for the 

68 successful i plementation of r.h~ngc . 

·.hetu r ny recom n nd.d ch nges in th r i ... 1 
z '!j t . .il ;,) im 1 nt d su c s·ully till d nd 

·h t u;;Jt r d confid ploy v . 
n the 

on nc 

1 r h l ct h t tru t 
1: r. I r nt: h h 

t• t rc 0 

nt 

-------~--=-~-- -
• y 
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be involved in cv ry of , ny new developments in 

ppr 1 1: oc _ I u r 1 ~ • 

n nr.:c. in immediate supervisor~ and 

vwt:·l~ cp: )\lp"" ... r 1 tively hicJh <111d thi::. nUr:JUrs well.. for 

implcm nt tion of cl:langes in the uppru.isal ~•ystem .. 

Thi~ b ing the case, then, new developm0nts in 

perfcrmance appraisal system, will depend, to a lnrge 

extent, on the committment of supervisor~ and their 

ability to mobilize active support by members of work 

groups they manage. Top level management, therefor~, 

should be prepared to meaningfully involve supervisors 

in th. process of operationali3ing any new developments 

affec~ing the present appraisal system. 

As He h ve seen, the degree of comm..:.ttment to their 

organi~aticn s a r lavc.1nt dimension of employees 
. 69 psychol g1cal stpport for any cont-pl ted chang • 

Th·s is boc us committment pro1ides ~ basis for 

gcruin nd sust ined int rest in h lping th 

or1 n:~ tion solv its r blem . ortun t y, ov r 90 

1 c , t of th Commi;;Js \.or • ploy m 1 d in th 

out lh .. h C mi 0 • 

t i h i ny c r n by y 

------------------------------·------------------------
r 
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to be n :ehicle toe 1 h nc.i.n:J l:hc ~tutur·r:! cmd 

cffu.;t;.Lvf:nr:v!3 <f hi '.JO k gr·oup!.; and t:he Cormrd.:.>si.onJ 

l:ld.~, h' h ltV 

i.n '·ro \IJC • • c h •~t.nq e 1.n the 

pt· .~ nl; rn~ oy rfo marne•, c1ppr-aisal system. 
.. 

3. Recommcnd~tions ----

The following is a list of r~commenrlati0ns 

:-1rising out of the present study :-

1. Job descriptions based on systema~ic 

job analysis should be introduced, at 

least among offices in supervisory 

grades. 

2. Goal sr;tting should be introduced so 

th t employee~; kno'd Jh t "th.y an;~ 'shootLn'J 
for'. Employee pcrt_c p tion in i cntifyin. 

and s ttin go ls is also r commcn d. 

3. fh r t auld be nn1 1 form 1 r v ~ 

f rf rm nc nd 0 1 

y .• Thi~ .ho• d po i y p c 

n 0 c io 

r 



4. l\pf;rais 11 ·~ t ou 1 'I l 1! l.Ja:>ul mon. on !:.he 

tmploy. ' J.)1i'·y to i'clc::nt::Lfy, set and 

.11 u'd b. more clinl;nosLlc and lr~ss ~~vatur.\i;ive. 

5. The annual ~pprais~l which is recommended 

6. 

above should b~ split into two parts. 

The first part which should be open to the 

appraisees should review performance. 

This will enhance feedback and hence 

motivation and employee devel opmcn t., '1'he 

second part \:hich ':iiU. revicv1 potential 

should be confidcntiLl so as to afford 

appraisers the opportunity to be frank a d 

honest in the appraisal report. 

l vant training . ho 1 d b_ art" nged for 

both appr ,;.scrs and r is es. Tr in in 

for ppruis rs she lr h 1 ncr th 

ccur cy uity n th. ( J r io:~ ls. 
• f' r p r , tr ir in m 

h th . pr 

n 
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P P E N D I X I 

'I Al. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • ~ ~ · - • 0 • 0 • • ~ • • • ~ • • • • I 

'.t.·...:c;No. t.J •• ,. ............... ........... I#'111 ......... 0'1Sioii,.041l• ' , ••••• 

Al)VEI{T /f~O • ............................ ft .s ••• I» •••• ..,. ... o •• 41) " •• 

Pf\£SENT POST HELD .............................. ., •• • ... • • .. 4,J • .. 

GSNER,\L COt 'DUCT Ai D PERSONAL CHAHACTt::R I.STICS ............ . 

~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • 

C. PACITY FOR ORGANIZATIOtl AND LEADERSHIP •••••••••••••• ~ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • e • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • 

BILITY TO CO-OPERATE WITH OTHt::RS ••••••••••• •• ••••••••• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 8 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ 0 • • • ~ • • • • & • . . . . . . . 
RELATIO~ S \!ITH PUBLIC ................. .... ... . ........... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . ~ • • • ' • • • • • • • • • • ~ 0 • • • 

SPECI L APT TUDES (IF Al Y) ••• , ..... .. ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • I • 

OVER LL SSE S1ENT (Outstanling, Jery yool , fir, 
Un~ t.tsfactory tc) .................. . .. . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . ~ ~ . . . 
SUITA~ILITY FOR P CFOTIOF TO osrrro CF RE LI'"Y' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . .... 
.. . . . . ....... • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . •• ill • 

. . . . . . .. . . . . . .. . . . .. . . . . • •• . .. 
. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . • . . . • 

. . . . . . . . . . 
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. . . . . . . . . . . ~ . - . ~ 
. .. . . . , ... . . . . . . • • • • • " • • • • ~ • 4 ~ • • • • • • • • • • ~ • ' • ~ • • ~ 

. .. . . . ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • w • • • 

S; qnd ·1tr.u of Hnport i.ng Off iccr 

.. 
D \'rr ........ , ........ . • .. .. . . . DESIGNATION • 0 ~ ~ • • • • • ~ • • • • 



11'.1. 
r\ p D I X Jl 

NMI: ••• • • • • • 9 • • • • • • • ~ • • • • Q • • • • • • • • • & • ~ .. 
TSC/NO ••••••••••••••• Appointment held •••••• ~····~• 

Gl~.:\Du: ••• • ....... o ••••• Departrncr1t •••••••••• o ••••••• • 

SECTION ••••••••••••••• Duties of present post ••••••• 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1. Knowledge of the job and performance (whether 

"' the officer has knm·1ledge of the job or l1cks 

basic knowledge of the job etc). 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • e • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
2. anagement of staff:- !hether the officer 

org nizes an inspires staff to 9 v their be'""t 

or i!; unable o obt in cceptab e out ut from 

s ort'ng s'-aff tc . , ........................ . 
...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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4 • In .i t.: i a · i v c ( \v h t h _ r the of f icc!~ · C' ad .i 1 y 

p< 1·c L . ,,-Jh t n )"' donn u.nd get~ on with 
.i.l:. pt c l. n o1· need~·. const:ant' 

~''1f.., rv',·i rt) ... ,. .................. ......... , ......... . 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • Q • • • • • • • ft • • .. • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 4 • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • 0 ~ 0 • • • • • • • • • • 

5. General conduct and personal charatcristlcs (e.g~ 

friendly, co-op rativ2, tactful and under~t~nding 
or generally unco-operative, and isensitivc to 
the feelings of others etc.) ••••• •••• ~ •••••••• 
. . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

6. Suitability for advancement (his the officer, in 
your opinion, the pot~n tJ.al f ~)r further advance 
-mcnt). 

Ycc;ftJo 

If yet::. then st te the jot> lcve.J. he sc ms t 
pr 0.> .n t to b c p b e of r ching . .-

( ) i h his nuxt co. tr ...... t p riod 
( ) If no, giv: r_ son ·-. . . . . • . . . • • • • • e • e I • • e • • • e . . . . . . . ..... 

. .. . . . . . . . .... • . . . . . . 
7. n b 0 

c t 

n n 



. . . • ....... • • • • • • ~ • • • ~ • • • ~ • • • • ~ • a • • • ...... . . . . . . . . . -. . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . 
N \111 n ffic rs ••••••••••••••••••••• 

.. 
~ignature •••••••••• , ••••••• ~••••• 

Date ••••••••••••••••••• 

• 
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~I .ppcaiscrs only 

~. z the purpos<~ of !.:he conf idcn t:. aJ 
.• 

r art? 

• • • • • ~ • • • • ~ • • • • • • ~ • • • • ~ • • • ¥ • • • • ~ ~ • • • ~ ~ • • • • • • 

• • • • • • ~ • • • ~ • • • • • • • • 0 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • 

(b) How of ten are these evill ua t.ions made ? 

~ e • • • ~ e • e • e e e e e e e e e e e • e e e • • e G e e e e e e e e e e • • e • 

c • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • , • • • • • • • • 

2. Do you personally fill all confider1~ial 

repcrtE for all membe~s nf staff 1~ your 

section? Yes/No. 

3. If no to u.2, who else fills confidential 

reports? 

Appra·s.r's Design t'on 
--~----~~~~~-~~-----

Job Gr.ou ---· . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • • 

• yo h ny rm n r ct on 

h c r r 

I 

• n 

I 



6. 

7. 

If no to s, hO\v to you ensut·C:.. L:1at th~y 

<:.lre f llly of all l·. h~- :iroportant tasl<~ 

for. \.Jh ct h y r. (. 'Spon:J · ble ' . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • 

f r f ·1 in a confidential report; 

do you disc s the pcrformdnce of the 

. . -
1 ppraisee 7 

appraisee's immediat~ supervisor 7 

'our own immediate supervisor 1 

any other officer 7 

8. If there is no discussion, why not I ••••••••••••• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . 
. . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

9. If a d"scusslon is held, wh t is the im of 

d·scussion ? •••••..•••••••••••• . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ ~ -. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

o. y r n 

0 h 
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appr-- s~e '? 

Appr 

your ·;ul rv L;or. ? 

y r ? 

:L '.1. ~Jh ) rs of th!se confldential reports? 
.. 

• Promo ·ion Report::> ........... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • ~ • 

o Contr,et Renewal . . . . . . . . . . . " . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . ~ ~ . . ~ . . . . . ~ ~ . . . . ~ . . . 

12 Are there any other purpose for which confidenti~l 

.reports are used ? 

• Promotion Reports •••••••••••••••••••••• 

~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
• Contr t Renewal Peports ••• • • • • • 

. . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

13. Are d cisions based soley on the esults of 

corfidential reports or .r ther! ny <)t r 

factor outsid confidenti l e art arm ... that 

are n nto ccount ? Expl 'n/ 

• ro ot or d ci ion f ctor • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... ¥1. • • • • • • • • • • • •••• 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...... . 
• • • • • • • • • • 

. . . • . . . . . . . . . . • 
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• Col:ract: d ci i n.· f ·H.:: tor::> n ~ • ~ • • • • & • • 

... • • .. • • • • • • • • • • ~ ~ • • 0 • • ~ • • • • ft ~ v • 0 0 

. . . • ... • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • e • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • ~ 0 • ~ • 0 • • • • • 0 0 9 • • • 

1ny mm nts o employee performance ~ppraisa~ 

t the Teacher's Service Commission }.L cces-3 

~ . . . . . . . . • e • o ft • • • • • • • • • • • e • • • • • G • • • • • • • a ~ • • • • • • 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . ,, . . . . . . ~ , . . . . . . . . . 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 



-12 '.l 

A P P , r· D I X V .. 

1 ... 

2. 

Y ur c r n 

• 'J •• 

b oup •••• ~···~-~ ·········••e••• 

3. Your J b ro pat t:me of appointment •••••• ~·••••• 

4.; Yot~r sec ·ion 

Personnel 

Sv.laries 

Accounts 

Teachers Reg . (TR ) 

Di.scipline 

SECTI01 B .. 

(tick ) 

Audit 

Planning 

Staffing (B ) 

Staffing (H ) 

5. Does your bos~ follow set or stand rdized procedure 

hen fil ing confidential reports ? 

y .,. 

6 re th_ contents 

f ir nd ccur t 

v ,.,. 

7. D th 0 f.i.d i 

c or: n 

0 ry 

NO I don't knm-1 

of the conf~dent · re arts 

? 

0 

1 port form 

eire nc s 

0 

r 

0 

I don't 

c omm 

1 t k 

noH 

d 

h 

1 

t 



1?2 

9. Do'".!E. the::; lpcrJisor/lo··!'i vJho f.ills the corlfich.:.nl:iul 

r. c~ p ( r. t f or m s t tl. t yo1 could do to improv8 

you · p rfo m 

y 

1.0 D > ~ • yo 1r or provide you with a:>:--dst<:l.nr.:e .. 
ro· r sources to improve your pc~formilncc 7 

Yes No 

1·1. Do you think t'Op mu.nagemen t cures about hovJ 

confidential report forms ~re fil l ed ? 

Yes No 

SC::CTION C. 

12. ~onfidential reports do influence actions taken by 

the ccmmission . 

Disagree Don ' t know Aqrec 

13~ The Comm ' ssion considers employee performance 

appr is 1/ eva u tlon to be an importart part 

of the supervisor's duties . 

g ec Don't kno\1 Disagree 

1 • y Job rform nc . ccrefully v,lu t d or 

Cl> f'dcnti 1 per is :ritt n 

D r Don' kno 1 r -
• s. , h ...t: nd s d 0 u t y rform nc 

II nd 1 c iv • 

n · ·n r 



' rc:poc t · f orm!J about my et·f o n\ \net~ ru·c a fr1 ir 

and cc11 {t ur: 

D n • t no\IJ Dls:-::~.qrec 

1'7 • .In th v • be n \J, rc~ of whd t stand urds 

h \V' 

r 

18. I o 1 i.mpro ant 

in determining 

Important 

19. Hm·l improtan t 

performance be 

Important 

o • v u, t _ rn y perf orma.nce 

Don't knm·J Agrer:~ 
'r 

is th':! quality of your performance 

your promotion 1 

Scrnev.1hat 
Important 

should the quality of 

in determining your 

Somewhat 
ImiJortant 

Not 
Important 

your job 

promotion 

Nor. 
Impot·tunt 

1 

20. Generally promotions are achieverl throu~h politics , 

and not performance. 

Agr_e Don't knm1 Dis gn!e: 

D. 

21. rn n ch n s r ffi<.d in thi:-- or n z t ·on th 

m oy .., y n h 1 r • 

Don' kno 1 

• 1 m s i;;J i d t.h I y. jo • 
0 r on t k 0, 

3 0 h 

y 

n 



?.4 I huve crJnf .idt nc • and tt·u.· in my co ~Horker.·s. 

~Ill p c;;y h r 

o ret r i z t · on 

Di.. .. gr _e 

el 

I) n't: kn w Agre~ 

ith sul.~ordi n il tc r> ,.,eJ.l .. 

Don't know !Jlsa<Jr.ce 

you can't tl:"'w.;t this 

Don't know Agree 

'124 

·~ 



APPE !DTX VIJ 

~ . • G .. /.:. l"lzi~l"\()(! 7 
t"l.B.A. Offlce, 
!L_J Vl·:Hlil'~::L.gl:' .. ~!?J." 

J. 2~; 

?Olh ~ept8mber, 1983 

ommission, 

Dear Sir, 

RESEARCH PROJSCT AT THE 

This ls to rLquest you to give me permission to undc~take 
my final research project at the Commission Headquarte~s. 

The title of my research project is : E:mployee Perfonnancc 
ppr'1sal At the Teachers Service Comm~ss·on. 

In OLder to successfully complete the project, I am 
r.quired to ·nt~rview all officers at Job Group 'L' and 
'1· lso I am requ ·red to c dmin is teL~ a .... hor t 
quest·onnaire to about sixty members of st ff who will 
be dra~n rando ly from job group 'D' to job qroup 'K'. 

I 

reci te it very much if you ill ·n ocm ll 
cnior Offic rs of my inten ion to interview both 

n s e of their st ff. 

rvi ws on u.· d y 29th 

tt 1 , 
' 
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APPF.NDIX V II 

To: of st f , 
'l' s. c:. 

Ref: T~C/101~5 /" 

Rc:SE.:Af<CH Pf 

G .z. HZENGE •• 1\S(' L)-00_?59 

Nr. tlzenge, who is currently tak.i.nj a course on 
rvl •• A. at the N; irobi University is doJ..ng rcse.u:·ch 
project on " Employee Performance Appraisal ut thP. 
Teachers Service Commission. 

In order to complete succes~>fully the resr-:.!;;u·ch 
pr-oject, he is required to intervie'•' all offir;crs at 
Job Group 'L' and 'N' and at the sarne time he 1.ill 
also administer a short questionnaire to about sixty 
members of s t .... f ~ ..;l;o wi 11 be dr avm randomly f ro111 
members of staff b_tween Job Group 'D' and 'K'. 

The pur,.-ose of this circular letter. is to as~ 
all of you to co-operate and give f"'r. Hzenge; all 
a~sistance that he will require wen he startu hi~ 
resc rch on 27th September, 1983. 

(F. 4. HBU 0 ) 

.c. • c.s . 

. c. . 



on 
i'lt 

f f nc! ~> tuckn t at t:lle 
o re ndu:taklr.q a ::Jr.ud y 

mployee perf or rnanr::P. <1ppr rd. <:;,,_1 
Serrice Commission. 
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We re in l:erestcd in hv 1inq your ; t t i. t.udo 
towurd your ppr is ~ system (confldent5al reports ), 
your superv"sor3, nd the Commission as an ~mploy~rD 
For this purpose, we have designed a questlonndJre 
which is att chec herewith for your c.d:tention , 

The ques tior.naire, vlh ich Y')U are r~que~; 1:etJ to 
f i 11, wi 11 be treated in corr,plele conf ic!encr~.. Ho\t·~vet·, 
in order to a·1o:.d identification you should t1ot write 
dmm your name t your TSC number or in anyHa y l t tempt: 
to identify yo1rself. 

Yctr na~e w~s randomly selected vide a tnble of 
rundo n mbers. 

Afte- comp e·ing ·the questionna"re, pleas~ s ~1 
il: .in ·he tt·,.:Led envelope and then deliver U: 1:0 

the P~F. & ~· .'z SGcretary for en ard transmi~sion 
to the u.dersigne 

W h~ve made arr nqements to co lect th. ;ompl.tcd 
questionn~lr son Frid y, 28th September , 1983 a· 
1!.30 p.m. 

Your:· f ithf ly, 

• • 
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