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CHAPTER  1. 

 

    1.              INTRODUCTION.    

                                                                                                                                                                         

The essence of management system of an organization lies in the system of 

performance appraisal adopted in that organization. This, in turn, reflects the extent 

of the individual contributions and commitment of the employees in different 

hierarchical levels towards the achievement of organizational goals. Generally, it is 

admitted that an effective performance appraisal can lead an organization to take 

strides towards marked success and growth. Conversely, an ineffective performance 

appraisal system can seal the fate of an organization by creating chaos and confusion 

from top to bottom in the administrative hierarchy. As a consequence, the chances of 

success and growth of that organization are doomed.  

1. 1. Evolution of Performance Appraisal.  

                 The evolution of performance appraisal can be traced back to the dawn of human 

civilization. However, the teachings of the Qur’an: “Right man for the right job” and 

Sunnah of the Prophet (P.B.U.H) do seem to offer us the seminal guidance for the best 

possible  governance and management of the state or a business organization or an 

industry. The same seminal guideline was further developed by the righteous Caliphs of 

Islam particularly by Hazrat Umar- may Allah be pleased with him.  

Qur’an substantiates  the above principle of “ Right man for the right job” through different 

examples, out of  which one example given in a verse says, “And Abraham was tried with 

certain commands by his Lord, he fulfilled them. Wherefore, Allah said to him: I am about 

to make thee Imam (leader) of men.  Abraham said, but what about my progeny? Allah 

replied: My covenant does not include the wrong doers”.1 At an other place, Qur’an 

reiterates this principle through an other example, “ Their Prophet (Samuel) said to (Israel) 

them, Allah has appointed Talut (Saul) as king over you,”. They said: “How can he 

exercise authority over us when we are better fitted than he to exercise authority, and he is 

not even gifted with wealth in abundance?. He said: Allah has chosen him above you, and 

gifted him abundantly with knowledge and bodily prowess: Allah grants His authority to 

whom he pleases, Allah is all-embracing, and He knows all things.”2 The selection of 

Muhammad(PBUH) as final Prophet of Allah was vehemently resented to by the people of 

Mecca, but Allah wanted completion of the religion and for that purpose the Holy Prophet 
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was the right choice. Qur’an proclaims, “ You have indeed in the Messenger of Allah and 

excellent exampler”.   

           The above cited few examples demonstrates fundamental principle of Qur’an  that 

“right man for the right job” be made the yardstick against which all activities of men of 

responsibility be judged in all walks of life and this principle should be strictly adhered to 

ensure stability and success in all positions of the state institutions/organizations. 

            Dr. Hamidullh's contention is that the Holy Prophet(PBUH) himself laid the 

foundations of all the institutions of the state (including the requirements of  Job 

Description and Job analysis of the state functionaries). These institutions include 

Administrative system, Financial system, Judicial system, Military system, Education 

System, International Relations etc These institutions were further strengthened and 

reinforced by the pious caliphs particularly the second caliph Umer.3  

Soon after the establishment of Islamic State in Madina, the Prophet realized the 

importance of outlining the rights and duties of the citizens and got wrote the charter of 

Madina, which is  the first ever written constitution of human history and  can rightly be 

called ‘Magna Charta’ of Islam. Muhammad Hussein Haykal’s contention is that the 

covenant of Madina concluded between Muhajirun and Ansar on one side and the Jews on 

the other, was drafted by Muhammad(PBUH). It was the instrument of their alliance which 

confirmed the Jews in both their religion and position in society, and determined their 

rights and as well as their duties.4   

            All the available information tends to suggest that state functionaries were quite 

independent in running the administration of their regions within the general frame work 

laid down by the prophet. A tradition records a dialogue between the Prophet and Mu'az b. 

Jabal on the eve of the latter's departure to the Yemen as its governor. According to it, " the 

Prophet asked him: How would you decide? He said: ' according to Allah's Book. The 

Prophet again asked: If you do not find any thing (on the subject in the Qur’an), then?' He 

said: (I will decide) according to the Sunnah of Allah's Prophet. He again asked; ' what  if 

you do not find any thing there, either' ? He answered: ' I shall, then, formulate an 

independent judgment of  my own'. There upon the Prophet said: ' Praise be to God, who 

has given the emissary of Allah's Prophet right guidance to what is liked by the Prophet of 

God'.5  

1. 2. Monitoring and Accountability. Once  people complained against Sa’ad bin Abi-

Waqas, the Governor of Kofah, who was also the commander in chief of Muslim Army and 

had established the laurels of victory in Qadsiyyah battle fought in 635 A.D against the 
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Persians.6 At that time a report came to the caliph that Persians had gathered a huge army 

of 150000 persons at Nihavind against the Muslims to avenge their defeat of Qadsiyyah 

battle. At this crucial juncture, the Muslims were in dilemma.  On one side Sa’ad bin Abi- 

Waqas had to obstruct the Persian onslaught by sending Muslim forces to Nihavind and on 

the other hand, he had to face the inquiry initiated against him by the caliph in the wake of 

complaints of the people of Kofah. Umer, realizing the utmost significance of the 

performance appraisal followed by accountability, set asided  all the expediencies of the 

occasion and ignoring all the perils of the eve, upheld the task of conducting inquiry 

against Sa’ad bin Abi-Waqas so that rule of law and justice should prevail. So Muhammad 

bin Maslimah, the chief inquiry officer of the caliph, was sent to Kofah. He inquired from 

the general public, in all the mosques of the city and brought along himself Sa’ad bin Abi-

Waqas to Medina to face personal investigation of the caliph.7 The caliph suspended Sa'ad 

bin Al-Waqas, regardless of the fact that the masses were pleased with him, to avoid the 

possibility of disruption in the people  at that crucial juncture.8 

The above cited few examples manifest the unique and unparallel system of 

performance appraisal adopted and advocated by Islam through his Holy Prophet 

Muhammad (P.B.U.H)which was further reinforced by the pious caliphs particularly Hazrat 

Umar-may Allah be pleased with him.  

1.3. Formal Performance Appraisal Techniques. Systematic performance appraisal 

techniques came into prominence during & immediately after the World War I and it was 

used for evaluating the performance of US. Military Officers. During the 1920’s & 1930’s, 

industrials concerns began installing rational wage structures for their hourly employees. 

They established the policy that in grade wage increases would be based upon merit. The 

early employee appraisal plans were called merit-rating programs.                                                     

Most of the merit rating plans from 1920 to the mid-1940’s were of the rating scale type 

with factors, degrees, & points. During 1950’s, great interest developed in the performance 

appraisal of technical, professional & managerial personnel. It was recognized that 

appraisal, on systematic basis, was an integral part of a well-designed development 

programs. With the passage of time, interest in the rating of hourly paid workers has 

somewhat declined. Accompanying this change in emphasis has been a change in 

terminology. The newer terms “Employee Appraisal” & “Performance Appraisal” have the 

connotation of emphasis upon development of the individual.   
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1.4. Background of Research.  

Keeping in view the following factors, the researcher embarked upon the task of 

conducting research on the topic of performance appraisal.  

1.4.1. No doubt performance appraisal and its outcomes occupy key position in the overall 

ambit of management activities. But unfortunately, in public sector organizations, this vital 

management activity is given secondary importance. The researcher intended to highlight 

the utility of performance appraisal as key element  for the development of human 

resources which leads to the positive progress and success of organizations.  

1.4.2.  During the last one decade private sector organizations have progressed by leaps and 

bounds in spite of limited human and financial resources at their disposal. The tempo and 

magnitude of development made in the education sector has been phenomenal. By contrast, 

the speed of growth in the public sector organizations with special reference to education 

sector has been negligible. The researcher intended to delineate the difference in the 

approach and mechanism of performance appraisal of public sector organizations 

particularly Technical Education Department N.W.F.P and to compare it with private 

sector organizations of Pakistan and of other countries, especially USA, Canada, France, 

along with its impact on the productivity and job satisfaction of the employees. 

1.5.  Hypothesis. 

1.5.1. The appraisal styles/effectiveness, affects Performance Appraisal, Job 

Satisfaction,   Motivation and performance/productivity positively as well Negatively.      

1.5.2. A timely feedback of the performance appraisal is must to the appraisee for       

improvement of performance and achievement of the organizational goals. 

1.5.3. Absence of satisfiers at work place leads to ineffectiveness of motivators.  

1.5.4. Biased attitude of the appraisers overridingly influence his evaluation decisions, 

which affects performance out put and causes job stress to the appraisees.    

1.5.5. Credibility of performance appraisal and improvement of job performance depends  

on  the effectiveness of performance appraisal system. 

1.6.  Objectives of the Study. 

The underlying objectives of the study, in view of the researcher, are summarized in the 

following lines.  

1.6.1. The existing system of performance appraisal in vogue in the public sector        

organizations is the legacy of the British Rule in the Sub-Continent. More than six decades 

are over since the British Rulers are gone from the Sub-Continent, but unfortunately in our 

country most of the Public Sector Organizations are victim of stagnation and no tangible 
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progress is being made in the field of management. We still rely on the British legacy in 

most of the management activities. The fundamental objective of the researcher is to find 

out the effectiveness of existing  performance appraisal system and its impact  on the 

performance and job satisfaction of faculty of  the Technical Education & Manpower 

Training Department (NWFP) so that the way of growth and progress of public sector 

organizations could be paved.  

1.6.2.  After the implementation of GATS (W.T.O) provisions relating to education which 

has been declared as an industry, our domestic institutions will face tough competition due 

to the cross boarder onslaught of foreign institutions in our society backed by plenty of 

human and financial resources. Thus, it is the crying need of the hour that we should focus 

our attention on proper development of our human resources. However, this dream cannot 

be realized until and unless we evolve a suitable performance appraisal system. The 

ultimate corollary of it will emerge in the form of good governance of our organizations 

particularly Technical Educational institutions, which can guarantee the production of 

highly knowledgeable, skilled and expert human resources. Thus, availability of highly 

skilled human resources in our institutions can enhance our potential to withstand all 

challenges and to contribute positively towards the industrial development of the economy. 

It can hardly be overemphasized that a proper performance appraisal system can boost up 

the productivity of our organizations in quantitative and qualitative terms through job 

satisfaction of the public servants. The research is aimed to address the problem concerning 

the lack of job satisfaction element in the existing system of performance appraisal in 

vogue in Technical Education Department (N.W.F.P). 

1.6.3. To identify the inherent lacunas in the existing system of performance appraisal in 

vogue in Technical Education and Manpower Training Department (NWFP) with the aim 

of spotlighting the drawbacks in the existing system of  performance appraisal. Further, to 

recommend viable and sustainable  solutions to those problems which would go a long way 

in contributing to flourish the performance/out put of the facility by producing highly 

knowledgeable and skilled human resource. 

1.6.4. To find out what appraisal styles are being adopted by the appraisers in evaluating 

faculty members job performance and to find out the impact of these styles on the 

performance / productivity and job satisfaction of faculty members ? 

1.6.5. To find out whether appraisers resort to biased attitude in evaluating job performance 

of faculty members and to find out what  impacts it has on the performance/productivity 

and job satisfaction of faculty members? 
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1.7.  SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY.  

The following points will highlight the significance of the study.  

(i). The study will help to reveal the inherent flaws of the stereo typed performance scheme 

presently in practice for the faculty in the Technical Education and Manpower Training 

Department (NWFP). 

(ii). Emphasis has been laid to establish standards of performance for the faculty in Tech. 

Education and Manpower Training Department (NWFP) to make the performance 

evaluation exercise a meaningful and objective oriented activity.  

(iii). The focus of the study remained  to evolve appropriate measures for evaluating  the 

performance results against established standards.  

(iv). Efforts will be made to find out the correlation of working environment and 

management style with that of performance/ productivity and job satisfaction of the faculty 

of the concerned organization.  

(v).  To find out relationship between motivational  incentives and excellent performance 

of the faculty in Technical Education and Manpower Training ( NWFP). 

(vi). To find out the correlation of independent variables (length of service, age, gender, 

trade) and dependent variables (performance/productivity, job satisfaction) of the  of the 

faculty members of Technical Education and Manpower Training Department(N.W.F.P) 

1.8.  SCOPE  OF THE STUDY.  

 The  scope of the study was confined to the principals and faculty members of Technical 

Education and Manpower Training Department (NWFP), which comprise of Government 

Commercial Training Institutes, Graduate and Post Graduate Colleges of Commerce, 

Government Colleges of Management Sciences, Government Colleges of Technology, 

Government Polytechnic Institutes and Government Technical and Vocational Centers.  

1.9. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY. 

The main limitations confronted during the course of study are listed below:- 

(a). Improper maintenance of office documents / record sporadically hindered the smooth 

 flow of research work and easy access to the relevant data. Above all, the element of  

confidentiality of office files / documents impeded the research work more than any thing 

else and sufficient time was spent in the collection of essential secondary data for the study.  

(b). By and large the respondents exhibited very passive and sluggish response to return  

the questionnaires sent to them in time. In some cases the questionnaires were retained by 

them for long time and then lost. Under compulsion,  a second set of questionnaires was to 

be routed to them. Thus, lack of interest in the research work and unawareness of its utility 
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and significance obstructed the easy collection of primary data and smooth flow of research 

work. Since the researcher is serving and residing in FATA and the political  turmoil 

caused by war on terrorism in the shape of  military operations in the entire FATA region 

badly affected the flow of research work.  

(c ). Research work is a costly exercise and hence financial limitations also went a long  

way in creating obstacles in the way of research project and slowing down the tempo of 

research work.   

1.10.  RESEARCH OUTLINE.  

  The research study, by and large, remained focused on the under mentioned areas. 

Ch.1.   This chapter deals with introduction of the topic.   

Ch.2.   Review of Literature – Part I. 

Ch.3. Review of Literature- Part.II (Over view of Performance  Management System). 

Ch.4.   Research Methodology and Procedure of the Study.  

Ch.. 5.  Statistical Analysis of Data.        

Ch. 6.   Conclusions and Recommendations. 

1.11. Theoretical Framework. 

For the purpose of research it is deemed advisable to put a cursory glance at the relevant 

terms of performance appraisal and to draw a brief sketch of them .  

1.11.1. Technical Education.  

Chinese proverb goes,” Give a man a fish and you feed him for the day. Teach a man to 

fish and you feed him for the life.”  

Technical Education in its present form started in Pakistan about 52 years ago when 

polytechnic Institutes were established in 1955 at Karachi, Rawalpindi and Dhaka. During 

this period, Technical education has gone through many changes in its content and size. 

The experience in regard to changes is very valuable for planning a sound system of 

education in any developing country. The development of technical education in this part 

of the Asian sub-continent has been a bold and innovative step. 

Pakistan’s experience in educational planning and development is reflected by the 

various steps taken as a result of the documents enunciating Government policies on 

education that appeared from time to time and through a series of five- year development 

programs implemented during the last 60 years. Technical and vocational education as an 

integral part of the overall education system also underwent remarkable changes 

quantitatively and qualitatively during this period.  
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Immediately after independence in 1947, the Government of Pakistan faced 

staggering problems in the field of education. The first task was to save the system from 

collapse and to make good the damage that was caused in the turmoil following the 

partition. The need for re-organizing the entire education set-up was felt as early as in 

1947.9 Immediately after the establishment of Pakistan the first Education Conference was 

convened in November 1947, was addressed by the Quaid-e-Azam. He said: 

“The future of our state will and must greatly depend upon the type of education we give to 

our children and the way in which we bring them up as future citizens of Pakistan. 

Education does not merely mean academic education. There is an immediate and urgent 

need for giving scientific and technical education to our people in order to build up our 

future economic life and to see that our people take to science, commerce, trade and 

particularly to well planned industries. At the same time we have to build up the character 

of our future generation. We should try, by sound education, to instill in them highest sense 

of honor, integrity, responsibility and selfless service to the nation.” 10  

The blue print of the future educational system of the newly created state was embodied in 

the above cited words of the Quaid-e-Azam spoken on that occasion. The magnitude of the 

task that was faced by the new state could be visualized from the fact that for a total 

population of 32 millions (in that part which now constitutes Pakistan) there were 8413 

primary schools, 2190 middle schools, 408 high schools, 40 colleges and 2 Universities. 

There were only two engineering colleges having an out of 123 graduates.11  

There was, therefore, an urgent need to re-orientate the educational system to meet the 

changed situation. There were practically no arrangements for any organized type of 

technical and vocational training in its real sense. Only a limited activity was carried on in 

the engineering colleges to train supervisory and skilled workers to support public utility 

services.  

After independence, technicians were needed for the rapidly expanding industries with 

diversified needs in contrast to very limited fields described above. To gear up the 

industries to the demand for increased productivity, there was also the need to organize the 

engineering team with clear distribution of functions between engineers, technicians and 

skilled workers. Separate institutes known as Polytechnics or Technical Institutes were, 

therefore, established for the training of technicians. Technician Education programs in 

Pakistan underwent remarkable quantitative expansion during the last six decades. 

Beginning with the three conventional fields of Civil, Electrical and Mechanical 

Engineering, the polytechnic Institutes now offer courses in dozens of different areas of 
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specialization such as automobiles, chemicals, electronics, television, instruments, 

horology, tool design, farm machinery, textiles, refrigeration and air-conditioning, 

metallurgy, printing graphic arts and so on.12 

The field of Technical Education includes industrial technical education offered in 

polytechnics and technical colleges to train technicians and supervisory personnel, 

vocational education for boys and girls for the preparation of skilled workers, and 

commercial education, which serves the needs of the distributive sector of economy, 

retailing, and business organizations. To put it in other words, technical and vocation 

education are very flexible in their meaning. However, the term technical education may be 

used to represent the type of education, which aims at the training of technicians or 

supervisory personnel in industrial occupations. Similarly, vocational education identifies 

the vocation industrial education, which aims at the education of skilled workers and 

tradesmen in industry. Here it may be observed that the terms technicians and skilled 

workers have different scope in different economic situations. In a highly industrialized 

society, the technician is closer to the engineer as “engineering aide” and the skilled worker 

may be doing merely repetitive operation because of a sharp division of labor. However, in 

a developing economy the technician may have to exercise supervisory functions and also a 

good deal of manipulation skill on shop floor. It is the proportion of knowledge and skill in 

a given mix, which distinguishes a technician from a skilled worker and from a 

professional engineer.  

1.11.2.  ENGINERS AND TECHNOLOGISTS.  

The engineer is the leader of the engineering team. His function is to conceive new ideas, 

explore new possibilities, and invent and discover new materials and processes. The 

education of an engineer involves more emphasis on theoretical aspects of engineering 

processes.  

1.11.3. SKILLED WORKERS.  

The skilled worker gives practical shape to the ideas conceived by the engineer. 

Electricians, carpenters, machinists, masons and mechanics are some examples of skilled 

workers. In other words, skilled worker is also called a craftsman who produces, fabricates, 

operates, maintains and repairs.  

1.11.4. TECHNICIANS.  

The technician forms the link between the engineer and the skilled workers. Ordinarily, his 

area of activities includes supervision of operations and assistance to engineers in design, 

research and estimation. He also acts as a foreman and charge man. His education is so 
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planned that he should be able to understand the ideas put forth by the engineer and 

translate them to the skilled worker for implementation and execution. In other words, a 

technician works out details, interprets, directs, controls, tests and installs. The training 

programs for the technicians lay equal emphasis on theory and practice. Polytechnics, 

technical institutes and similar institutions offer training programs for the technicians. 

1.11.5. SCIENTIST A Scientist is the one who creates, invents, discovers, proves and  

 designs. 

1.11.6. EDUCATION OF TECHNICIANS.  

With the development of science and technology, there is a growing consciousness among 

the developing countries to build up a meaningful system of education, specially scientific 

and technical. Rapid changes in physical, social and economic conditions demand 

concentration of our efforts in this important area of education. With the explosion of 

knowledge it becomes necessary to keep the system of education updated according to the 

changing situation and needs of the society.  

Pakistan inherited a system of education, which was quite inadequate and incompatible 

with its requirements and aspirations as a free nation. The system could produce poets, 

philosophers, beaurocrates and clerical hands to run the day- to- day and routine 

administration of the country. But the system lacked in providing any aspiration for those 

who left their studies at the elementary secondary or higher secondary stage without 

completing their education. Vocational and technical education occupied a very significant 

place in this regard.  

There was very little industrial and developmental activity in the country and therefore the 

need for technical and vocational education was not pressing. The only objective of a 

technical or vocational curriculum was to produce a type of people suitable to maintain 

public utility services. Beyond this concept of vocational and technical education was 

neither clear nor well defined. The investment aspect of education did not receive much 

consideration. The training of technicians in the subcontinent was confined mainly to 

produce a corps of subordinate engineers responsible for the maintenance of essential 

public utility services in the traditional field of Civil, Mechanical and Electrical 

Engineering. The major emphasis of training was on service operation rather than 

productive work .The training programs were concurrently run in the engineering colleges 

at Lahore and Karachi where parallel disciplines in Engineering were also taught.13  
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1.11.7. THE QUALILTY ASPECT OF EDUCATION.  

Traditionally we try to gauge the quality of an educational system by the number of pass 

outs. Perhaps we may choose this as the starting point of the discussion on quality.  

1.11.8. WASTAGE IN EDUCATION 

What would be the consequences if half of the products manufactured in our industrial 

plants are rejected in the local or international market for being below standard. Certainly it 

would in the first instance compel the designers as well as the producers to think about the 

causes of the loss. All steps would be taken to avert the economic crisis, resulting through 

this wastage. But how many of us have given any thought to the colossal loss in our 

educational system as indicated through the low percentage of pass outs from the 

University and Boards exams in the country? A forty five percent result means that fifty 

five percent of the product of the system has failed to measure up to the required standard 

of passing. This is also a form of wastage but of far greater implication than the rejection of 

an industrial product. The human resource is the most valuable of all the resources that the 

developing countries possess. Through long years of education and training, this resource is 

converted into manpower to fit into our social and industrial infrastructure. The ultimate 

aim of any of the educational policy is to provide ways and means to achieve this 

objectives. The capacity of our educational system to produce the right type of persons, in 

the required number, in a given period with minimum of resources has been the subject of 

study throughout our planning and development process. These considerations have led us 

to develop a concept of standards of excellence of the education system.   It may be 

underscored  that development of professional skills / excellence is only one half of the 

story. The other half, and in fact the most vital part of it, lies in the development of moral 

excellence of our succeeding generations. If a man is professionally competent but morally 

bankrupt, we won’t be able to achieve our desired goals and objectives. Our education, 

therefore must accommodate both these aspects( and attach to them proper importance), 

otherwise we would be pushed to imbalance of one kind or the other. 

1.11.9. STANDARD OF EDUCATION.   

Education is an investment in development of human resources and more so the technical 

education. The soundness of an economic activity is backed by the value its share carry in 

the stock market. The esteem in which the degrees and diplomas of a country are held in 

the national or international scenario is the measure of the credibility of the educational 

system they represent. There has been much talk about the standard and about the falling 

standards in education. But much less attention has been given to clearly define what the 
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standard is or what it should be. In the context of standard we also come the terms of 

“quality” and “efficiency” in education. 

1.11.10. Standard is a means to measure. To measure the quantities such as big or small, 

cold or hot we have fixed some standards. All measurements are expressed in relation to 

the predetermined standard; otherwise absolute measurement is not possible. Is the 

standard of education also a quantifiable unit of measurement.? The expansion of 

knowledge can no doubt be determined in terms of books being printed daily in the world 

and in the extent of new theories and research that is coming to light continuously. There is 

no denying the fact that during the 20th Century a vast volume of knowledge has been built 

around us. But the standard and quality of education cannot be quantified in terms of the 

above indicators. Education is a process to achieve some predetermined goals, aims and 

objectives. Therefore, the quality of education can be reflected through the degree of 

success the transformation process has achieved in the desired results. The efficiency of 

education shall be measured in terms of the effectiveness of this transformation process. 

The objectives of education are derived from the national policies and plans, which assign 

various priorities. Some of these objectives are described in terms of gain of education as 

better citizenship, greater political stability, improved economic growth, and adequacy of 

educated manpower. Some of the desired objectives are measurable through evaluation 

instruments and tests, and statistical inference, while some cannot be measured, but can be 

studied in terms of their impact on the socio economic condition through the changes in the 

values and norms of behavior of individual or the society. The return from investment in 

society in  education depends on numerous factors many of them are difficult to measure. 

Similarly, the inputs to the education in terms of economic resources such as operating 

funds, building, equipments, cost of instructional material which are provided by the 

Government can be quantified. But other factors such as society’s interest in education, 

political interest in support of education, teacher’s competence and motivation, students 

desire to learn which are recognized as environmental influences of great significance, are 

difficult to measure. But they have their influence on the process as well as on the end 

product of the educational system. 

 

 

1.11.11. CONCEPT OF EFFICENCY.  

Efficiency as a measurable quantity is the ratio of output to input. In light of the above 

constraints on measurement of all the inputs and outputs of educational system, there is yet 
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no adequate method of applying the scientific concept of efficiency to the educational 

process. At best it is defined in relation to maximization of output with comparatively 

lesser inputs. In other words, it provides criteria for comparison between two systems on 

the basis of inputs or outputs. A system, which gives better result with the minimum of 

resources, is believed to be more efficient by the criteria of cost effectiveness. But such an 

approach grossly understates the value of education to the society. The value of education 

to society in terms of reduction in crime, improved communal and neighborly relationship, 

educated mothers and literate society cannot be overlooked but difficult to be measured 

with exactness. In an ideological society like ours, we need to be more cautious in 

measuring educational system merely on cost effectiveness basis. In a society, which prizes 

the dignity of man, an ideological strengthening and educational activity should not be 

judged undesirable just because its unit cost is high in terms of tangible outputs.14 

Pakistan’s experience in the field of Technical Education as a means to acquire modern 

technology and development of human resources can serve as an example to many of the 

developing and emerging nations of Third World who are striving to acquire modern 

technology. Acquisition of modern technology is an important measure for deliverance 

from poverty and hunger and a surer step towards self-sufficiency. However, the dream of 

technological advancement and economic development cannot be turned into reality 

without demonstration of professional competencies with high level of zeal and sense of 

responsibility and commitment on the part of public servants working in different public 

sector organizations. The role and contribution of faculty members as nation builders 

working in our educational institutions can hardly be over emphasized. The performance 

and productivity of technical education faculty in the North West Frontier Province can 

serve as a milestone in accelerating the tempo of economic growth and progress of the 

Province, which in turn will add to the national economic growth as a whole. However, in 

the absence of a meaningful, viable, transparent and fair system of performance appraisal 

being introduced in our public sector organization, particularly in educational institutions, 

the dream of scientific and technological progress and economic development in the 

country, in the wake of manifestation of excellent performance by the faculty members in 

the institutions, will remain a mere cherished fantasy. Therefore, adopting a fair and 

sustainable appraisal system in our educational institutions, which is congruent with the 

present day global challenges, is the undeniable fact and crying need of the hour 
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Job performance

1.11.12. Job Performance. Performance refers to the degree of accomplishment of the task 

that make up an employee’s job.15 The following exhibit demonstrates the various contents 

of job performance. 

1.11.13. Determinants of Performance. 16 

Seen from the figure-1, the concomitants of job performance are the capacity to perform, 

the opportunity to perform, and the willingness to perform. 

1.11.14.   Figure-1.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        

 

 

 CAPACITY. The capacity relates to the degree to which and individual possesses task 

relevant skills, abilities, knowledge and experiences. 

 OPPORTUNITY. The availability of opportunity to perform is also a critical ingredient 

in the performance recipe sometimes; poor decisions and outdated attitudes may prove to 

be potential hurdles for an employee to lack performance.  

 WILLINGNESS. The third factor, willingness, relates to the degree to which an 

individual both desires and is willing to exert effort towards attaining job performance. It 

is, in other words, motivation. No combination of capacity and opportunity will result in 

high performance in the absence of some level of motivation or willingness to perform. 

Looking at performance from another dimension it may be said, “performance is the 

outcome of the interaction of two types of factors: individual and environmental”.17  

In the words of Wayne F. Casio, A manager who creates a performance definition 

ensures that individual employees or teams know what is expected of them, and that they 

stay focused on effective performance.18 

Bates and Holton points that: “Performance is a multi-dimensional construct, the 

measurement of which varies depending on a variety of factors.” 19 Kane argues that 
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performance is something that the person leaves behind and that exists apart from the 

purpose.20 Brumbach says,” Performance means both behaviors and results.” 21 

 Behaviors emanate from the performance and transform performance from abstract to 

action. Not just the instruments for results, behaviors are also outcomes in their own right – 

the product of mental and physical effort applied to tasks and can be judged apart from 

results.22  So performance can be regarded as simply the results achieved. On an individual 

basis, it is a record of the person’s accomplishments.  

From the above definitions, it is apparent that performance reflects how well an 

employee is fulfilling the requirements of a job. Often confused with effort, which refers to 

energy expended, performance is measured in terms of results. For example, a student may 

exert a great deal of effort in preparing for an examination and still make a poor grade. In 

such a case the effort expended was high, yet the performance was low. 23 

Job performance is the net effect of an employee’s effort as modified by abilities and role 

(or task) perceptions. Thus, performance in a given situation can be viewed as resulting 

from the interrelationship among effort, abilities and role perceptions.24 

1.11.15. EFFORT. Effort, which results from being motivated, refers to the amount of 

energy( physical and / or mental) an individual uses in performing a task.25  

1.11.16. ABILITIES. Abilities are personal characteristics used in performing a job. 

Abilities usually do not fluctuate widely over short periods of time.26 

1.11.17. ROLE. Role (task) perceptions refer to the direction (s) in which individuals 

believe they should channel their efforts on their jobs. The activities and behaviors, people 

believe are necessary in the performance of their jobs, define their role perceptions. To 

attain an acceptable level of performance, a minimum level of efficiency must exist in each 

of the performance components.27 

1.11.18. PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL. 

Performance appraisal is the process of defining expectations from employee 

performance, measuring, evaluating and recording employee performance relative to those 

expectations; and providing feedback to the employee.28 Performance appraisal is 

multifaceted an exercise in observation and judgment, is a feedback process, and is an 

organizational intervention. It is a measurement process and as well as emotional process.29 

According Garry Dessler, “ performance appraisal means comparing your subordinate’s 

actual performance   to the standards that have been set; thus usually involves some type of 

rating form.30 George Terry and Stephen G. Franklin are of the opinion that performance 
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appraisal is the periodic evaluation of an employee’s job performance measured against the 

job’s stated or presumed requirements.31 

1.11.19. JOB DESPCRIPTION.  An overall written summary of task requirements is 

called job description.32 In the words of Stephen P. Robbins, “ job description is a written 

statement of what a job holder does, how it is done and why it is done. It should accurately 

portray job content, environment and conditions of employment.33 According to Robert 

Clark and Jeremy Seward, “ a job description outlines what is expected of the employee in 

the performance and outcomes of position, how performance will be assessed, and the 

boundaries of the position in terms of personal responsibilities and organizational 

supervision lines.34 To make it more simple, job description in the words of Bartol & 

Martin means, “ a statement of the duties, working conditions and other significant 

requirements associated with a particular job.35 In the words of Stephen P. Robbins, “ job 

description is a written statement of what a job holder does, how it is done and why it is 

done? It should accurately portray job content, environment and conditions of 

employment.36 

1.11.20. JOB ANALYSIS. Job analysis is the systematic collection and recording of 

information concerning the purpose of the job, its major duties, the conditions under which 

it is performed, the contacts with others that job performance requires, and the knowledge, 

skills, and abilities needed to perform the job effectively.37 

1.11.21. MOTIVATION. Motivation may be defined as “ the processes that account for 

an individuals intensity, direction and persistence of effort toward attaining a goal”38 In 

other words, “Motivation is the force that energizes behavior, gives direction to behavior 

and underlies the tendency to persist”.39  Motivation is a general term applying to the entire 

class of drives, desires, needs, wishes and similar forces. To say that managers motivate 

their subordinates is to say that they do those things which they hope will satisfy these 

drives and desires and induce the subordinates to act in a desired manner. It is rightly said 

that work is the price you pay for money.  

1.11.22. JOB STRESS: The term stress has been defined by various authorities in different 

words as outlined in the following paragraphs.  

(1) When a person is confronted with a situation that poses a threat or demand, and 

perceives that he or she does not have the capability or resources to match or exceed the 

stressor, the imbalance that results at that point in time is termed stress.40 

(2)    The body strain that an individual experiences as a result of coping with 

environmental factor is stress. Hans Selye, an early authority on this subject, said that stress 
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constitutes the factors affecting wear and tear on the body. In organizations, this wear and 

tear is caused primarily by the body’s unconscious mobilization of energy when an 

individual is confronted with organizational or work demands.41 
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     CHAPTER  2. 

 

 2.       LITERATURE  REVIEW  PART-I  

 

As a matter of fact no research work has so far been carried out on the topic of 

performance appraisal in Pakistan. On the other hand plenty of work has been done on the 

topic across the world particularly in the U.S.A.  For the purpose of conducting review of 

relevant literature on the topic, the researcher was obliged to go browse through Internet 

and to find relevant material. The magnitude of research work done on performance 

appraisal across the world and the quantum of data available on the topic on the Internet is 

phenomenal and is outside the scope of this chapter to incorporate it all. However an effort 

has been made to select a few closely related dissertations, reports and articles on the topic 

for review purpose, the brief sketch of which is given in the following pages.  

2.1. Mankato State University, Minnesota Research. Dexter A Hansen of Mankato State 

University, Minnesota  wrote a  research report on the Developmental Performance 

Appraisal in 1984. The purpose of the study was to know whether a company called 

Corporation, has been using  performance appraisal as a tool for organizational 

development, employee career development or both. The study indicated that the 

performance appraisal has been found to place a great deal of emphasis on the employee as 

an individual, although the performance appraisal has been found to deal with only current 

job performance. The appraisal has a development plan, but no reference to the employee’s 

career development. The study further indicated that there was no reliable data to show that 

the use of performance appraisal for developmental purposes enhanced the effectiveness 

level of the employees at the Corporation. The Corporation based its developmental plans 

on the subjective data collected from the internal surveys of employee’s attitude. The 

Corporation's internal surveys showed that employees were more satisfied with an 

appraisal that had a developmental plan.1 

2.2.Saint Louis University Banguio City Ched, Research. Neeraj Narsingh Rajbhandari 

of Saint Louis University Banguio  City, Ched conducted research for his Ph. D thesis on 

the subject of “ Performance Appraisal Tool: A basis for Professional Growth and 

Development of Bank Officers”.2 The research concentrated on the level of implantation of 

performance appraisal criteria with regard to professional growth and development criteria 

of the selected banks in Banguio City and La Trinidad in the invogue system of 
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performance appraisal in bank. Performance appraisal criteria and professional growth and 

development stimuli are multifaceted tool which focuses on ability performance, 

motivation performance- intrinsic and extrinsic outcomes, technical /functional competency 

and managerial competency- interpersonal, analytical and emotional. The research 

investigated the profile of the respondents in terms of position of banks employees into the 

evaluators and the evaluatees in terms of position of bank employees and location of the 

banks. The findings of research revealed that the performance appraisal criteria, ability 

performance and motivational performance and professional growth and development 

stimuli, technical/ functional competence and managerial competence-interpersonal, 

analytical and emotional are often implemented in the selected banks in Banguio City and 

La Trinidad. Research further demonstrated respondents grouped by position exhibited 

significant differences with regard to ability performance, motivation performance- 

intrinsic outcomes and managerial competence-interpersonal. Differences in the 

respondents were noted in terms of motivation performance- extrinsic outcomes, technical / 

functional competence and managerial competence- analytical and emotional. Conversely, 

grouping of the respondents by location showed no marked differences in ability 

performance whereas respondents differed in motivation performance, technical/functional 

competencies and managerial competencies-interpersonal, analytical and emotional. The 

crux of research findings portrayed demoralization of employees was basically caused by 

favoritism, subjectiveness, low ratings, comparison among peers which lead to 

dissatisfaction. Employees are ranked under forced level ranking, unquantifiable 

objectiveness, irrelevant scales, and inflexibility in decision making. Performance appraisal 

does not recognize career growth, promotion and monetary value, routine process, 

difficulty  to choose among alternatives and inflexibility in decision- making after the 

problems faced by its users. The research study concluded that performance appraisal 

criteria which relates with ability performance and motivation performance are the key 

determinants for measuring the productivity results of employees. The career growth of 

bank employees is based on Professional Growth and Development Stimuli, 

technical/functional competence, managerial competencies-interpersonal, analytical and 

emotional. There were notable variations in the opinions of respondents in most of the 

components of the performance appraisal criteria and dimensions of professional growth 

and development stimuli when grouped by position and location.  The researcher suggested 

a performance appraisal program in the wake of which professional growth and 

development stimuli will be boosted. The proposed performance appraisal scheme is 
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subdivided into four segments. These dimensions are employee’s Job Enhancement, 

Performance Enhancement, Job Satisfaction Enhancement, Emotional Maturity 

Enhancement and Coordinating Performance Appraisal. Job Enhancement is to expand the 

scope of employees job. Job Satisfaction Enhancement is aimed at boosting the employees 

motivation level. Performance Enhancement is to increase the employees work 

performance. Emotional Maturity Enhancement relates with flourishing employee’s 

emotional competence. Coordinating Performance Appraisal takes into account improving 

the level of implementation of performance tool.   

2.3. Louisiana State University’s Research. Marie Burns Walsh of Louisiana State 

University conducted research for her PhD thesis on the topic of “Perceived fairness of and 

satisfaction with employee performance appraisal (2003). The main purpose of the study 

was to evaluate employees satisfaction with regard to performance appraisal system and to 

ensure perceptions of fairness to the main ingredients of the system. Results of the study 

indicated that employees overall reactions to the performance appraisal system were 

favorable demonstrating that the system possessed the potential as a viable management 

tool for use.3  

2.4. Rhodes University’s (South Africa) Research-1 Brett Anthony Hayward of Rhodes 

University (South Africa) conducted research in partial fulfillment of requirement for his 

Master in Commerce degree on the topic of “relation between employee performance, 

leadership and emotional intelligence in a South African Parastatal organization in 2005. The 

results of the study indicated existence of a weak, mildly significant negative linear relationship 

between employee performance and transformational leadership. Furthermore, it was found 

that there was a significant weak, negative linear relationship between employee performance 

and transactional leadership. Furthermore, it was found that there is a significant weak, 

negative linear relationship between employee performance and emotional intelligence.4 

2.5. Rhodes University’s (South Africa) Research-2. Lindie Ellen Blaauw of Rhodes 

University (South Africa) conducted research on the topic of Principal’s perceptions of the 

management of staff appraisal in schools in 2000 with the object in mind to find out 

principals perception of the management of staff appraisal and to compare it with the 

subject systems being implemented in the USA and Great Britain.  The findings of the 

study multifaceted view points of the principals about the performance appraisal system. 

One view point is that appraisal is mandatory and it should be made the responsibility of a 

representative panel to carry it out in the developmental and transparent fashion even 

including an appraisee peer. This view point advocates the involvement of other stake 
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holders as transformational. An other view point- mostly by principals possessing 

authoritative mindset- refute the above approach on the plea that process will become more 

democratic which will not yield its true results. However, uniformity was found among 

principals that appraisal should not be made a tool for professional development. 5 

2.6. Portland State Systems Graduate Program’s Research. Jeff Johnson of Portland 

State Systems Graduate Program conducted research in 2003 on the topic of Employee’s 

Justice Perceptions of Performance Appraisals Systems: Attitudinal, Behavioral, and 

Performance Consequences. The main purpose of the research study was to find as to how 

employee’s perceptions regarding the fairness of their performance appraisal systems (e.g., 

the performance ratings, the appraisal process, and interpersonal interactions with raters 

had direct and interaction effects on work-related attitudes and behaviors. The other 

purpose of the study was to find out as to what extent organizational justice perceptions 

reflect its impact on these relationships. The findings of the dissertation study revealed that 

employee’s perceptions of distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice 

facets pertaining to their performance appraisals were positively related to perceptions of 

overall organizational justice and overall team justice. Moreover, research further indicated 

that work related attitudes and job performance behaviors were significantly influenced by 

the overall perceptions of organizational justice and overall team justice.6 

2.7. Louisiana State University-Baton Rouge (USA) Research. William L.Davis and 

Satish Verma, both of Louisiana State University-Baton Rouge (USA) conducted a 

research study being published in Journal of Extension Volume 31 Number 4, 1993,7 to 

investigate the strengths and weaknesses of Performance Appraisal System being used to 

evaluate the performance of country agents working in the Cooperative Extension Service. 

The system in question was developed and recommended by the American Institutes for 

research which was being implemented in the Cooperative Extension Service sector. The 

main object of the research study was to dig out the merits and pitfalls inherent in the 

system invogue and to highlight possible improvements in it. The other purpose of the 

study was to make a comparative study of the appraisal systems being used in various 

states and to find out their salient features and unique aspects. This system was 

implemented in the seven states of southern part of United State of America. Of these, six 

states – Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas expressed their 

consent to take part in the study. The findings of research revealed that the six states had no 

uniform appraisal system but a conglomeration of such system such as weighted scoring 

system, management by objective approach, a stated use for the performance appraisal 
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system and built-in appeal process. Research further exhibited that the country agents 

expressed their earnest desire that potential changes be made in the existing appraisal 

system which in turn will boost up their level of satisfaction with the system. Of the  above 

four systems, perceptions of the agents demonstrated favor for the three systems possessing 

the features of weighted score, management by objectives, and stated use. Research further 

manifested that the prevailing performance appraisal process in the participating states had 

numerous deficiencies and the chances of improvement were vivid in case the under 

mentioned changes are introduced: 

(a) Proper training and retraining is imparted to the supervisors who conduct evaluations of 

the agents. The frequency and length of time spend by the supervisors observing the job 

performance of agents needs to be increased.  

(b). Wide range of duties performed by the agents should become the focus of assessment 

and evaluation by the supervisors through a suitable evaluation form which is subject to 

periodical review; and  

(c). the evaluation process should become a potential source of augmenting personal and 

professional growth and competence, facilitating cooperation and communication between 

supervisors and agents. Moreover, it is closely related to the agent’s plan of work, 

implements a management by objectives mechanism, and provides evaluation feedback.  

The agents voted in favor of team approach to performance appraisal instead of single-

supervisor evaluation. More than 50% of the agents wanted that their evaluation process be 

carried out by a three person team consisting of country supervisor, district supervisor, and 

state/district specialist.  

2.8. Journal of Canadian Psychology’s Research. Sulsky, Lorne M, Keown and  Janine 

L.  wrote a research paper in Journal of Canadian Psychology,8 Feb-May 1998, on the 

subject of “Performance Appraisal in the changing world of work: implications for the 

meaning and measurement of work performance”. The researchers are of the view review 

of literature on performance appraisal manifest the fact that greater emphasis has been laid 

on the measurement rather than the meaning of performance appraisal. The researchers 

suggest that proper meaning of performance must be found before opting for measurement 

of performance. According to them, proper definition of performance is the precondition 

and inseparable concomitant of useful performance management which leads to effective 

performance appraisal. They further argue that cognitive and motivational underpinnings of 

rating behavior carry significant weightage as it assists in identification of those variables 

which contribute to reductions in the psychometric quality of performance ratings followed 
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by rating formats and rater training programs. These programs can go a long way 

alleviating adverse effects of rater cognitive processing along with motivation on rating 

quality. In their research, the researchers laid emphasis on the measurement of performance 

with the intent to lift up the integrity of performance evaluators. According to the 

researchers, little work has been done to develop organization-specific theories of work 

performance highlighting salient dimensions for evaluations and behaviors exhibiting 

alternative performance levels for each dimension so identified. The researchers, quoting  

to Sulsky and Day, 1992 research study, opines that one area of research in the domain of 

rater training which necessitated the development of common theory of work performance 

is Frame-of-Reference (FOR) training. FOR training facilitates raters with a common 

theory of work performance consisting the salient features to pinpoint: (a) the relevant 

dimensions of work performance, (b) which ratee’s behaviors are coherent with which 

performance dimensions, and (c) the effectiveness level of alternative behaviors. FOR 

training leads to statistical and practical rating accuracy.  

Emphasizing the utility of FOR training, the researchers referred to the field 

experiment carried out by Noonan and Sulsky (1996) conducted on a sample of officers of 

Canadian Armed Forces to examine the effectiveness of FOR training. The results of the 

study suggested marked improvement in the accuracy of officer performance ratings for 

non-commissioned personnel as an offshoot of training. The limitations associated with the 

FOR training are that it lacks any technology which can help in the development of 

performance theories and such theories are mostly developed by the laboratory researchers 

without using prescribed and known procedures.  

The researchers, while commenting on the traditional approach of performance 

measurement argue that performance rating research prior to 1980 demonstrates that the 

focus remained on the identification of “best” rating system to boost up the quality of 

performance measurement and eliminate the rating errors (Landy & Far 1980). However, 

overtime it was established that pivotal component of any rating system is the performance 

rater.  

A major paradigm shift emerged in the 1980s in the appraisal research bringing 

“cognitive revolution” to fore which culminated at the introduction of cognitive models of 

the rating processes.  The purpose of these models was to elucidate the cognitive forces of 

performance raters (DeNisi, Cafferty, & Meglino, 1984).9 The central assertion of these 

models is to pinpoint that rater is information processor and may confront breakdowns in 

cognitive processing such as failure to recall ratee performance information at the eve of 
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measuring his performance. To forestall such implications, these models advocated the 

maintenance rating formats such as behavioral diaries and training programs which in turn 

will excel the quality of our performance measurement. Cognitive Processing Models were 

criticized by Bank and Murphy(1985) on the ground that these models fail to consider rater 

motivation to rate performance accurately which is an important factor resulting in rating 

variance. Researchers, referring to Robbins & DeNisi,1994 research work, found that 

integration of cognitive and motivational factors is  now a key factor for models of rating 

behavior. The research study concluded that diverse motivational variables such as racial 

biases and organizational politics significantly affect the quality of performance evaluation 

of the raters.    

2.9. Texas Conference (1999) Research. Robert Bacal convened a conference on the 

subject of Performance management in 1999 in Texas. The findings concluded from the 

presentations/ comments of the attendants demonstrated that performance management is a 

critical, competitive and value loaded component of effective management. So, more and 

more companies are exhibiting their keen interest in the performance management, which 

is deemed a critical success factor in the field of management.10  

2.10. Robert Bacal’s Research on “ten stupid things by managers for performance 

appraisal” In 1999, Robert Bacal wrote an article on the topic “ten stupid things managers 

do to screw up performance appraisal.”11 The writer is of the view that performance 

appraisal is not a fun. But most of the time they become tedious and painstaking because 

managers really do dumb things and as a consequence a very vital and useful management 

is jeopardized. Ten stupid things of managers are outlined in the following lines.  

2.10.1. spending more time on performance appraisal than performance planning , or 

ongoing performance communication. It’s a continuous process of communication 

between manager and employee and efforts should be made to prevent performance 

problems rather than simply evaluating them at the end of the year.  

2.10.2. Comparing employees with each other. It will create bad feelings, erode morale 

and will lead to cut throat competition which will damage the spirit of team work.  

2.10.3. Forgetting appraisal is about improvement, not blame. The main theme of 

performance appraisal is to fetch improvement, not to find a donkey to pin a tail on or to 

blame. Managers who turn blind eye to this fact does yield the desired results, because the 

blaming process is pointless and it creates environment of mistrust between the managers 

and employees.  
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2.10.4. Thinking a rating form is an objective, impartial tool. Most of the organizations 

heavily rely on the rating forms for evaluating employees performance which in most of 

the cases prove to be more subjective than objective. Thus vague judgments are made 

which are prone to subjectivity and are inaccurate.  

2.10.5. Stopping performance appraisal when a person’s salary is no longer tied to the 

appraisals. This type of appraisal is conducted in those organizations/ companies where 

pay increase is performance based. So the appraisal activity is used as a tool to justify or 

withhold a pay enhancement. The employees reaching to the ceiling of their pay scale are 

immuned from appraisal process.  

2.10.6. Believing they are in a position to accurately access staff.  Managers are deluded 

by the wrong belief that they can access staff performance regardless of the fact that they 

have hardly even seen their employees actually  working on the jobs or their job results. 

2.10.7. Concealing or postponing appraisal meetings. Most managers ignore this vital 

component of performance appraisal process and the result is wrong appraisal.  

 2.10.8. Measuring or appraising the trivial. It is a hard fact that most managers focus on 

trivial facets of a job and important dimensions of job are ignored or set asided.  

2.10.9. Surprising employees during appraisal. It means that employees need not be 

rebuked at the time when a mess is made by him, rather the matter be discussed with him in 

the performance meeting which will yield the results.   

2.10.10. Thinking all employees and all jobs should be assessed in exactly the same 

way using the same procedures. It’s totally a wrong perception that all employees need 

the same thing to improve their performance. Some need specific feedback and 

communication than others keeping in view the different natures of different jobs. It’s 

dumb. One size does not fit all. It will be a gross mess on the part of managers if they insist 

on this approach.  

Apart from the above review of literature available on the internet, the literature 

available in books on the subject of performance appraisal has also been thoroughly 

reviewed as given in the following pages.  

2.11. University of Wisconsin U.S.A  Research. Professor Donald L. Kirkpatrick  of the 

University of Wisconsin wrote an article for American Society for Training and 

Development in 2006 on the subject, “ Training and Performance Appraisal – Are They 

Related? The article is published by ProQuest Information and Learning Company U.S.A.12 

The article is actually based on his book “ Improving Employee Performance through 

Appraisal and Coaching.” The researchers comments that work place training and 
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performance appraisal go hand in hand and both have common objective to improve 

performance behavior and results. But unfortunately very few organizations take pains to 

integrate the two concepts. The researcher is of the view traditional performance appraisals 

programs are confined to pay increases and promotion decisions based on the past 

performance. But, an effective performance appraisal should depart from the status quo and 

it should help in the development of a performance improvement plan that takes benefit 

from the coaching of department supervisor or manager to enhance  skills development. 

Emphasis should be laid on the training which aims at progressive approach and develops 

practical programs, resulting in improved performance. The researcher further comments 

that performance appraisal programs identify strengths and weaknesses of employees. The 

weaknesses revealed can be overcome through training programs. The findings of the 

researcher exhibits that appraisal linked with merit increases and the one associated 

performance improvement should have different approaches. The former looks back while 

the later looks ahead. Both appraisals are conducted in divergent atmospheres. In the 

appraisal meant for salary decisions, the ratio of discussion averages about 9 to 1, managers 

to employees. In the performance appraisal meant for employees training, the ratio is more 

50-50 and the input from employees is unavoidable. Once the strengths and weaknesses are 

agreed upon, weaknesses should be converted into training needs the follow up action of 

which animates in the form of performance improvement plan jointly developed by 

employee and manager. Thereafter, the manager chalks out a coaching plan to ensure that 

the training needs are fulfilled. The ultimate ramification of jointly created individual 

development plan emerges in the shape of improved performance results. So, the researcher 

concludes that training and performance improvement are closely related. He adds the 

managers/ appraisers should also be imparted proper training how to appraise employee’s 

performance.  

2.12. International Journal of Management Thailand’s Research. A research study was 

conducted by Sangwong, K on the subject of “Development of 360- Degree Performance 

Appraisal System” which was published in the International Journal of Management, 

March 2008.13 The study was conducted at a state university in Thailand, among the 

universities that the government intends to be made more independent enjoying full 

autonomy-King Mongkut’s Institute of Technology North Bangkok. The sample for the 

study was chosen from the employees of the institute, both academic  and administrative 

who seemed to be anxious about unfairness of the appraisal which would leave negative 

repercussions on their status as employees of the university resultantly eroding their level 
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of performance and output. Prior to the present study, it was  a common phenomenon at the 

university that all sorts of changes would be firmly thwarted by the employees on the belief 

that negative effects for their position would emerge as the natural ramifications of any 

kind of alterations. In the backdrop of this scenario, the urge was felt to have a suitable plan 

which is systematically developed and carefully implemented. So to develop a viable and 

sustainable system of appraisal, it was believed that the scheme or system should be such 

which is easily understandable and can honestly be applied. The system should be such 

which could win the support and favors of employees at the institute and the objectives of 

the scheme or system should have congruence with corresponding objectives of the 

institute. It is a general phenomenon that people express their keen interest to know as to 

what and  how their evaluation take place so that  they could bring improvement in 

themselves. Accordingly, 360-Degree appraisal process was proposed to be the suitable 

option in which the performance of employees is judged by supervisors, subordinates and 

colleagues as well as by the employees themselves. In case such a scheme or system proves 

successful it would improve the behavior of employees, their confidence level will be 

boosted up and their morale strengthened which in turn could prove beneficial both for the 

organization and management.  

There were two main aims of the research study. First was to develop and 

implement a 360-Degree Appraisal Process for evaluation of the job performance of 

academic support staff and administrative clerical employees at King Mongkut’s Institute 

of Technology North Bangkok. Secondly, to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the 

appraisal process which, in turn could help in measuring the magnitude of improvement in 

the job performance of the staff. 

2.13. Performance management system, a theoretical overview.  

Apart from  reviewing relevant literature available on the internet, an effort has been made 

to also review the relevant literature and research work done by various renowned authors 

which is in the shape of books. Several books, quoted in the bibliography were thoroughly 

examined and studied in the context of work done on the subject of performance 

management system of which performance appraisal is an integral part.  

2.14. Performance Appraisal Defined. 

The term performance Appraisal is defined by various authorities in the under mentioned 

terms: 

(1)   Performance appraisal is the systematic evaluation of individuals with respect to their  

        performance on the job and their potential development.14  
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(2)   Performance appraisal is the process by which organizations evaluate individual job  

         performance.15 

(3)  One way in which to review the performance and potential of staff is through a  

system of performance appraisal. It is important that members of the organization 

know exactly what is expected of them, and the yardsticks by which their performance 

and results will be measured.16 

(4)   Effective Performance Evaluation is a continuous, ongoing process and, simply stated,  

involves asking two questions: Is the work being done effectively? Are employee 

skills and abilities being fully utilized? 17 

(5)    Performance Appraisal is the process of defining expectations from employee  

performance, measuring, evaluating and recording employee performance relative to 

those expectations; and providing feedback to the employee.18  

(6)   Performance management is usually taken to mean an increased emphasis on  

specifying what is wanted and rewarding those individuals who are able to deliver it 

satisfactorily.19  

(7)  A major HR activity involves assessing the performance of individual employees in the  

workplace. Performance Management is an ongoing, proactive process to facilitate 

getting the work done and to enhance or improve employee productivity and 

capability.20 

(8)  Performance appraisal involves the judgmental evaluation of a job holder’s traits,  

behavior or accomplishments as a basis for making important personnel decisions and    

development plans.21 

(9)   Performance appraisal is the periodic evaluation of an employee’s performance 

        measured against the job’s stated or presumed requirements.22 

(10)  Performance appraisal is multifaceted an exercise in observation and judgment, is a  

feedback process, and is an organizational intervention. It is measurement process as 

well as emotional process.23 

(11)  Performance appraisal is the process of determining and communication to an 

        employee how he or she is performing on the job and, ideally, establishing a plan of  

        improvement.24 

(12)  Performance appraisal means evaluating an employee’s current and or past  

         performance relative to his or her performance standards.25 

 (13)  Performance appraisal is an ongoing process of assessing an employee’s job  

         performance.26 
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2.15. SIGNIFICANCE OF PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL  

2.15.1.   The fundamental objective of performance appraisal is to facilitate management in 

carrying out administrative decisions relating to promotions, firings, lay offs and pay 

increases. For example, the present job performance of an employee is often the most 

significant consideration for determining whether to promote the person. While successful 

performance in the present job does not guarantee perpetuation of effective performance by 

an employee at higher-level job, performance appraisal do provide some predictive 

information. 

Lloyd L. Byars and Leslie W. Rue (2004) comments that performance appraisal 

information can go a long way to cater individual and organizational training and 

development needs through provision of requisite input. The information obtained through 

performance appraisal can explicitly portray individual employee’s strengths and 

weaknesses, which in turn will prove helpful to determine organization’s overall training 

and development needs. Judging from an individual perspective, a completed performance 

appraisal should include a plan highlighting his specific training and developments.  

2.15.2.  Performance appraisal can play significant role in persuading performance 

improvement. Performance appraisals are used as used as a means of communicating to 

employees how they are doing and suggesting needed changes in behavior, attitude, skills, 

or knowledge. This type of feedback clarifies for employees the job expectations held by 

the manger. Often this feedback must be followed by coaching and training by the manager 

to guide an employee’s work efforts.27 

2.15.3. According to William P. Anthony, Pamela L. Perrewe and K. Michele 

Kacmar(1993), a goal of any performance appraisal system is to effectively evaluate the 

performance of employees. However, performance appraisal systems also can be used to 

improve performance, motivate, and develop employee 

An effective performance appraisal system will not only evaluate employee’s abilities, but 

also opportunities—those elements in the work system that contribute to performance. 

According to some experts, opportunity factors are more important than individual 

variables in determining work performance. Opportunity variables may include the 

physical environment, such as noise and lighting, available resources, such as human and 

computer assistance, and social processes, such as leadership.28 

2.15.4. Laurie J. Mullins also substantiate the necessity of an effective appraisal scheme by 

saying that it can identify an individual’s strengths and weaknesses and indicate how such 

strengths may best be utilized and weaknesses overcome.29  
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Managers must recognize that an employee’s development is a continuous cycle of setting 

performance goals, providing training necessary to achieve the goals, assessing 

performance as to the accomplishment of the goals and then setting new, higher goals. A 

performance improvement plan consists of the following components.  

(a) Where are we now? The answer to this question is found in the performance appraisal  

       process. 

(b) Where do we want to be? This requires the evaluator and the person being evaluated  

       to mutually agree on the areas that can and should be improved.  

(c)  How does the employee get from where he or she is now to he or she wants to be?  

This step is critical to the performance improvement plan. The appraiser and appraisee 

must have mutual consensus on the specific steps to be taken. These steps may include 

training the employee so as to improve his or her performance. It should also contain 

the mechanism adopted by the appraiser/ evaluator to assist employee in the 

achievement of performance goals.30 

 Laurie J. Mullins argues that an effective appraisal scheme can prove helpful in  

        revealing problems which linchpin progress and causing inefficient work practices.  

(i). It can develop a greater degree of consistency through regular feedback on performance 

      debating the potential. This encourages better performance from staff.   

(ii). The process of appraisal can also improve the quality of working life by increasing  

       mutual understanding between mangers and their staff.  

(iii). James suggests that performance appraisal has its roots in three well-substantiated  

      psychological principles. People work/ learn/ achieve more when they are given: 

(a) adequate feedback as to how they are performing, in other words    knowledge of 

      results. 

(b) Clear, attainable goals; and  

(c) Improvement in the setting of tasks and goals.  

These principles underpinning effective performance appraisal have wider 

relevance that amplify improvements in individual performance. They are also concerned 

with the development of a participative organizational culture by contributing to the 

broader goals of creating satisfying, effective jobs, encourages the involvement of people 

in the organization, and the development of people. 

James further suggests that a credible performance system operated in an origination must 

be embodied with ethical principles. These are particularly important to an involved culture 
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where individual development, trust and openness are fundamental values. These principles 

would apply to both appraiser and appraisee: 31 

( i ) appraise on the basis of representative information; 

( ii) appraise on the basis of sufficient information; 

(iii) appraise on the basis of relevant information; 

(iv) make an honest appraisal; 

(v) keep written and oral appraisals consistent; and  

(vi) present appraisal as opinion.   

2.16.   Potential  Rating  Sale Appraisal Errors/Problems.  

In most of the organizations/ departments rating scales are predominantly used for 

conducting performance appraisal of their employees. It is essential that human observer is 

free from the element of subjectivity and he should be reasonably objective and accurate in 

his assessment. Research shows that rater’s memories are quite fallible and in most of the 

cases they resort to their own sets of liking and disliking, and expectations about people, 

expectations that may or may not be reasonable and tenable. These biases give breed to 

rating errors, or deviation between the “true” rating an employee deserves and the “actual” 

rating assigned. These rating errors may be in the form of central tendency, leniency or 

strictness, halo effect, recency etc. 

A brief description of the above stated appraisal errors is given in the following paragraphs: 

2.16.1. Central Tendency. Lloyd L.Byars and Leslie Rue (2004) are of the opinion that 

central tendency takes place when appraisal statistics show that most employees are 

appraised as being near the middle of the performance scale.32 Gary Dessler (2005)argues 

that central tendency error occurs when some of the supervisors resort to the middle when 

filling in rating scales. For example, if the rating scale ranges from 1 to 7, they tend to 

avoid the highs (6 & 7) and lows (1&2) and rate most of their people between 3 and 5. If 

the appraiser tilts to central tendency, then all employees are rated “average”. As a 

consequence, evaluations are rendered impaired, reducing their utility for promotion, salary 

or counseling purposes.33 

2.16.2. Leniency / Strictness. In the words of Lloyd L. Byars and Leslie Rue, “Leniency is 

the grouping of ratings at the positive end instead of spreading them throughout the 

performance scale.”34 Gary Dessler is of the view that some supervisors are inclined to rate 

all their subordinates consistently high (or low), just as some instructors have been found to 

be notoriously high or low graders. This strictness/ leniency problem is especially severe 

with graphic rating scales, particularly in those organizations where supervisors are not 
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restricted from giving all their employees high (or low) ratings. On the contrary, ranking 

forces supervisor to distinguish between high and low performers. Research indicates that 

apart from appraiser’s personal propensity, the purpose of appraisal has enormous impact 

on causing strictness or leniency. For example, performance appraisal ratings obtained for 

administrative purposes such as pay raises or promotions were larger than those obtained 

for research or employee development purposes. Thus, it is apparent that tendencies of the 

raters towards strictness or leniency have negative repercussions on the performance 

appraisal scheme, which in turn jeopardize the main theme and object of evaluation of the 

job of the performers. If a rater is induced towards leniency trend, then the average and 

poor performers may even score good ratings. As a result, these average or poor performers 

will desist from boosting their efforts to improve their performance. On the contrary, those 

employees who have produced excellent results/ performance but have been treated at par 

with their other colleagues obtaining good ratings regardless of their average output will be 

greatly disheartened which in turn may derail them from their routine performance thereby 

negatively affecting their productivity.   As a consequence, the entire object of performance 

appraisal scheme may be turned into meaningless exercise the ultimate offshoot of which 

may appear in the shape of unfair ratings by the appraisers who are tilted wither towards 

leniency or strictness.  

2.16.3. Unclear Standards. Unclear standards also constitute a potent performance 

appraisal problem. A graphic rating scale with unclear traits and degrees of merit leads to 

ambiguity and hence culminates into unfair appraisal. For example, different appraisers 

would probably derive different meanings from the phrases, “ good performance”, “fair 

performance” and so on. Similarly, traits such as “ quality of work”, “creativity”, or 

“integrity” may carry different meanings for different appraisers.35  

2.16.4.  Hallo Effect.  It is an other common error of performance appraisal. This occurs 

when a rater allows a single prominent characteristic of an employee to influence his or her 

judgment on each separate item in the performance appraisal. This often results in the 

employee receiving approximately the same rating on every item.36 

 In the words of Terry and Franklin(2003), a halo effect is “a process in which a general 

impression which is favorable or unfavorable is used by judges to evaluate several specific 

traits.37 In other words, halo effect may be defined as “the influence of rater’s general 

impression on rating of specific ratee qualities”. For example, supervisors often rate 

unfriendly employees lower on all traits, rather than for the trait, “gets along well with 

others”. Wane F. Casio(2003), argues that raters who commit halo error assign their ratings 
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on the basis of global (good or bad) impressions of ratee’s. An employee is rated high or 

low on many aspects of job performance because the rater knows (or thinks she or he 

knows) that the employee is high or low on some specific aspect.38 

According to Robert Clark and Jeremy Seward (2000) allowing one outstanding 

attribute of a person to color or distort other attributes is referred to halo effect. Pleasant 

personality or an outstanding performance in one area often affects our perceptions of 

performance in other areas. Similarly, a prominent negative attribute such as a “ wrong” 

political allegiance can negatively influence view of the appraiser in other areas. The 

consequence of halo can be either “ all good” or “all bad”.39 

The hallo servers as a screen, keeping the perceiver from actually seeing the trait he is 

judging. For example, a manager might single out one trait, such as an excellent attendance 

record, and perceive that the employee’s productivity and quality of work must also be 

outstanding. Similarly, attractive women can change the attitude of men more than 

unattractive women.40 

Terry and Franklin (2003) comment that halo can result in an evaluator assigning the 

same rating to each factor being evaluated for an employee based on the over all 

impression of the employee.41 

Laurie J. Mullins(1996) argues that this is the process by which the perception of a 

person is formulated on the basis of a single favorable or unfavorable trait or impression. 

The halo effect tends to shut out other relevant characteristics of that person. For example, 

a new member of staff who performs well in a first major assignment may be perceived as 

a likely person for promotion, even though that assignment is not typical of the usual duties 

the member of staff is expected to undertake. Similarly, a single trait, such as good 

attendance and time keeping, may become the main emphasis for judgment of overall 

competence and performance, rather than other considerations such as the quantity, quality 

and accuracy of work.  

A particular danger with the halo effect is that, where quick judgments are made on the 

basis of readily available stimuli, the perceiver may become “perceptually blind” to 

subsequent stimuli at variance with original perception, and (often subconsciously) notice 

only those characteristics, which support the original judgment.   

2.16.5. The Rusty Hallo Effect.  The process may also work in reverse, the rusty halo 

effect. This is where general judgments about a person are formulated from the perception f 

a negative characteristic. For instance, a new member of staff whose performance is not up 

to the mark in a first major assignment. The reason of his poor performance may be 
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unusual set of circumstances and lack of experience but not typical behavior, but the person 

may still be perceived as a bad appointment.42 

2.16.6 Personal Biases. George Terry and Stephen Franklin (2003) are of the opinion that 

employee’s evaluations are overridingly influenced by the personal biases of the   

evaluators. Racial, sexual, religious and other biases result in unfavorable considerations 

for promotions and pay.43 

Gary Dessler (2005)commenting on the bias attitude of the appraiser says that ratings are 

often quite apart from each ratee’s actual performance. Research shows that “rater’s 

idiosyncratic biases” account for the largest percentage of the observed variances in the 

performance ratings.44  

Lloyd Byars and Leslie Rue(2004) are of the opinion that personal preference, prejudices, 

and bias can also cause errors in performance appraisals. Managers with biases or 

prejudices tend to look for employee behaviors that conform to their biases. 

Appearance, social status, dress, race, and sex have influenced many performance 

appraisals. Managers have also allowed first impressions to influence later judgments of an 

employee. First impression are only a sample of behavior, however, people retain these 

impressions even when faced with contrary evidence.45   

2.16.7.  Recency Error.  Recency occurs when evaluations are based on work performed 

most  recently- generally work performed one to two months prior to evaluation.46 

 Robert Clark and Jeremy Seward (2000), argue that more recent behavior and performance 

is    more readily remembered than what occurred sometime ago and in this recent   

performance dominates some appraisals.47 

Wane F. Casio(2003) says that recency error results when a rater assigns his or her 

ratings on the basis of the employee’s most recent performance. It is most likely to occur 

when appraisals are done only after long periods. For example, if a subordinate’s 

performance peaks 3 months prior to appraisal every year, that suggest a different 

problem.48 

George Terry and Stephen Franklin(2003), who have termed the recency problem as 

present behavior comment that timing is a critical factor in performance evaluation. 

Evaluators tend to forget more about past behavior than current output; thus, many people 

are evaluated more on performance in the last several weeks than on any entire year or six 

months.49 

2.16.8. Lack of Feedback. The term feed back has been defined by different authorities in 

the  following terms: 
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(a)  The extent to which an individual receives direct and clear information about 

 how   effectively he or she is performing on the job.50 

(b)  Feedback is the degree to which carrying out the work activities required by a  

job results in the individual obtaining direct and clear information about the     

effectiveness of his or her performance.51 

 The jobs that possess autonomy gives job incumbents a feeling of personal responsibility 

for the results and that if a job provides feedback, employees will know how effectively 

they are performing. From motivational standpoint, internal rewards are obtained by 

individuals when they learn (knowledge of results) that they personally (experienced 

responsibility) have performed well on task that they care about (experience 

meaningfulness). The more that these three psychological states are present, the greater will 

be employee’s motivation, performance, and job satisfaction, and the lower their 

absenteeism and likelihood of leaving the organization.52 

Productivity and total quality experts have reached at the conclusion that the need of the 

hour is to work smatter, not harder. No doubt sound education and appropriate skill training 

are needed if one is to work smatter, but the process does not end there. Employees of 

present era need instructive and supportive feedback and designed rewards if they are to 

translate their knowledge into improved productivity and superior quality. It is apparent 

from a survey conducted in the U.S.A that employee’s response about the changes 

management needs to make for attracting and keeping good people, these two items headed 

the list, “ improving salaries and benefits”(72 %) and “ recognizing and rewarding good 

employee performance” (69 %).53 
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2.17.   Figure-2. Feedback and Reward are important links in the Job Performance 

                             Cycle. 
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Source:  Kreitner & Kinicki, Organizational Behavior, McGraw Hill Co., USA, ed.5th 2001,p-273. 

Figure-2 shows a learning and development focused cycle, which boost up ability, 

encourages effort, and acknowledging results. Rewards, meanwhile, motivate effort and 

compensate results. Learning and personal development, according to A Aubrey and PM 

Cohen (1995)are the key to success at all levels: 

Work can be an enriching experience, a way of developing mastery in the world, and a 

source of valued relationships, and for some – however high- minded this may sound—a 

path of self-realization. Combining work and learning to promote personal development, as 

well as a profitable enterprise, is the key.  

As the pace of change quickens, individuals, companies and countries that fail to 

continually learn and adopt to change will be left behind.54 

Properly administered feedback and rewards can guide, teach, and motivate people in the 

direction of positive change. 
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2.18. Understanding the Feedback Process.  

It is evident from numerous studies that employees have a heavy appetite for feedback. 

Similarly, achievement oriented students earnestly desire for feedback. Following a 

difficult exam, for instance, students want to know two things: how they did and how their 

peer did. By appraising the students know how their work measures up to grading and 

competing standards, an instructor’s feedback permits the students to adjust their study 

habits so they can reach their goals. Likewise, mangers in well-run organizations follow up 

goal setting with a feedback program to provide a rational basis for adjustment and 

improvement.  

As is explicit form the term, feedback is objective information about individual or 

collective performance, Subjective assessment such as, “ You are doing a poor job,” “ you 

are too lazy,” “ we really appreciate your hard work” fall outside the domain of objective 

feedback. But hard data such as units sold, days absent, dollars saved, projects completed, 

customers satisfied, and quality rejects are all candidates for objective feedback programs. 

Management Consultants Chip Bell and Ron Zemke (1995), offered this perspective of 

feedback: 

Feedback is, quite simply, an information that answers those “How am I doing?” 

questions. Good feedback answers them truthfully and productively. It’s information people 

can use either to confirm or correct their performance.  

Feedback comes in many forms and from a variety of sources. Some is easy to get and 

requires hardly any effort to understand. The charts and graphs tracking group and 

individual performance that are fixtures in many work places are an example of this 

variety. Performance feedback-- the numerical type at least— is at the heart of most 

approaches to total quality management.   

Some feedback is less accessible. It’s tucked away in the heads of customers and managers. 

But no matter how well- hidden the feedback, if people need it to keep their performance on 

track, we need to get it to them—preferably while it’s still fresh enough to make an 

impact.55 

Experts are of the opinion that feedback serves two functions for those who receive it, one 

is instructional and the other motivational. Feedback instructs when it clarifies roles or 

teaches new behavior. For example, an assistant accountant might be advised to handle a 

certain entry as a capital item rather and expense item. Similarly, based on the feedback 

received from students, a head of a department in a university, or a principal of a college or 

school may clarify to the teachers to concentrate on conceptual aspect of the subject taught 
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instead of focusing only on bookish material and reproduction of it to the students in the 

shape of jotting down notes. On the other hand, feedback motivates when it serves as a 

reward or promises a reward. Having the boss tell you that a grueling project you worked 

on earlier has just been completed can be a rewarding piece of news. Research indicates 

that pairing specific, challenging goals with specific feedback about results can 

significantly enhance motivational function of feedback.56  

2.19.  A Cognitive – Processing Model of Performance Feedback.  

Giving and receiving feedback on the job are popular ideas today. Conventional wisdom 

says the more feedback organization members get, the better. For objectives feedback to 

work effectively, it is imperative that managers need to understand the interaction between 

feedback recipients and their environment. A further understanding of how employees 

cognitively or mentally process feedback is an important first step in the right direction. 

Figure-2 explains this complex process. Immediately obvious is the fact that feedback must 

successfully clear many hurdles if the desired behavioral outcomes are to be achieved.57 

2. 20. Figure -3.   A Cognitive Processing Model of Feedback. 

 
Source: Robert Kreitner & Angelo Kinicki, Organizational Behavior, Irwin/ McGraw Hill Inc. 

NewYork,ed.5th 2001, P-275. 

2.20.1. SOURCES OF FEEDBACK.  

It almost goes without saying that employees receive objective feedback from others such 

as peers, supervisors, subordinates and outsiders. Perhaps less obvious is the fact that the 

task itself is a ready source of objective feedback.  
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A third source of feedback is oneself, but self-serving bias and other perceptual 

problems can contaminate this source. Those high in self-confidence tend to rely on 

personal feedback more than those with low self-confidence. Although in some 

circumstances, an employee can be bombarded by feedback from all three sources 

simultaneously. This is where the gate keeping functions of perception and cognitive 

evaluation are needed to help sort things out.  

2.20.2. THE RECIPIENT OF FEEDBACK.  

In the above-mentioned Figure-3, three aspects of the recipient have been elaborated. They 

are individual’s characteristics, perceptions, and cognitive evaluations. Each recipient 

variable is a hurdle; intended feedback must clear it if it is to be effective. Cognizance of 

these recipient hurdles is a big step in the right direction. 

2.20.3. THE RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS.  

Personality characteristics such as self-esteem and self-efficacy can help or hinder one’s 

readiness for feedback. Those having low self-esteem and low self-efficacy generally do 

not actively seek feedback, which tantamount to confirmation of those problems. Needs 

and goals also influence one’s openness to feedback. Research depicts that those people 

who were more tempted by need for achievement were found to be more inclined towards 

feedback than those who had low need for achievement. Research also shows that in 

Western cultures the same particular relationships does exist and most of the employees 

responded positively to seeking feedback on vital issues or when confronted with uncertain 

situations. Similarly, employees having more length of service were less inclined to 

seeking feed back as compared to those who had spent little time on the job. High self-

monitors are also more open to feedback because it helps them adapt their behavior to the 

situation. Low self-monitoring people, in contrast, are turned into their internal feelings 

more than they are to external cues.58 

2.20.4. RECIPIENT PERCEPTION OF FEEDBACK.  

Feedback can be positive or negative. Generally, people tend to perceive and recall positive 

feedback more accurately than they do negative feedback. With a negative sign (e.g., being 

told your performance is below average) can carry a positive motivational impact. Research 

shows that employees who were told they exhibited below average performance on 

creativity test were inspired and subsequently out performed / outstripped those who 

manifested above average performance. The negative feedback worked as a potent source 

of motivation and challenge for the poor performers who mustered extra efforts to set and 
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pursue higher goals. Those receiving positive feedback apparently were less motivated to 

further improve their performance.  

Nonetheless, negative feedback or feedback possessing threatening content needs to be 

administered cautiously to avoid creating insecurity and defensiveness. Feedback with 

negative signs can also prove detrimental for self-efficacy. Researchers say, “ To facilitate 

the development of strong efficacy beliefs, managers should be careful about the provision 

of negative feedback. Destructive criticism by managers, which attributes the cause of poor 

performance to internal factors, reduces both the beliefs of self- efficacy and the self set 

goals of recipients.59     

2.20.5. Recipient’s Cognitive Evaluation of Feedback. 

 On receipt of feedback, people cognitively evaluate factors such as its accuracy, the 

credibility of the source, the fairness of the system (e.g., performance appraisal system), 

their performance – reward expectancies, and the reasonableness of the standards. Any 

feedback that fails to clear / elucidate one or more of these cognitive hurdles will be 

rejected or down played.  Personal experience counts too much in weighing these factors. 

For example, feedback from such a person would probably be discredited who exaggerates 

or from someone who demonstrated poor performance on the same task you have just 

successfully completed. In view of the “trust gape”, managerial credibility is an ethical 

matter of prime importance today. According to TM Kouzes and BZ Ponser(1993), 

“without a solid foundation of personal credibility, leaders can have no hope of enlisting 

others in a common vision.”  Managers who have proven untrustworthy and not credible 

have a hard time improving job performance through feedback. Feed back from a source 

that apparently shows favoritism or relies on unreasonable behavior standards would be 

suspect.60 

Looked into from expectancy motivation theory perspective, feedback must stimulate high 

effort  performance expectancies and performance  reward instrumentalities if it is to 

motivate desired behavior. Feedback can have a tremendous impact on behavior. 

2.20.6. Behavioral outcomes of Feedback. 

The ultimate corollary of goal setting appears in the shape of behavior direction, 

enhancement in expended effort and cultivation of persistence. Because feedback is closely 

related to goal setting process, it produces the same behavioral outcome” direction, effort 

and persistence. However, the fourth outcome of goal setting involves formulating of goal-

attainment strategies, the fourth possible outcome of feedback is resistance. Feedback 
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schemes, that smacks of manipulation or fail one or more of the perceptual and cognitive 

evaluation test, breed resistance.61 

2.21. Practical Lessons from Feedback Research. 

Based on thorough research carried out on feedback, researchers concluded the following 

practical implications for managers:62 

(i) The acceptance of feedback should not be treated as a given, it is often misperceived or 

      rejected. This is especially true in inter-cultural situations.  

     Managers can boost up their credibility as a sources of feedback by developing their   

      expertise and creating a climate of trust.  

(ii) Negative feedback is typically misperceived or rejected.  

(iii) Although very frequent feedback may jeopardize one’s sense of personal control and  

     initiative, feedback is too infrequent in most work organizations. 

(iv) Feedback needs to be tailored to the recipient. 

(v) While average and below-average performers need extrinsic rewards for performance,  

      high performers respond to feedback that enhances their feelings of competence and 

      personal control. 

(vi) The ultimate offshoot of computer based performance feedback emerges in the shape 

of colossal improvement in performance when it is directly received form the computer 

system rather than via an immediate supervisor.  

(vii) Recipient of feedback deem it to be genuine and accurate when they actively 

participate  in the feedback session versus passively receiving feedback.  

2.22. Six common Trouble Signs for Organizational Feedback systems.63 

(i) Feedback is used to punish, embarrass, or putdown employees.  

(ii) Those receiving the feedback see it as irrelevant to their work. 

(iii) Feedback information is provided too late to do any good. 

(iv) People receiving feedback believe it relates to matters beyond their control.  

(v) Employees complaint about working too much time collecting and recording feedback  

      data. 

(vi) Feedback recipients complaint about being too complex or difficult to understand. 

2.23. Seven Tips for Discipline and Performance Problems.  

(i)  Never Procrastinate with a performance problem. If you don’t address the  issue when it  

      arises, staff will question whether you are doing anything at all. 

(ii)  When talking to an employee about a problem, phrase your comments in terms of  
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preventing the problem from recurring. Use the inappropriate performance as a 

jumping off point, indicate why it is problematic, and then quickly move on to 

presenting reoccurrence. This moves the focus from blame to improvement.  

(iii). Whenever possible, elicit the employee’s suggestions about how to prevent the  

problem from recurring, put the responsibility for suggesting solutions with the 

employee. When possible, help the employee implement their solution.  

(iv)  Make it clear that your comments pertain to behavior or performance, and not the  

person. Restrict your comments to particular instances of inappropriate performance 

and avoid inferring cause (lazy, uncaring, and incompetent). 

(v)   Remember that for improvement of performance it is often necessary to “drive out  

fear”. No doubt, the fear of God in the hearts and minds of employees with regard to 

display of honesty and integrity in the execution of performance will spur them on to 

better performance. However, on the whole, fear of punishment for showing poor 

performance is more likely to reduce level of performance, loyalty and effort.  

(vi)  If you never recognize effective performance, and do not praise those who perform  

       well, you will not be effective in dealing with problem performance. 

(vii) Above all, remember that even the best of employees will find a discussion about 

inappropriate performance to be unpleasant. Some will take it personally, some will 

not. Be prepared for some defensiveness and do not rise to the bait. Stay in control of 

yourself, and the situation.64 

2.24. Some Concluding Tips for Giving Good Feedback.65 

        The following points must be kept in mind when giving feedback.  

(1) Relate feedback to existing performance goals and clear expectancies.  

(2) Give specific feedback tied to observable behavior or measurable results.  

(3) Channel feedback toward key result areas.  

(4) Give feedback as soon as possible.  

(5) Give positive feedback for improvement, not just final results.  

(6)  Focus feedback on performance, not personalities.  

(7)  Base feedback on accurate and credible information. 

2.25. JOB SATISFACTION DEFINED: 

Different authorities have defined the term job satisfaction in the following words: 

(1) Job satisfaction is an affective or emotional response toward various facets of one’s job. 

This definition means job satisfaction is not a unitary concept. Rather a person can be 
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relatively satisfied with one aspect of his or her job and dissatisfied with one or more other 

aspects.66  

(2)  Job satisfaction is associated with how well our personal expectations at work are in 

line with outcomes.67  

(3)  Job satisfaction refers to an individual, general attitude toward his or her job. A person 

with a high level of job satisfaction holds positive attitudes toward the job, while a person 

who is dissatisfied with his or her job holds negative attitudes about the job. When people 

speak of employee attitudes, more often than not they mean job satisfaction. In fact the two 

are frequently used interchangeably.68  

(4) Emotional reactions to work experiences are inevitable. One’s thinking, feeling and 

action tendencies (that is one’s attitude) toward work are termed job satisfaction.69 

(5) E. A. Lock (1976)gives a comprehensive definition of job satisfaction as involving 

cognitive, affective, and evaluative reactions or attitudes and states it is “ a pleasurable or 

positive emotional state resulting from appraisal of one’s job or job experience.70  

Although theoretical analysis has criticized job satisfaction as being too narrow 

conceptually, there are three generally accepted dimensions to job satisfaction.  

First, job satisfaction is an emotional response to a job situation. As such, it cannot be seen, 

it can only be inferred.  

Second, job satisfaction is often determined by how well outcomes meet or exceed 

expectations. For example, if organizational participants feel they are working much hard 

than others in the department but are receiving fewer rewards, they will probably have a 

negative attitude toward their work, boss, and / or co-workers. They will be dissatisfied. On 

the other hand, if they feel they are being treated very well and are being paid equitably, 

they are likely to have a positive attitude toward the job. They will be job-satisfied.  

Third, job satisfaction represents several related attitudes. Research has indicated/ 

identified five dimensions to represent the most important characteristics of a job about 

which employees have effective responses. These are:71 

(1) The work itself. The extent to which the job provides the individual with interesting 

tasks, opportunities for learning, and the chance to accept responsibility.  

(2) Pay. The amount of financial remuneration that is received and the degree to which this 

is viewed equitable vis- a- vis that of others in the organization. 

(3). Promotion opportunities. The chances of advancement in the organization.  

(4). Supervision. The abilities of the supervisor to provide technical assistance and   

behavioral support.    
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(5)  Co-Workers. The degree to which fellow workers are technically proficient and 

socially supportive.  

The nature and level of supervision have been found to carry a profound impact on 

the level of satisfaction people derive from their work. Supervision embodies technical 

knowledge, human relation skills and co-ordination of work activities. Effective 

supervision is necessary for job satisfaction and for high levels of work performance. Kind 

and thoughtful leader behavior is likely to generate high worker satisfaction. Supervisors 

who adopt a considerate manner towards their workers tend to have the more highly 

satisfied work groups.72  

Effective supervision is a vital source of job satisfaction. Problem solving, 

innovation, and creativity provide the competitive advantage in today’s global marketplace. 

Leaders / Managers must possess the skills not only to be creative themselves but also 

provide a climate that encourages creativity and assist their people to be creative. Viewed 

from job satisfaction’s perspective, there seem to be two facets of supervisory style that 

affect job satisfaction. One is employee centeredness, which is measured by the degree to 

which a supervisor takes a personal interest and cares about the employee. It commonly is 

manifested in ways such as checking to see how well the employee is doing, providing 

advice and assistance to the individual, and communicating with the associate on a personal 

as well as on an official level.  

The other dimension is participation or influence, as illustrated by managers who allow 

their people to participate in decisions that affect their own jobs. A participative climate 

created by the supervisor has a more substantial effect on worker’s satisfaction than does 

participation in a specific decision.73 

2.26. JOB SATISFACTION AND WORK PERFORMANCE. 

The belief that satisfied employees are more productive than dissatisfied employees 

has been a basic tenet among managers for years. Research has shown that job satisfaction 

does not necessarily lead to improved work performance and Vroom has concluded that 

there is a low level of correlation between satisfaction and job performance.  

Argyl suggests a probable relationship between satisfaction and productivity for highly 

skilled workers or for those workers involved deeply with their work. However, individual 

differences cloud the position. There may well be workers who work hard when contended. 

But some employees are happiest when they can take things easy. Other workers may work 

hard to forget their troubles. 
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The relationship between job satisfaction and performance is an issue of continuing 

debate and controversy. One view, associated with the early human relations approach, is 

that satisfaction leads to performance. An alternative view is that performance leads to 

satisfaction.74 

According to Fred Luthans(2005), although most people assume a positive 

relationship, the research to date has been mixed. The latest research shows a much 

stronger relationship between employee job satisfaction and performance. Perhaps the best 

conclusion about satisfaction and performance is that there is definitely a relationship, but 

probably not as conventional wisdom assumed concerning happy workers as productive 

workers.75 

2.27. Dimensions of Job Satisfaction.  

Job satisfaction in itself is a complex concept and difficult to measure objectively. A wide 

range of variables relating to individual, social, cultural, organizational and environmental 

factors, affects the level of job satisfaction.76 

2.27.1. Individual Factors.  Individual factors include: personality, education, intelligence  

            and abilities, age, marital status, orientation to work. 

2.27.2.  Social Factors. They include relationships with co-workers, group working and 

             norms, opportunities for interaction, informal organization. 

2.27.3. Cultural Factors. Cultural factors include: underlying attitudes, beliefs and values.  

2.27.4.  Organizational Factors.  They include: nature and size, formal structure,  

personnel policies and procedures, employee relations, nature of work, technology 

and work organization, supervision and styles of leadership, management systems, 

working conditions.  

2.27.5.  Environmental Factors. They include: economic, social, technical and  

             governmental influences. 
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Chapter 3. 

 

3.   LITERATURE REVIEW – Part-II 

3.1. Appraiser’s styles(Managerial/Leadership styles)  

3.2. Leadership. There are many ways of looking at leadership and many interpretations of 

its meaning. Leadership might be interpreted in simple terms, such as getting others to 

follow, or “ getting to do things willingly,” or interpreted more specifically, for example as 

the “use of authority in decision making”. It may be exercised as an attribute of position, or 

because of personal knowledge or wisdom. Leadership might be based on a function of 

personality, or it can be seen as a behavioral category.  It may also be viewed in terms of 

the role of the leaders and their ability to achieve effective performance from others.1 

According to Sir Peter Parker, nothing in business circles brings a rush of clichés to the 

head as leadership, one of those humpty-dumpty words which, as Alice said, mean 

whatever we want them to mean----- Leadership is one of those elusive priorities, an area in 

which there is no absolute, no guaranteed model. So it turns out to be not only vital but also 

fun to talk about what makes a leader. 2 

             Leadership has probably been written about, formally researched and   informally 

discussed more than any other single topic. Despite all this attention given to leadership, 

there is still considerable controversy. For example, leadership guru Warren Bennis titled 

his article “ The End of Leadership” to make his point that effective leadership cannot exist 

without full inclusion, initiatives, and the co-operation of employees. In other words, one 

cannot be a great leader without great followers.3  

An other leadership guru, Barry Posner, makes the following observations about the needed 

change in how business leadership is viewed: 

 In the past, business believed that a leader was like captain of the ship: cool, calm, and 

collected. Now we see that leaders need to be human. They need to be in touch, they need 

to be emphatic, and they need to be with people. Leaders need to be part of what’s going 

on, not apart from what’s going on.4 

W. Bennis has noted that: “ To survive in the twenty first century, we are going to need a 

generation of leaders------ leaders not managers. This distinction is an important one. 

Leaders conquer the context ----- the volatile, turbulent, ambiguous surroundings that 
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sometimes seem to conspire against us and will surely suffocate us if we let them--- while 

managers surrender to it.   

W.G. Bennis goes on to point out his thoughts on some specific differences between 

leaders and managers as shown in the following table. 

3.3. Table.       Some characteristics of Managers versus Leaders.  

  Managers Characteristics.                     Leaders Characteristics. 

1.  Administers.                                           1. Innovates. 

2.  A copy.                                                    2.  An Original. 

 3.  Maintains[The status quo].                    3.  Develops[Something New] 

4. Focus on system and structure.                4.   Focus on people. 

5. Relies on control.                                     5.  Inspires trust [and confidence]. 

6. Short range view[Tunnel View].             6.  Long range perspective[Creative Vision] 

7.Asks how and when.                             7. Asks what and why.[Rationale and justification] 

8. Eye on the bottom line.                            8. Eye on the horizon. 

 9. Imitates.                                                  9. Originates.  

10. Accepts the status quo.                         10. Challenges the   status quo.       .                                    

11.Classic good soldier                         11. Own person [Independent in thought and action] 

12. Does things right.                                  12. Does the right things. 

Obviously these are not scientifically derived differences but it is  probably true that 

an individual can be a leader without being a manager and a manager without being a 

leader. Besides influence, leadership has been defined in terms of group processes, 

personality, compliance, particular behaviors, persuasion, power, goal achievement, 

interaction, role differentiation, initiation of structure, and combination of two or more of 

these.5  

The extremely turbulent, adverse environment facing organizational leaders in 

recent years has led Bennis and Thomas to conclude:  

One of the most reliable indicators and predicators of true leadership is an individual’s 

ability to find meaning in negative events and to learn from even the most trying and 

adverse circumstances. Put an other way, the skills required to conquer adversity and 



 48

emerge stronger and more committed than ever are the same ones that make for 

extraordinary leaders.6  

3.4. Definition of Leadership. 

Different management authorities have defined the term leadership in various terms. 

Disagreement about the definition of leadership stems from the fact that it involves a 

complex interaction among the leader, the followers, and the situation. For example, some 

researchers define leadership in terms of personality and physical traits; while others 

believe leadership is represented by a set of prescribed behavior. In contrast, other 

researchers believe that leadership is a temporary role that can be filled by any one. There 

is a common thread, however, among the different definitions of leadership. The common 

thread is social influence. The definitions given below can elaborate the picture somewhat:  

(1) Leadership is a process thorough which a person tries to get organizational members    

to do something, which that person desires.7 

(2) When you boil it all down, contemporary leadership seems to be a matter of aligning 

people toward common goals and empowering them to take actions needed to reach them.8 

(3)  A social influence process in which the leader seeks the voluntary participation of the 

subordinates in an effort to reach organizational goals.9 

(4) Leadership means vision, cheerleading, enthusiasm, love, trust, verve, passion, 

obsession, consistency, the use of symbols, paying attention as illustrated by the content of 

one’s calendar, out and out drama (and management thereof), creating heroes at all levels, 

coaching, effectively wandering around, and numerous other things. Leadership must be 

present at all levels of the organization. It depends on a million little tings done with 

obsession, consistency, and care, but all of those million little things add up to nothing if 

the trust, vision, and basic belief are not there.10 

(5) Leadership clearly entails more than wielding power and exercising authority and is 

exhibited on different levels. At the individual level, for example, leadership involves 

mentoring, coaching, inspiring, and motivating. Leaders build teams, create cohesion and 

resolve conflicts at the group level. Finally, leaders build culture and create change at the 

organizational level.11   

(6) Leadership is an influence in an organization setting or situation, the effects of which 

are meaningful and have a distinct impact on, and facilitate achievement of, challenging 

organizationally relevant goals.12  

 (7)  Leadership is the process of influencing a group toward the achievement of   goals.13  
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             Ivancevich argues that a person (e.g. the leader) can influence the behavior of 

others (e.g. subordinates, peers, and supervisors). The situation in which influence can play 

no role is outside the domain of leadership. Pfeffer argues that in some situations influence 

is more important than in other situations. The existence of leadership in an organizational 

setting can have marked difference on performance or goal achievement. The organizations 

contain people, processes and structures upon which influence can be exerted.14  

               Stephen P. Robbins observes that leadership is the ability to influence a group 

toward the achievement of goals. The source of this influence may be formal, such as that 

provided by the possession of managerial rank in an organization. Since management 

positions come with some degree of formally designated authority, a person may assume a 

leadership role simply because of the position he or she holds in the organization. But not 

all leaders are mangers; nor, for that matter, are all managers leaders. Just because an 

organization provides its mangers with certain formal rights is no assurance that they will 

be able to lead effectively. We find that non- sanctioned leadership --- that is, the ability to 

influence that arises outside the formal structure of the organization is often as important or 

more important than formal influence. 

It is further commended that organization need strong leadership and strong 

management for the optimum effectiveness. In today’s dynamic world, we need leaders to 

challenge the status quo, to create visions of the future, and to inspire organizational 

members to want to achieve the visions. The need for mangers to formulate detailed plans, 

create efficient organizational structures, and oversee day- to -day operations can hardly be 

over-emphasized.15  

3.5. INGREDIENTS OF LEADERSHIP. 

The fundamental and main ingredients associated with the term leadership are briefly 

explained in the following lines: 

Leaders envision the future; they inspire organization members and chart the course of the 

organization.  Leaders must instill value---- whether they be concern for quality, honesty, 

and calculated risk taking or concern for employees and customers.16  

Every group of people that performs near its total capacity has some person as its head who 

is skilled in the art of leadership. This skill seems to be a compound of at least four major 

ingredients. 

(a) the ability to use power effectively and in a responsible manner.  

(b) the ability to comprehend that humans have different motivation forces at different            
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      times and different situations. 

(c)  the ability to act in a manner that will develop a climate conducive to responding to and 

      arousing motivations. 

 (d) the ability to act in a manner that will develop a climate    conducive    to responding to  

       and arousing motivations. 

3.5.1. (A). POWER.  The first ingredient of leadership is power. Power, a much broader  

concept than authority, is the ability of individuals or groups to induce or influence the 

beliefs or actions of other persons or groups.17  

According to Koontz, French and Raven in their classic study in 1959, identified fives 

bases or sources of power an individual has over others. 

(i) Legitimate Power. Legitimate power is derived from a person’s official position in an 

organization. In the words of Hein Weirich and Harold Koon’tz, it normally arises form 

position and derives from our cultural system of rights, obligations and duties whereby a 

“position” is accepted by people as being “legitimate”18  

Stephen P. Robbins says that in formal groups and organizations probably the most 

frequent access to one or more of the power bases is one’s structural position. This is called 

legitimate power. It represents the power a person receives as a result of his or her position 

in the formal hierarchy of an organization.19  

(ii) Coercive Power.  Coercive power is defined by French and Raven as being dependent 

on fear. One reacts to this power out of fear of negative results that might occur if one 

failed to comply. Stephen P. Robbins argues that at the organizational level, A has coercive 

power over B if A can dismiss, suspend or demote B, assuming that B values his or her job. 

Similarly, if A can assign B work activities that B finds unpleasant or treat B in a manner 

that B finds embarrassing, A possesses coercive power over B.20  

According to Terry and Franklin, coercive power is derived from a person’s ability 

to create a fear in an other individual and is based on the subordinate’s expectation that 

punishment will be received for not agreeing or complying with the supervisor’s 

commands or beliefs (i.e., no raise or promotion for compliance)21           

(iii) Reward Power.  The opposite of coercive power is reward power.  People comply with 

the wishes or directions of one an other because doing so produces positive benefits; 

therefore, one who can distribute rewards that others view as valuable will have power over 

those others. The rewards can be anything that an other person values. In an organizational 

context, we think of money, favorable performance appraisals, promotions, interesting 

work assignments, friendly colleagues, important information, and preferred work shifts or 
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sales territories. Coercive power and reward power are actually counterparts of each other. 

If you can remove something of positive value from an other or inflict something of 

negative value upon him or her, you have coercive power over that person. You don’t need 

to be a manager to be able to exert influence through rewards. Rewards such as 

friendliness, acceptance, and praise are valuable to everyone in an organization. To the 

degree that an individual seeks such rewards, your ability to give or withhold them gives 

you power over that individual.22  

(iv) Expert Power. Expert power is influence wielded as a result of expertise, special skill, 

or knowledge. Expertise has become one of the most powerful sources of influence as the 

world has become technologically oriented. As jobs become more specialized, we become 

increasingly dependent on experts to achieve goals. So, while it is generally acknowledged 

that physicians have expertise and, hence, expert power ----- most of us follow the advice 

that our doctors gives us ----- you should also recognize that computer specialists, tax 

accountants, economists, industrial psychologists, and other specialists are able to wield 

power as a result of their expertise.23  

Terry and Franklin say that expert power is derived from the perception or belief of 

the subordinate that the superior possesses outstanding skill, knowledge, and expertise in 

certain areas. Therefore, the subordinate desires to fulfill the wishes and directions of the 

superior.24  

Koontz opines that power may also come from the expertness of a person or group. 

This is the power of knowledge. Physicians, lawyers, and university professors may have 

considerable influence on others because they are respected for their special knowledge.25 

(v) Referent Power.  Referent power is based on the identification of an individual with a 

leader who is held in high esteem, admired and often imitated by the subordinate. (often 

this leader is a person who is older and is perceived as wise, honest and consistent).26 

People with attractive personalities or other special qualities possess a power. Their 

appearance, poise, interpersonal style or values can inspire administration and cause others 

to identify with them. The resulting ability to influence behavior is called referent power. It 

is often easy to identify an individual who possesses such power.27  

Weirich and Koontz observe that power exists as referent power, that is, influence that 

people or groups may exercise because people believe in them and their ideas. Thus, 

Martin Luther King had very little legitimate power, but by the force of his personality to 

preach, he strongly influenced the behavior of many people.28 It may not be out of place to 
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claim that Martin Luther  King influenced the course of history by dint of his personality to 

preach his dogmas. 

3.5.1. (B).  AUTHORITY. 

(i) In the words of Stephen P. Robbins(199,6) authority refers to the rights inherent in a 

managerial position to give orders and expects the orders to be obeyed. To facilitate co-

ordination, each managerial position is given a place in the chain of command, and each 

manger is given a degree of authority to meet his or her responsibilities.29  

(ii)  Terry and Franklin(2003) have defined authority as the legal right to command action 

by others and to enforce compliance. Compliance, however, is gained in a number of ways-

--- through persuasion, sanctions, requests, coercion, constraint, or force. A person with 

authority influences the activity or behavior of an other individual. A person with authority 

influences the activity or behavior of an other individual or group.30  

(iii)  Hein Weirich and Harold Koontz argue that authority in organization is the right in a 

position (and through it, the right of the person occupying the position) to exercise 

discretion in making decisions affecting others. It is, of course, one type of power, but 

power in an organization setting.31 

(iv) Authority is the right to perform or command. It allows its holder to act in certain 

designated ways to directly influence the actions of others to allocate the organization’s 

resources to achieve organizational objectives.32  

(v) Authority is the right to make decisions, carry out actions, and direct others in matters 

related to the duties and goals of a position.33  

3.5.2. People’s Understanding. The second ingredient of leadership is fundamental 

understanding of people and to pick the right man for the right job. As in all other practices, 

it is one thing to know motivation theory, kinds of motivating forces, and the nature of a 

system of motivation, but an other to be able to apply to this knowledge to people and 

situations. A manager, or any other leader who at least knows the present  state of 

motivation theory and who understands the elements of motivation is more aware of the 

nature and strength of human needs and is better able to define and design ways of 

satisfying them and to administer so as to get the desired responses.  

3.5.3. Inspiration for Followers. The third ingredient of leadership is the rare ability to 

inspire followers to apply their full capabilities to a project. While the use of motivators 

seems to center on subordinates and their needs, inspiration also comes from group heads. 

They may have qualities of charm and appeal that give rise to loyalty, devotion and a 

strong desire on the part of followers to promote what leaders want.  This is not a matter of 
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need satisfaction; it is, rather, a matter of people giving unselfish support to a chosen 

champion.  

3.5.4.  Leader’s Style and Climate of work. The fourth ingredient of leadership has to do 

with the style of the leader and the climate he or she develops. The strength of motivation 

greatly depends on expectancies, perceived rewards, the amount of effort believed to be 

required, the task to be done, and other factors that are part of an environment, as well as an 

organizational climate. Awareness of these factors has led to considerable research on 

leadership behavior and to the development of various pertinent theories. The view of those 

who have long approached leadership as psychological study of interpersonal relationships 

have tended to coverage with personal view point, that is, that the primary tasks of mangers 

are the design and maintenance of an environment  for  performance.34 

3.6. Leadership (Managerial) Behavior and Styles. 

In the wake of primitive work and research conducted on leadership / managerial behavior 

and styles, the researchers have presented different viewpoints. These included Trait 

theories, Behavioral theories etc.  

3.6.1. Trait Approach.  

Most of the fundamental work on leadership concentrated on identifying the traits of 

effective leaders. This approach is based on the assumption that effective leaders possessed 

certain traits. Certain intellectual, personality and physical traits were concomitant of 

successful leaders such as below:35  

(i).  Intelligence. Relying on thorough research, Stogdill(1974) found that leaders were 

more intelligent than their followers. According to Stogdill, intelligence traits embody 

judgment, decisiveness, knowledge and fluency of speech. 

Personality. According to Stogdill, personality traits such as adaptability, alertness, 

creativity, personal integrity, self-confidence, emotional control and balance and 

independence (non-conformity) are associated with effective leadership.  

(ii).  Abilities. Stogdill is of the opinion that the domains of abilities contain ability to 

enlist co-operation, cooperativeness, popularity and prestige, sociability (interpersonal 

skills), social participation tact and diplomacy.  

Kirkpatrick and Locke suggest that leaders are different from other people and drive, 

motivation, ambition,  honesty, integrity and self-confidence are key leadership traits. They 

believe that leaders need not be intellects to succeed, but leaders do need to have “ right 

stuff “ or traits to have a good chance of being effective.36 
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3.6.2. Behavioral Approach. 

 As interest in the trait approach declined, researchers diverted their attention to leader’s “ 

actions rather than their attributes”. Efforts were made in these leaders behavioral studies to 

manifest specific styles of leader conduct and discover whether leader behavior was 

associated with employee attitudes and performance.  

One of the earliest studies of leaders behavior addressed the question of whether a 

democratic style of leadership is more effective than an authoritarian or a liaises - fair style. 

To compare these styles of leadership in a controlled situation, K.Lewin, R. Leppit, and 

R.K.White (quoted by Vecchio, Hearn and Southey-1997), randomly assigned 10-year-old 

boys to one of three groups involved in hobby activities after school hours.  

  In these groups, the boys did such things as make toy boas and papier- mache masks. 

Each group was under the direction of an adult who behaved in either a democratic, 

authoritarian, or a laissez-fair style.  

The authoritarian leader assigned specific tasks to each individual, decided what 

was to be done without consulting with the boys, assigned work partners, was subjective in 

his praise, and remained aloof from the group’s activities. In contrast, the democratic leader 

allowed the group to decide who was to perform which task, permitted the boys to pick 

their own work partners, gave specific feedback on how to improve craftsmanship, and 

tried to be an involved member of the group. The laissez-fair leader was very detached 

from the group’s activities. He gave the group members complete freedom to do what they 

wished and provided information only when he was specifically asked.  

The boys’ reactions were greatly influenced by the style of leadership to which they 

were subjected. Boys in the democratically led group were more satisfied and displayed 

less aggression toward one another than did boys in the autocratically led group. An other 

interesting finding from this study was that boys in the autocratically led group tended to 

stop working and engage in horseplay whenever the leader left room.37 

3.6.3. Ohio State Leadership Studies.  

The leadership studies initiated in 1945 by the Bureau of business Research at Ohio 

State University attempted to identify various dimensions of leader behavior.38 The 

researchers, directed by Ralph Stogdill, eventually narrowed the description of leader 

behavior to two dimensions: “ initiating structure and consideration.    

3.6.3. (a) Initiating Structure.  

Various management authorities have described the initiating structure in the following 

words: 
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(i) A type of leadership behavior that describes the extent to which a leader is task oriented 

and directs subordinate’s work activities toward goal achievement. Production oriented 

leaders emphasize production and the technical aspects of the job; employees are seen as 

tools to accomplish the goals of the organization.39 

(ii) Initiating structure refers to the extent to which a leader is likely to define and structure 

his or her role and those of employees in the search for goal attainment.40  

(iii) Initiating structure is the extent to which a leader defines and structures the work 

which he or she and his/ her subordinates perform, with an eye toward successful task 

accomplishment.41  

 (iv) Initiating structure is the degree to which a leader defines his or her own roles and the 

roles of subordinates in terms of achieving unit goals. It includes many basic managerial 

functions, such as planning, organizing, and directing and focuses primarily on task 

issues.42  

(v) Initiating Structure relates to Ohio State factors of task or goal orientation. They are 

very similar to the time –honored military commander’s functions of mission.43  

(vi) initiating structure included such leader behaviors as assigning tasks, emphasizing 

production goals, and defining the structure and ways of getting jobs done.44  

(vii) Structure behavior is any leadership activity which delineates the relationship between 

the leader and the leader’s followers or establishes well-defined procedures that followers 

should adhere to in performing their jobs. Overall, structure behavior limits the self-

guidance of followers in the performance of their tasks, but while it can be relatively firm, 

it is never rude or malicious.45  

(viii) Initiating structure is the degree to which leaders are concerned with organizational 

structure, definition of the jobs to be done, pressure for work output, definition of 

communication channels, and evaluation of group output.46  

(ix)Initiating structure is leader behavior that organizes and defines what group members 

should be doing to maximize output.47  

3..6.3.(b). CONSIDERATION. 

(i) Consideration involves leader behavior associated with creating mutual respect or trust 

and focuses on a concern for group members needs and desires.48  

(ii)  Consideration is the extent to which the leader has job relationships that rely on mutual 

trust, respect for subordinates, and sensitivity to subordinates feelings.49  
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(iii) Leaders who are described as employee orientated (consideration leader behavior) 

emphasized the relationship aspect of their job. They feel that every employee is important 

and took interest in everyone, accepting their individuality and personal needs.50  

(iv) Consideration is the degree to which a leader builds mutual trust with subordinates, 

respects their ideas, and shows concern for their feelings. A consideration-oriented leader is 

more likely to be friendly toward subordinates, maintaining good two-way communication, 

and encourage participation decision-making.51  

(v)  Consideration reflects the extent to which the leaders establish trust, mutual respect and 

rapport with the group and shows concern, warmth, support and consideration for 

subordinates. This dimension is associated with two-way communication, participation and 

the human relations approach to leadership.52  

(vi) Consideration behavior is the leadership behavior that reflects friendship, mutual trust, 

respect and warmth in the relationship between leaders and followers. This type of 

behavior generally aims to develop and maintain a good human relationship between the 

leader and the followers.53  

The Ohio State University Studies(1951) resulted in a model that depicts four fundamental 

leadership styles. A leadership style is the behavior a leader exhibits while guiding 

organizational members in appropriate directions. Each of the four leadership styles 

depicted in the model is a different combination of structure behavior and consideration 

behavior. Research demonstrates that leaders high in initiating structure and consideration 

(“a high - high leader”) tended to achieve high employee performance and satisfaction 

more frequently than those who rated lower on either consideration, initiating structure or 

both. However, the “high-high style did not always result in positive consequences. For 

example, leader behavior characterized as high on initiating structure led to greater rates of 

grievances, absenteeism, and turnover and lower levels of job satisfaction for workers 

performing routine tasks. It was also proved that high consideration was negatively related 

to performance rating of the leader by his or her supervisor. The Ohio State Studies 

suggested that “high- high” style generally resulted in positive outcomes.54  
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3.7.  Figure. 4. 

 

Source: Terry, Franklin, Principles of Management, A.I.T.B.S, India,ed.8th  2004,p-

333. 

3.8.  The University of Michigan Studies: - 

In 1947 Rensis Likert embarked upon the task of finding out how best to manage the 

efforts of individuals for the achievement of desired performance and satisfaction. The core 

object of leadership research of the Likert inspired team at the University of Michigan was 

to discern the principles and methods of effective leadership. The essence of Michigan 

research studies emerged in the shape of two distinct leadership styles, know as job-

centered   and employee- centered.  

3.8.1. The Job Centered Leader Behavior. 

(a) The job centered- leader concentrates on close supervision in order to ensure that 

subordinates perform their task using specified procedures. This type of leaders resorts to 

coercion, reward and legitimate power, so as to influence the behavior and performance of 

followers. The concern for people is given secondary weightage.55  

(b) Managers using job centered leader behavior pay close attention to subordinates work, 

explain work- procedures, and are keenly interested in performance.56 

(c) Job center behavior is leader behavior that focuses primarily on the work a subordinate 

is doing. The job-center leader is very interested in the job subordinate is performing at that 

job.57  

3.8.2. The Employee Centered Leader Behavior. 

Employee centered behavior is leader behavior that focuses primarily on subordinates as 

people. The employee-centered leader is very attentive to the personal needs of 
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subordinates and is interested in building cooperative work teams that are satisfying to 

subordinates and advantageous for the organization.58  

The employee-centered leader has firm faith in delegating decision making and supporting 

subordinates through creation of congenial working atmosphere, which culminates in 

employee’s needs. The employee-centered leader gives prime importance to the personal 

advancement, growth and achievement of followers / subordinates.59 

Leaders who were employee oriented were described as emphasizing interpersonal 

relations; they took a personal interest in the needs of their employees and accepted 

individual differences among members.60  

Findings of the Michigan researchers strongly favored the employee-centered behavior of 

the leaders, which culminated in higher productivity and higher job satisfaction. Production 

oriented leaders were found to be associated with low group productivity and lower job 

satisfaction.61  

3.9.   Likert’s Four Systems. 

Prof. Likert(1961) and his colleagues at Michigan University Studied leadership styles 

from an employee centered perspective and job-centered perspective and concluded: 

Supervisors with best records of performance focus their primary attention on the human 

aspects of their subordinates’ problems and on endeavoring to build effective work groups 

with high performance goals. Rensis Likert categorized four styles or “systems” of 

leadership that exemplify different behavioral aspects of leaders. Each leadership style or 

system is defined by at least seven operating characteristics, which include: 62 

(1)  Character of motivational forces. 

(2)  Character of communication process. 

(3)   Character of interaction-influence process.  

(4)  Character of decision-making process.  

(5)  Character of goal setting or ordering.  

(6)  Character of control process.  

(7)  Performance of characteristics. 

Heinz Weihrich and Harold Koontz suggest Likert has developed certain ideas and 

approaches important to understanding leadership behavior. He sees an effective manager 

as strongly oriented to subordinates, relying on communication to keep all parties working 

as a unit. All members of the group, including the manager or leader, adopt a supportive 

attitude in which they share in one other’s common needs, values, aspirations, goals, and 
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expectations. Since it appeals to human motivation, Likert views this approach as the most 

effective way to lead a group.63 

Four systems of management annunciated by Likert are enumerated such as below: 

3.9.1. System 1 Management, (Exploitative Authoritative). System 1 management is 

described as “ exploitative-authoritative”, its managers are highly autocratic, have little 

trust in subordinates, motivate people through fear and punishment and only occasional 

rewards, engage in downward communication, and limit decision making to the top.64 

George Terry and Franklin argue that system-1 management given by Likert is called 

exploitative-authoritative and is analogous to autocratic style.  Fear is used as motive, 

communication is mostly downward, little interaction is experienced, and decisions are 

made and orders are issued solely by the leader. Likert’s observations suggest that 

productivity under this system is mediocre. 

Paul Hersey, Kenneth H. Blanchard and Dewey E. Johnson (1996) argue that in system 1 

style of leadership, management has no confidence or trust in employees and seldom 

involves them in any aspect of the decision-making process. The bulk of the decisions and 

the goal setting of the organization are made at the top and issued down the chain of 

command. Employees are found to work with fair, threats, punishment, and occasional 

rewards. Need satisfaction is at the physiological and safety levels. The limited 

management   employees interaction that does take place is usually with fear and mistrust. 

Although the control process is highly concentrated in top management, an informal 

organization generally develops in opposition to the goals of the organization.65 

3.9.2. System 2 Management, (Benevolent Authoritative). This system is an improvement 

over system 1. Economic rewards are used more than fear or motivational forces, 

communication is only slightly better, and productivity is fair to good. There is still much 

room for improvement in the other operating characteristics. According to Hein Weirich 

and Harold Koontz, managers following “benevolent authoritative” management approach 

have a patronizing confidence and trust in subordinates, motivate with rewards and some 

fear and punishment, permit some upward communication, solicit some ideas and opinions 

from subordinates, and allow some delegation of decision making but with close policy 

control.66  

3.9.3.  System 3 Management (Consultative Management). System 3 management is 

termed as “ consultative”. Managers in this system have substantial but not complete 

confidence and trust in subordinates, usually try to make use of subordinate’s ideas and 

opinions, use rewards for motivation with occasional punishment and some participation, 
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engage in communication flow both down and up, make broad policy and general decisions 

at the top while allowing specific decisions to be made at lower levels, and act 

consultatively in other ways.67  

According to Terry and Franklin (2003) consultative management system is a giant step 

toward ideal leadership style. Productivity is good, control is still primarily at the top but it 

share some with middle and lower managers, goals are set after discussion with 

subordinates, and operating decisions are made at the lower levels in the organization.68  

3.9.4.  System 4 Management (Participative group leadership style). In this system of 

management motivational forces come from ego, economics and group involvement in 

decision and goal setting. There is extensive interaction with a high degree of mutual trust 

and respect, management controls are widely self-monitored, and productivity is excellent 

under their system of leadership. Likert argues that all managers should strive toward a 

system 4 participative style if they wish to maximize the quantity and quality of 

performance from employees. 

Weirich and Koontz maintain that managers in participative group style have complete 

trust and confidence in subordinates in all matters; they always get ideas and opinions from 

subordinates and constructively use them. They also give economic rewards on the basis of 

group participation and involvement in such areas as setting goals and appraising progress 

toward goals. They engage in much communication down and with peers, encourage 

decision-making through out the organization, and operate among themselves and with 

their subordinates as a group. Likert found that those managers who applied participative 

management to their operations met with substantial degree of success. Moreover, he 

observed that departments and companies managed by system 4 approach were most 

effective in setting goals and achieving them and were generally more productive. He 

ascribed this success mainly to the degree of participation and the extent to which the 

mechanism of supporting subordinates was maintained.69 

3.10.  Managerial / Leadership Grid.  

One means of describing and evaluating different styles of management is the Black and 

Mouton Managerial Grid. First published as the Managerial Grid in 1964, restated in 1978 

and 1985, and republished in 1991 as the Leadership Grid, the Grid provides a basis for 

comparison of managerial styles in terms of two principal dimensions: 70  

(a). concern for production; and  

(b). concern for people. 
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Concern for production is the amount of emphasis, which the manager places, on 

accomplishing the task in hand, achieving a high level of production and getting results or 

profits. This is represented along the horizontal axis of the Grid. Concern for people is the 

amount of emphasis, which the manager gives to subordinates and colleagues as 

individuals and to their needs and expectations. This is represented along the vertical axis 

of the Grid. Each axis is on a scale of 1-9 indicating varying degrees of concern that the 

manager has for either production or for people. The manner in which these two concerns 

are linked together depends upon the use of the hierarchy, the “ boss aspect”, and 

assumptions that the manager makes about how to achieve production with and through 

people, and the use of power. “ Concern for” is not how much concern, but indicates the 

character and strength of assumptions which underlie the manager’s own basic attitudes 

and styles of management. The significant point is “how” the manager expresses concern 

about production or about people. The four concerns and the center of the Grid provide five 

basic combinations of degree of concern for production coupled with degree of concern for 

people. 

These five styles of management represent the extremes of the Grid. With a nine-point 

scale on each axis there is a total of 81 different “mixtures” of concern for production and 

concern for people. Most people would come up with a score somewhere in an 

intermediary position on the Grid.  

According to Jane Weightman, Managerial grid is used as an exercise to find out one’s 

current leadership style with the hope that it can be modified at least slightly to become 

more appropriate to the situation in which one is working. 
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 3.11.  Figure 5.  

 

Source: Laurie J.Mullins, Organizational Behavior and Management, PITMAN 

PUBLISHING, U.K, ed., 4th 1996. P-440. 

Paul Hersey, Kenneth H. Blanchard and Dewey Johnson(1996) argue that Ohio State, 

Michigan and Rensis Likert leadership studies overwhelmingly focused on two theoretical 

concepts ----- one emphasizing task accomplishment and the other stressing the 

development of personal relationships. Robert Blake and Anne Adams McCanse modified 

these concepts in their leadership Grid in 1991 (formerly the Managerial Grid by Robert R. 

Blake and Jane S. Mouton). 

In the leadership Grid, five different types of leadership based on concern for production 

(task) and concern for people (relationship) are located in four quadrants. Concern for 

production is portrayed on the horizontal axis. Production become more important to the 

leader as the rating advances on the horizontal scale. A leader with a rating of nine on the 

horizontal axis has a maximum concern for production. Concern for people is exhibited on 

the vertical axis. People become more important to leaders as their ratings progress up the 

vertical axis. A leader with a rating of nine on the vertical axis has maximum concern for 

people.72                                                                          
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3.11.1.  The Impoverished Manager (1,1 rating), low concern for production and low 

concern for people. It is often referred to as laissez-faire leadership. Leaders in this position 

have little concern for people or productivity, avoiding taking sides, and stay out of 

conflicts. They do just enough to get by. Managers with a 1,1 rating tend to be remote from 

their subordinates and believe in the minimum movement from their present position. They 

do as little as they can with production or with people to much attention to production will 

cause difficulties with staff and too much attention to the needs of staff will cause problems 

with production.73 

Jane Weightman (1999)is of the opinion that 1,1 management is the style of managers with 

a low concern for both people and production, who try to stay out of trouble and simple do 

what they are told.74  Thoughtful attention to the needs of people for satisfying 

relationships leads to a comfortable, friendly organizational atmosphere and work tempo. 

Weirich and Koontz articulate that 1, 1 management is the leadership style in which 

managers concerns themselves very little with either people or production and have 

minimum involvement in their jobs.75 

Jane Weightman comments that 1,1 management is the style of managers possessing low 

concern for both people but and production, who try to stay out of trouble and simply do 

what they are told.76    

3.11.2.  Autocratic Managers. (9,1 rating). They are also known as authority-compliance 

manager. Managers in this position have great concern for production and little concern for 

people. They desire tight control in order that tasks are done effectively. They consider 

creativity and human relations to be unnecessary. They tend to rely on centralized system 

and the use of authority. Staff is regarded as a means of production and motivation is based 

on competition between people in order to get work done. If staff challenge an instruction 

or standard procedure they are likely to be viewed as uncooperative.77  

 Efficiency in operations results from arranged conditions of work in such a way that 

human elements interfere to a minimum degree. Jane Weightman indicates that 9,1 is the 

person who demonstrates high concern for production but little concern for people. They 

are full of ideas on what to get done what needs doing but are very frustrated when no one 

pays any attention or co-operates with such a leader. 

 In the words of Joseph M. Putti(19987) 9,1 supervisor will show a very high concern for 

the job. He is always pre-occupied with work schedules, deadlines, targets and uses these to 

drive subordinates for better performance. His concern for their human aspect is very little. 
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We do hear people say, “ I don’t care what personal problems you have, but I want this 

work done.” 78   

3.11.3.  Country Club Management. (1,9 rating managers). The 1,9 managers believe that 

a contended staff will undertake what is required of them and achieve a reasonable level of 

output. Production is secondary to the avoidance of conflict and maintenance of harmony 

among the staff.  Managers will seek to find compromises between staff and solutions 

acceptable to everyone. Although innovation may be encouraged, they tend to reject good 

ideas if likely to cause difficulties among the staff.  

3.11.4. Middle of the Road management, (5,5 rating). 

Middle of the Road Management (or Organization Man Management) with the approach of 

“live and let live” and the tendency to avoid the real issue. This style of management is the 

“dampened pendulum, with managers swinging between concern for production and 

concern for people managers to balance their concern for both people and production, but 

are not committed to either. Under pressure, this style of management tends to become task 

management (9,1). But where this strains relations and causes resentment from staff, 

pressure is eased and managers adopt a compromise approach. If there is a swing too much 

the other way (towards 1,9) managers are likely to take a tighter and more hardened 

approach.  

3.11.5. Team Management, (9,9 rating). Managers with 9,9 rating believe in the 

integrating of the task need and concern for people. This style of leadership is considered to 

be ideal. Managers of this style have great concern for both people and production. They 

work to motivate employees to reach their highest levels of accomplishment. They believe 

in creating a situation whereby people can satisfy their own needs by commitment to the 

objectives of the organization. Managers will discuss problems with the staff, seek their 

ideas and give them freedom of action. Difficulties in working relationships will be 

handled by confronting staff directly and attempting to work out solutions with them.  

The 1991 edition of the Grid also covers two additional styles: 

(a). 9+9 paternalistic “father knows best” management. In this type of managerial 

approach, reward and approval are granted to people in return for loyalty and obedience; 

punishment is threatened for non-compliance.  

(b). Opportunistic (opp)“what’s in it for me” management. In this managerial approach, 

the style utilized depends on which style the leader feels will return him or her the greatest 

self-benefit. In light of their research, Black and Mouton stress that managers may switch 

from one style to an other or combine elements of different styles. The also concluded that 
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managers have one dominant style of management which they frequently resort to than any 

other. They also found that many managers have a “back up” style, which they adopt if 

their dominant style does not work in a particular situation. The following four conditions 

have profound impact on the dominant style of management in any particular situation.      

(i)Organization. The nature of the organization in which the manager is  employed, and 

the extent to which there are rigid rules and regulations. 

(ii)Values. The personal values, beliefs or ideals which are upheld by the  manger 

concerning how to treat people or to manage results.  

(iii) Personal History. The deep-rooted personal history of the manager may be an 

important factor, and lead to a preference for a particular approach because that style may 

have been experienced frequently in the past.  

(iv)Chance. The manager may not have confronted with, or had personal experience of 

alternative sets of assumptions about how to manage. “Chance” has not provided the 

manager with an opportunity to learn.79  

3.12. Managerial (Leadership)  Styles based on the use of Authority.   

Explanations given in the preceding paragraphs clarified managerial / leadership styles 

somewhat on the basis of how leaders use their authority. Leaders were seen as applying 

three basic styles: - 

3.12.1. Autocratic  Leader. 

(a).  Autocratic leaders tend to make unilateral decisions, dictate work methods, limit  

worker knowledge about goals to just the next step to be performed, and sometimes 

give punitive feedback.80 

(b). An autocratic leader is one who tends to centralize authority and rely on legitimate,  

       reward, and coercive power.81 

(c ).  The autocratic leader commands and expects compliance, is dogmatic and positive  

         and leads by the ability to withhold or give rewards and punishment.82 

3.12.2. Democratic or Participative Leader. 

(a).  Democratic leader consults with subordinates on proposed actions and decisions and  

encourages participation from them. This type of leader ranges from the person who 

does not take action without subordinates’ concurrence to the one who makes decisions 

but consults with subordinates before doing so.83  

(b). Democratic leaders tend to involve the group in decision making, let the group  

determine work methods, make overall goals known, and use feedback as an 

opportunity for helpful coaching.84  
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(a).  A democratic leader delegates authority to others, encourages participation and            

       relies on expert and referent power to influence subordinates.85  

3.12.3. Laissez Faire . 

(a).  Laissez faire leaders generally give the group complete freedom, provide necessary  

materials, participate only to answer questions, and avoid giving feedback- in other 

words, they do almost nothing.86 

(b). Laissez faire or free- rein leader uses his or her power very little, if at all, giving  

subordinates a high degree of independence in their operations. Such leaders depend 

largely on subordinates to set their own goals and the means of achieving them, and 

they see their role as one of aiding the operations of followers by furnishing them with 

information and acting primarily as a contact with the group’s external environment.87  

There are variations within this simple classification of leadership style. some 

autocratic leaders are seen as “benevolent autocrats”. Although they listen 

considerably to their followers opinions before making a decision, the decision is their 

own. They may be willing to hear and consider subordinates ideas and concerns, but 

when a decision is to be made, they be more autocratic than benevolent. 

A variation of the participative leader is the person who is supportive. Leaders in this 

category may look upon their task as not only consulting with followers and carefully 

considering their opinions but also doing all they can to support subordinates in 

accomplishing their duties.88 

3.12.4.  Bureaucratic Leader. 

This type of manager has low concern for both task and relationships. The manager 

adopting this style is seen as being interested mainly in rules and procedures to control the 

situation, and as conscientious.89  

3.13.     Path Goal Theory. 
      One of the most reliable approaches to leadership is the path goal theory. 

Developed by Robert House((1971), path- goal theory is a contingency model of leadership 

that drives key elements from Ohio State leadership research on initiating structure and 

consideration and expectancy theory of motivation presented by Vroom in 1964. The crux 

of the path-goal theory is that the leader should assist the followers to attain their goals and 

to provide the necessary direction and support to ensure that their goals are compatible with 

the overall objective of the group or organizations. The term path-goal is derived from the 

belief that effective leaders clarify the path to help their followers get from where they are 
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to the achievement of their goals and make the journey along the path easier by curtailing 

roadblocks.90  

           Samuel C. Certo(1997), comments that the path – goal theory of leadership suggests 

that the primary activities or a leader are to make desirable and achievable rewards 

available to organization members who attain organizational goals and to clarify the kinds 

of behavior that must be performed to earn those rewards. In essence, the leader outlines 

the goals that followers should aim for and clarifies the path the followers should follow for 

the achievement of the goals and earn the rewards associated with the attainment of the 

goals.91  

Robert J. House and Terence R. Mitchel(1974), quoted by Paul Hersey and others, have 

described the path-goal theory in the following terms.  

According to this theory leaders are effective because of their impact on [followers’] 

motivation, ability to perform effectively and satisfactions. The theory is called path-goal, 

because its major concern is how the leader influences the [followers’] perceptions of their 

work goals, personal goals and paths to goal attainment. The theory suggests that a 

leader’s behavior is motivating or satisfying to the degree that the behavior increases 

[followers’] goal attainment and clarifies the paths to these goals.92  

According to path-goal theory, leaders exhibit four primary types of behavior.93  

3.13.1.  Directive Behavior. Directive behavior is aimed at telling followers what to do 

and how to do it. The leader indicates what performance goals exist and precisely what 

must be done to achieve them. According to Kathryn M. Bartol and David C. Martin, 

directive leader behavior involves letting subordinates know what is expected of them, 

providing guidance about work methods, developing work schedules, identifying work 

evaluation standards, and indicating the basis for outcomes or rewards. It is similar to task 

orientation.94 

3.13.2.  Supportive Behavior. Supportive behavior is aimed at being friendly with 

followers and showing interest in them as human beings. Through supportive behavior, the 

leader demonstrates sensitivity to the personal needs of followers.95 

Bartol and Martin (1998), comments that supportive leader behavior entails showing 

concern for the status, well being, and needs of subordinates, and being friendly and 

approachable. This behavior resembles relationship- oriented or consideration behavior.96 

Laurie J. Mullins (!996) argues that supportive leadership involves a friendly and 

approachable manner and displaying concern for the needs and welfare of subordinates.97  
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3.13.3. Participative Behavior. Participative behavior is aimed at seeking suggestions 

from followers regarding business operations to the extent that followers are involved in 

making important organizational decisions. Followers often help to determine the rewards 

that will be available to them in organizations and what they must do to earn those rewards. 

Participative leadership involves consulting with subordinates and the evaluation of their 

opinions and suggestions before the manager makes the decision. 

3.13.4. Achievement-Oriented Behavior. Achievement –oriented leadership involves 

setting challenging goals for subordinates, seeking improvement in their performance and 

showing confidence in subordinates’ ability to perform well. 97 

 These four basic styles demonstrate different leadership styles. The leadership style of an 

individual is the behavior pattern, as perceived by others that a person manifests for 

influencing the activities of those others. This may vary from a person’s own perception, 

which may well be called self-perception rather than style. A person’s leadership style 

involves some combination of task behavior and relationship behavior. The two types of 

behavior, which are central to the concept of leadership, are defined as follows: 

 3.13.5. Task Behavior.  The extent to which leaders are likely to organize and define the 

role of the members of their group (followers) and to explain what activities each is to do 

and when, where and how tasks are to be accomplished; characterized by endeavoring to 

establish well defined patterns of organization, channels of communication, and ways of 

getting jobs accomplished.  

3.13.6.  Relationship Behavior. The extent to which leaders are likely to maintain personal 

relationships between themselves and of their group (followers) by opening providing socio 

emotional support, active listening, “Psychological strokes” and facilitating behaviors.101  

The effectiveness of leaders depends on the degree of compatibility of leadership style to 

the situation in which they operate. Therefore, an effectiveness dimension should be added 

to the two-dimensional model. This three-dimensional is portrayed in figure 6. 
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3.14.    Figure. 6. 

 

 

 

Source: (Hersey, Blanchard & Johnson, Management of Organizational Behavior, 

Leading Human Resources, Prentice Hall of India, ed. 8th 2001, p-119). 

In his “ 3-D Management Style Theory”, Williams J. Reddin(1967),  was the first to add an 

effectiveness dimension to the task concern and relationship concern dimensions of earlier 

attitudinal models such as the Leadership Grid.  

By adding an effectiveness dimension to the task behavior and relationship behavior 

dimensions of the earlier Ohio State Leadership model, Hersey and Blanchard (2001), have 

attempted in the Tridimensional Leader Effectiveness Model to integrate the concepts of 

leader style with situational demands of a specific environment. When the style of a leader 

is congruent to a given situation, it is termed effective; when the style is incongruent to a 

given situation, it is termed ineffective. If the effectiveness of a leader behavior style 

depends on the situation in which it is used, it follows that any of the basic style may be 

effective or ineffective, depending on the situation. The difference between the effective 

and ineffective styles is often not the actual behavior of the leader, but the appropriateness 

of that behavior to the environment in which it is used. In reality, the third dimension is the 

environment. It is the interaction of the basic style with the environment that results in a 

degree of effectiveness or ineffectiveness. The third dimension is called effectiveness 

because in most organizational settings various performance criteria are used to measure 

the magnitude of effectiveness or ineffectiveness of a manager or a leader.102 
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  3.15. MANAGING PEOPLE. 

  There are many aspects to management but the one essential ingredient of any successful 

manager is the ability to handle people effectively. The work of Likert, for example, has 

drawn attention to the importance of System 4 management and a people-centered 

approach to managing people within a work organization.  

Organizational effectiveness appear to take a positive view of human nature and support an 

approach which gives encouragement for people to work willingly and to perform to the 

best of their ability. However, an understanding of people-centered approach to 

management seems often to be lacking in practice. Majority of the mangers have shown 

themselves by attempting to manage through the use of rules, systems, procedure and paper 

work, rather than with and through people. 

It is important that managers have a highly developed sense of people perception, and 

understands the feelings of staff, and their needs and expectations. It is people who are 

being managed and people should be considered in human terms. A genuine concern for 

people and for their welfare goes a long way in encouraging them to perform well.  

Laurie J. Mullins (1996), endorses the opinion of Freemantle who believes that managers 

must get back to the basics and concentrate their minds on five essential principles, which 

are deemed to be the arch stones of successful management of people in the organizations. 

(i)  the successful management of people based on honesty, trust, openness, mutual           

respect, co-operation and support; 

(ii)  developing a perception of employees as an essential asset to be invested in, rather than 

a variable cost to be minimized; 

(iii) ensuring managers have a clearly established set of principle (such as the above) which 

they can apply on a minute-by-minute basis in their daily management task;                                              

(iv)  fundamentals of leadership (as opposed to leadership systems) relating to vision, 

charisma and ability to gain team commitment and co-operation; 

(v) the establishment of basic but essential practices, such as: clarity about their 

accountabilities; knowing how to care for people; knowing how to command respect; 

knowing the difference between a leader and a manager; knowing how to set high 

standards and achieve them; knowing how to manage people successfully and to achieve 

individual managerial excellence.    

3.16.   BASIC MANAGERIAL PHILOSOPHIES 

A positive policy of investment in people and an interpersonal relationship approach to 

management is, in the longer term, worth the effort. There is not doubt that the concept of 
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“Investment in People” is based on a commitment to the benefits organizations can gain 

from a rigorous approach to the development of human resources.  

Laurie J. Mullins believes that there are a number of basic, underlying philosophies, which 

are likely to make for the successful management of people and lead to improved work 

performance.103   

3.16.1.  Consideration, respect and trust. People generally respond according to the way 

they are treated. If you give a little you will invariably get a lot back. Make people feel 

important and give them a sense of personal worth. The majority of staff will respond 

constructively if treated with consideration and respect, and as responsible individuals who 

wish to serve the organization well. 

3.16.2.  Recognition and credit. People can be praised to success. Give full  recognition 

and credit when it is due and let people know you appreciate them. Too often managers are 

unresponsive to good performance, which may occur the vast majority of the time, and 

appear to take this for granted; but are quick to criticize on the few occasions when 

performance falls below expectations. Positive feedback on good performance is a strong 

motivator, and staff is then more likely to accept and respond to constructive criticism. If 

staff is to take a pride in their work they need to know when they are performing well and 

to receive appropriate recognition for their efforts.  

3.16.3.  Investment and availability. Involve yourself with the work of the staff, and  

make sure you fully understand the difficulties and distastes of their duties and 

responsibilities. Ensure an open flow of communications, and encourage participation and 

feedback. Take an active interest in the work of staff but without excessive supervision or 

inhibiting their freedom of action. Whenever possible be available to staff as a priority, 

rather than to administration, and remember the importance of giving time to listen to the 

feelings and problems of staff.  

3.16.4.  Fair and equitable treatment. Treat people fairly but according to merit. Ensure 

justice in treatment, equitable systems of motivation and rewards, clear personnel policies 

and procedures, avoidance of discrimination, and full observance of all laws or codes of 

conduct relating to employment. People expect certain outcomes in exchange for certain 

contributions or inputs. A feeling of inequality causes tension and motivates the person to 

indulge in certain forms of behavior in order to remove or to reduce the perceived inequity. 

3.16.5.  Positive action on an individual basis. Treat members of the staff as individuals. 

Deal with individual situation on an individual basis and avoid the “blanket” approach. 

The manager has more to lose than to gain from adopting a “blanket” approach to a 
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particular problem and by the failure to take selective, positive action on an individual 

basis.  

3.16.6.  Emphasis on end results. The manager should place emphasis on end results and 

level of actual performance and achievement, rather than on compliance with detailed 

instructions, rules and regulations. For example, where set attendance times are clearly seen 

as a necessary requirement of the job, it is right that managers should ensure that time-

keeping is adhered to and enforced as appropriate. But in many cases rigid times of 

attendance are not an essential requirement for effective performance.  

Who make the greatest contribution to the work of the organization? Person A who is 

always on time, keeps to the exact lunch break and never leaves early –or late; but spends 

much of the day in idle conversation and gossip, shuffling papers and looking at the work, 

and achieves only adequate performance; or person B who may ‘ not be seen about the 

place so much’, but always gives maximum effort, makes full use of time, and achieves a 

consistently high level of  performance?                                                                                                        

Good time keeping can be an important part of the job. But if ‘always being there’ is not 

requirement, per se, for effective performance, what is to be gained by insisting on rigid 

time of attendance? Such a requirement is likely to be perceived by person- B- type staff as 

an unwarranted beaurocratic style of management. And it could turn a person B into a 

person A – with adverse effect on the level of effective performance.  

The increasing movement to flexible working patterns coupled with demands to boost 

productivity is placing growing emphasis on what staff actually achieve rather than the 

time spent at work. The important criteria are the level and quality of performance.  

3.16.7.  Staff satisfaction. The starting point for staff and other stakeholders’ satisfaction is 

good manager- subordinate relationships. Supportive and harmonious working 

relationships are more likely to create a working environment that results in high levels of 

staff satisfaction. Managers need to adopt a positive attitude toward staff and to develop a 

spirit of mutual co-operation. Staff should feel that they are working with the manager 

rather than for the manager.  

3.17. Golden Rule Management.                             

Mary Kay Ash(1985), founder of Mary Kay Ash Cosmetics in the USA, presented an 

interesting and enlightened people approach of management.  

Ash writes about the intentional development of a management concept that allows fairness 

to flourish in business, the belief that people will shine if given a chance, and methods that 

are applicable to any organization. Her concept of the management of people is based on 
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the Golden Rule ‘Do unto others as you would have them do unto you’, with emphasis on 

being a ‘ people company’.104 It may be emphasized that this golden moral principle is 

present in all the three living revealed religions such as Judaism, Christianity and Islam. 

Dignity of man is deemed foundational in all the revealed religions.    

The philosophy of ‘Golden Rule Management’ is applied in such ways as, for example:  

 (i). Treat people fairly but according to merit.  Treat equal cases equally and unequal 

cases unequally. In order to balance responsibilities to the company, the employee, and  all 

other employees, every manager must be able to say “no”. But employee should be  

encouraged to turn a “no” into the motivation to accomplish more.   

(ii)  However busy you are, make the other person feel important, and let people know  

       you appreciate them. 

(iii)  Motivate people through giving praise.  A good manager must understand the value  

       of praising people to success. 

(iv)  Encourage feedback and don’t undervalue the ability to listen.  

(v)   Sandwich every bit of criticism between two layers of heavy praise.       

(vi)   An open door philosophy. 

(vii)  Help other people get what they want- and you will get what  you want. Good  

         manager’s success is reflected in the success of   their people. 

(viii)  Never hide behind policy or pomposity.104 

3.18. Islamic Guidelines of Management and  Leadership. The guidelines provided by 

Islamic teachings regarding management and leadership are outlined in the following lines. 

3.18.1. Right man for the right job. It will slash favoritism, nepotism, cronyism and 

tribalism, the off shoots of which will emerge in the shape of fair play and equality in the 

society. Hazrat Umar bought a horse from a person on the condition that he will first ride it. 

During riding the horse fell and was injured. Hazrat Umar asked the person to take back his 

horse but the he refused. Hazrat Umar asked the person to choose a person for mediation in 

the matter. He opted for Tashreh Iraqi for mediation. When the matter was presented before 

Tashreh, he asked  Hazrat Umar either to purchase the horse or return it to the owner in the 

condition as it was before getting hurt. Hazrat Umar was pleased with the mediator and 

appointed him as Qazi (Judge) of Kofa (Iraq) where he remained judge for sixty years.105 

This indicate the standard “ right man for the right job” where a lay man supercedes the 

caliph in the matter of justice and equality in the society.  
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3.18.2.   Truthfulness. A leader should never feed his followers with lies and falsehood. 

This will damage the trust, and if trust is gone nothing is left behind.  

3.18.3. Moral honesty and Integrity.  Islam enjoins man to devote all his energies to the 

reconstruction of life on healthy moral foundations. It teaches him that moral and material 

powers must be welded together and spiritual salvation can be achieved by using material 

resources for the good of man in the service of just ends.106  

 Lord Snell(1947, quoted by Khurshid Ahmed), observes that, “ we have built a 

nobly proportioned out structure, but we have neglected the essential requirement of an 

inner order; we have carefully designed, decorated and made clean the outside of the cup; 

but the inside was full of extortion and excess; we used our increased knowledge and 

power to administer to the comforts of body, but we left the spirit impoverished”.107  Islam 

enjoins that everything in the world is for man ----- but man himself is for the serve of a 

higher  purpose: the establishment of a moral and just order so as to fulfill the Will of God. 

Islam enjoins man to purify his soul and to reform his individual and collective life and to 

establish supremacy  right over might and virtue over vice.108 

3.18.4. Adequate professional freedom. When an employee/ worker is given adequate 

professional freedom, he can put his heart and soul into his work. Constant interference of 

the boss can suspend the creative genius of the worker and paralyze the whole process. 

Historical evidence supplement the principle of professional freedom to be the corner stone 

of managerial system in Islam during the reign of the Prophet and his Pious Caliphs. All the 

available information tends to suggest that the state functionaries, at the time of the Holy 

Prophet Muhammad(P.B.U.H), were quite independent in running the administrative matter 

pertaining to their regions within the general framework laid down by the Prophet. It means 

that within the general guidelines of the Qur’an and Sunnah(Tradition) of the Prophet, all 

state functionaries were free to run the affairs assigned to them relying on their personal 

discretion.109  The same principle was strictly adhered  in letter and spirit during the reigns 

of pious caliphs of Islam.  

3.18.5.  Periodic check up and transparent accountability.  In Islam, no one is above 

law and holding a responsible position as a state functionary  is deemed as trust of state.  

The leader is subject to periodic check up in the execution of his official responsibilities 

and if found guilty of transgression of his official powers or dereliction of official duties, 

his accountability is sure. It must be added that in Islam accountability is carried out across 

the board and is coupled with suitable punishment. Khalid bin Walid(nick named as “The 

Sword of Allah”) who established laurels of victories in Iraq and Syria as Commander in 
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Chief of Muslim Armies, was subjected to sever accountability by Hazrat Umar (the 2nd 

Caliph of Islam) on the charge of extravagance. Khalid bin Walid gifted ten thousands 

Dirhams (currency unit) to  Ash’us bin Qais, a chief of a tribe. Hazrat Umar called for from 

Khalid bin Walid that if you have given the money from war booty, you have committed 

breach of trust of public money, and if you have paid it from your own pocket, you have 

committed extravagance. In both the cases you have rendered yourself liable to punishment 

and hence stand dismissed. No expediency, whatsoever, could save a great commander 

from facing accountability and subsequent punishment, once he acknowledged the charge 

leveled against him110.  At the time of appointment of Amils (Revenue Officers), a list of 

their assets and other belongings was to be prepared and submitted in the office of the 

caliph.  Any increase in the wealth of the officer, incompatible with his status and in excess 

of his declared assets was to be confiscated and deposited into the government 

exchequer.111 

3.18.6.  Recognition. Recognition is the best reward. It can keep the employees at their 

toes and will boost their motivational level to demonstrate excellent performance. Thus, 

they will contribute for the growth and development of the organizations. Umair bin Sa’ad 

was appointed as Wali (Governor)  of Hamus (a city in Syria). The caliph, after some time, 

wrote him to present the whole amount of Kharaj (land tax) before him. He appeared 

before the caliph and told him that I have appointed pious people for collection of Kharaj 

and whatever is collected, it is spent for the welfare of the people. The caliph  asked  him, “ 

it means you have brought nothing”. He replied, “ If I could have saved some money, it 

would have been presented  in front of you”. The caliph was pleased with his candid  

approach and asked  him to go back and continue your duties. When he went back, Hazrat 

Umar remarked in his recognition, “ Alas! I could had an other man like Umair  from 

whom I could had sought assistance to serve the Muslims”.112 

3.18.7. Intelligence and Efficiency. Islam awakens in man the  faculty of reason and  

exhorts him to use his intellect. It enjoins him to see things in the light of reality. Qur’an 

asserts that “those who have no knowledge are not equal to those who have.”113 Qur’an 

further asserts that “ and he to whom wisdom is granted received indeed a  benefit 

overflowing.114According to Qur’an the basic qualifications of leadership are, among other 

things, knowledge and physical strength.115 

3.18.8. Employees’ Well Being. Personal involvement in the well being of the employees 

give them feelings of  ownership of the organization and elevate his level of commitment 

with the organization. It can help draw-out the best from your man-power. The Holy 
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Prophet said, “ Every one of you is a keeper or a shepherd and will be questioned about the 

well-being of his fold. So, the Head of the State will be questioned about the well-being of 

the people of the State”. 116 

3.18.9. Appreciation of Good work. Proper appreciation of the talent can further promote 

and boost the talent and convert him/her into a genius. Unnecessary harshness can kill a 

genius.  

3.18.10. Collective and participative decision making. The Qur’an exhorts the Prophet to  

“take their counsel in the matter”.(surah Al-Imran, v.159). The available sources suggest 

that the Prophet, in compliance with the Qur’anic exhortation, always consulted his 

companions on matters of state, though it was his prerogative to accept or reject the counsel 

given by his advisers. The Prophetic prerogative was asserted in the Qur’an which narrates 

that “ when you decide then have faith in God”. (Ibid) Salman Farsi  advised digging a 

trench around the city on the occasion of the battle of Ahzab which was accepted by the 

Prophet.(Dr. Muhammad Yasin Mazhar Siddiqui, Org of Govt. under the Holy Prophet- P-

217). Islamic History is replete with examples that the Holy Prophet consulted his 

colleagues on all important matters and his management was in fact a consultative and 

participative type. The same practice was continued by the pious caliphs during their 

reigns. 
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Chapter 4. 

 

4.    RESEARCH METHODOLOGY. 

 

4.1. Performance Appraisal. Performance appraisal is the process by which 

organizations evaluate individual job performance.1 

4.2. Purposes of Performance Appraisal. Performance appraisal (PA) is one of the 

important components in the rational and systemic process of human resource 

management. The information obtained through performance appraisal provides 

foundations for recruiting and selecting new hires, training and development of existing 

staff, and motivating and maintaining a quality work force by adequately and properly 

rewarding their performance. Without a reliable performance appraisal system, a human 

resource management system falls apart, resulting in the total waste of the valuable 

human assets an organization has.2  

There are two primary purposes of performance appraisal: evaluative; and, 

developmental. The evaluative purpose is intended to inform people of their performance 

standing. The collected performance data are frequently used to reward high performance 

and to punish poor performance. The developmental purpose is intended to identify 

problems in employees performing the assigned task. The collected performance data are 

used to provide necessary skill training or professional development.3 

4.3. Research Topic. Keeping in mind the fundamental objectives of performance 

appraisal and to investigate its accomplishment or other wise in public sector 

organizations in Pakistan, the researcher choosen the subject topic for research. The case 

study of Technical Education and Manpower Training Department (N.W.F.P) was 

selected because the sense of cognizance of utililty and importance of  this kind of 

education  is on the rise around the globe. So the researcher conducted research to digout 

the role and impact of performance appraisal with regard to improving productivity and 

job satisfaction of teaching faculty in the Technical Education Department (N.W.F.P). 

4.4. Hurdles in Research Process. By and large, Pakistani society is not research 

oriented and as a result the quantum of quality research work carried out here is 

extremely low as compared to the work done by other nations of the world, particularly 

European Nations and other advanced countries of the globe. The trend however is fast 

changing and the people, particularly those seeking higher education are taking keen 

interest in research work, regardless of numerous problems being faced in the process. A 
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researcher, before embarking on any research project, has to think several times as to how 

he will manage the assignment. The biggest hurdle in the way of research work, in our 

society, is the non-cooperative and unfriendly attitude of the people in public sector as 

well as private sector organizations in assisting the research scholars. The people sitting 

at the helms of the affair in different organizations/ departments exhibit very 

discouraging attitude towards research work with regard to provision of data. The 

environment of mistrust dominates most of the public and private sector organizations 

and as such, the researches are usually denied access to necessary data. Sometimes, the 

research scholar has to move from pillar to post in quest of requisite data which heavily 

cost his time, energies and resources but in vain. The main plea or pretext presented for 

non-provision of data to the researches is the phobia of leakage of official secrecy and 

confidentiality of the concerned record. Moreover, in Pakistan the clerical community, at 

large, is the custodian of so called secret and confidential official documents/ papers. 

These individuals are mostly bereft of broad vision and at the same time are ignorant of 

the significance and utility of research work for the society, due to their low level of 

education and understanding. Therefore, at the very outset, refusing him to get access to 

official data discourages the researcher. This situation, in some cases, assumes so 

cumbersome dimensions that the incumbent researcher has to go through the agonizing 

scenario by waiting for several months and sometimes, for years to lay his hands on the 

needed data for his research project. The apathetic and un-patronizing attitude on the part 

of the government and lack of code of conduct on the part of government officers/official 

vis-à-vis employees in private sector organizations to extend much needed help to the 

researches has further aggravated the already deteriorating situation. 

4.5. Nature of Research. Primarily the nature of research conducted is descriptive  

and analytical. Efforts have been made to describe the existing system of performance 

appraisal in vogue in public sector organizations in Pakistan, particularly Technical 

Education Sector of N.W.F.P. The lacunas inherent in the existing system and their 

impacts on performance and job satisfaction of faculty members  have been investigated. 

Efforts have been made to suggest suitable and sustainable  remedial measures for  

improvement of the existing system of performance appraisal. 

4.6. Research Design. Although the nature and concomitant dimensions of the topic 

are very  extensive, but due to time constraints, financial impediments and above all due 

to hardships in the  availability of authentic and reliable data on the subject, the scope of 

research was so designed to manage its completion within bounds. The scope of research 
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was kept limited to the teaching faculty and principals of Technical Education 

Department which comprise Polytechnic, Management Sciences, Commerce, Vocational 

and Manpower Training wings.  

4.7. Sampling Technique Used. Primary data was collected  from the respondents 

serving in various institutes spread over the entire province including FATA region of 

N.W.F.P. Most of the institutes are located in the remote areas of the province/ FATA 

wherefrom the collection of data was not an easy task. Moreover, due to chaotic security 

scenario in the FATA and other regions of N.W.F.P, the educational institutions are 

either closed since long or the staff is not available from whom the requisite data could be 

collected. Due to these constraints, “Random Sampling Technique” was used. Above 

all, the research period extended over a period of two decades ranging from 1985 to 

2006, it involved scrutiny of files /documents,  containing Annual Confidential Reports 

(Performance Evaluation Reports) of faculty members of different categories and 

different grades for collection of secondary data. For the purpose of research, 340 

files/documents containing synopsis of faculty members showing ACR gradings have 

been scrutinized as per detail given in table “A”(  on page no.83). The synopsis of faculty 

members prepared at the eve of  promotion containing  their entire service history were 

also scrutinized for the purpose of data collection.  These factors warranted the selection 

and use of “Random Sampling Technique” to narrow down the size and magnitude of 

scrutiny of large amount of secondary data involved. The randomization of data sampling 

was squeezed to range between 30 to 60 percent of the various categories of annual 

confidential reports available and accessible to the researcher.  

4.8. Total Sample / population.  Due to multidimensional nature of respondents and 

due to various bottlenecks associated with the task in hand referred to above, the size of 

the sample was confined to 700 respondents out of the total population of 1277 which 

comes to 55% of population size.  

4.9. Data Collection. Necessary data (Secondary data and Primary data) for the 

purpose of research was collected as under:- 

4.9.1.  Secondary Data. Secondary data for the purpose of research was collected through 

the scrutiny of Annual Confidential Reports (ACRs)/Performance Evaluation 

Reports(PERs) of faculty members carrying Basic Pay Scale (BPS) 14-Junior Instructors, 

BPS -17 Lecturers, BPS-18  Assistant Professors and BPS-19 Associate Professors 

belonging to Commerce Trade(Wing), Polytechnic/ Vocational  Trade(Wing). The 
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ACRs/PERs of  faculty members working in Manpower Trade(Wing) were scrutinized up 

to BPS-18  as there is no post of BPS-19 in this trade( wing). 

Secondary Data for research purpose was collected from scrutiny of relevant record 

/documents pertaining to Annual Confidential Reports (ACRs)/ Performance Evaluation 

reports (PERs) faculty members of Technical Education Department (NWFP) for the last 

twenty two years ranging from 1985 to 2006. The main source of data collection remained 

the Directorate of Technical Education and Manpower Training, N.W.F.P. The PERs of 

Professors have been excluded from the ambit of research as almost all of them are the 

principals of colleges / institutes whose job is of administrative nature and by virtue of the 

nature of their duties and responsibilities, they do not constitute part of the teaching faculty 

rather they belong to the Reporting Officers group who carry out performance appraisal of 

the teaching faculty. 

The employees drawing their pay in BPS -14 fall in the non-gazetted category, i.e., below 

grade 1 officers scale. Employees carrying BPS 17 and above fall in gazetted officers or  

grade 1 officers category. Table  no 1 to 46  exhibit the relevant data pertaining to ACRs or 

PERs grading of faculty members from Junior Instructors BPS-14 to Associate Professors, 

BPS-19  spreading over the period of last 22 years ranging  from1985 to 2006. 

4.10. Tabulation of ACR/PER Rating. ACR grading awarded to faculty members of 

various trades and various grades during the last 22 years have been analyzed and tabulated 

in tables bearing No. 1 to 46 (page no. 100 to 122). Time series analysis method has been 

used for the said purpose. 

4.11. Comparative analysis of ACR/PER forms. 

The performance evaluation report forms presently in vogue in Technical Education 

Department N.W.F.P for performance evaluation of faculty members have been cross 

examined and analyzed in detail. These forms have been compared with PERs used in 

different colleges / universities of countries such as USA, Canada, and  Malaysia for 

performance evaluation of employees. Boston College Newyork (Appendix-P1),University 

of California Berkeley(Appendix- P2), Ohio State University(Appendix- P3), North 

Eastern University Boston(Appendix- P4), Princeton University New Jersey(Appendix –

P5), and Marist College New York (Appendix-P6), University of Minnesota(Appendix-P7) 

are the institutes of U.S.A, University of Waterloo Canada(Appendix-Q) and University 

Teknologi Mara(Appendix-R), Malaysia and Lahore University of Management Sciences 

(LUMS) Pakistan(Appendix-S), are the other organizations whose performance appraisal 

forms could be traced and taken as a sample for analysis and comparison. 
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4.12. Primary Data. Primary data for the purpose of subject research was colleted 

through a close ended questionnaire consisting of five parts i.e., Annexure-A, B, C, D, E. 

The questionnaire was distributed / sent to teaching faculty through mail routed to the 

heads of 80 institutes / colleges of Technical Education Department N.W.F.P through a 

covering a letter (Annexure-F). In case of local or nearby colleges, the questionnaires were 

distributed among and collected by hand from the respondents. The questionnaires were 

sent to the respondents in the months of September and October, 2007. But the pace of 

responses received from the respondents remained very slow and the receipt of 

questionnaires from respondents working in colleges / institutes  located in the remote areas 

of the province and FTA region remained in pipeline up to February, 2008. Thus, six 

months period was consumed in the collection of Primary Data from the respondents. The 

main focus of attention remained Government Colleges of Technology, Government 

Colleges of Management Sciences, Government Polytechnic Institutes, and Government 

Colleges of  Commerce which comprise the major and significant wings of Technical 

Education Department N.W.F.P. Needless to state that data was also collected from 

Government Technical and Vocational Centers but the ratio of  turn out and response of the 

faculty from this wing of the Department remained comparatively low in contrast to the 

turn over received from the faculty members working in other wings of the department 

mentioned  above. 700 questionnaires were distributed among the respondents out of which 

only 273 questionnaires were received back. They include 215 male respondents and 58 

female respondents.  Thus, the ratio of over all turnover remained 39 %.    

4.13. Scoring of Questionnaire. The questionnaire contained fifty questions(items) and 

was subdivided in five subscales i.e., appraiser’s style / attitude, feed back dimension, 

motivational dimension, appraiser’s biasness and system’s effectiveness. The maximum 

and minimum score for each question ranged between 5 and 1 as per under mentioned 

description. 

Strongly Agreed=5, Agreed=4, Strongly Disagreed =3, Disagreed=2, and Undecided =1.  

Total maximum and minimum score for each sub-scale were calculated as under: 

(a)  appraiser’s style / attitude (Annex-A) consist of 12 questions. 

(b)  Feedback dimension (Annex-B) contain 8 questions. 

(c )  Motivational dimension (Annex-C) comprise 10 questions. 

(d)  Appraiser’s biasness (Annex-D) contain 10 questions. 

(e)  System’s effectiveness (Annex-E) contain 10 questions. 
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4.14. Statistical Tools Used. For analysis of primary data three statistical tools were 

used. These are chi-square tests, chi-square association and co-efficient of correlation. For 

calculation of correlation of co-efficient, Kendall’s and Pearson’s methods were used. Both 

the methods produced identical results. However, Kendall’s method was chosen for 

analysis purpose. However, chi-square tests and chi-square association analysis was done 

through Pearson method. As per scoring given above, the entire data of 273 questionnaires 

was tabulated in an Excel Spread Sheet. The same data was then fed into  SPSS (15th 

Version) for calculation of results. The results produced by the SPSS tool were then 

tabulated and interpreted.  

4.15. Descriptive Analysis of Primary Data. The replies of the respondents were 

tabulated and analyzed descriptively to know the ratios of  different scales (options) given 

in the questionnaire in the shape of percentages as per detail given in the following 

paragraph. 

4.16. Tabulation of Questionnaire. The responses received from the respondents were 

initially tabulated according to five scales (options) contained in the questionnaire. These 

scales were Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Strongly Disagree (SD), Disagree (D) and 

Undecided (U).The results derived from the responses received  have been shown in tables 

bearing no. 47 to 55 (page no. 123 to 133).  

4.17. Clipping of Data. For  convenience of statistical analysis and keeping in view the 

significance of relevant  responses, the options of  Strongly agree (SA) and Agree (A) and 

Strongly Disagree (SD) and Disagree (D) have been clipped into two options of Agree and 

Disagree. The U (Undecided) option has been ignored for statistical analysis as neutral 

replies carry no statistical significance. Clipped responses have been tabulated in tables 

bearing no. 56 to 64 (page no. 133 to 143). 

4.18. Statistical Analysis of Primary Data. For carrying out detailed statistical analysis 

of the primary data, the following three statistical tools have been used. 

4.18.1. Chi-square analysis. chi-square analysis was carried out on the basis of gender, 

age and trade. The age variable of the respondents has been taken into account for 

statistical analysis and the service length variable has been ignored as both the variables 

denote similar information. Table No. 65 to 101 (page no. 144 to 184) indicate chi-square 

analysis. 

4.18.2.  Association. Through this tool of analysis,  association between different variables 

embodied in the questionnaire has been found. Table No. 102 to 185 (page no. 184 to 251) 

indicate chi-square association analysis. 
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4.18.3.   Correlation Co-efficient. Through this statistical tool, inter item correlation of the 

relevant questions pertaining to hypothesis has been found. Table no. 186 to 195 (page no. 

252 to 280) indicate correlation co-efficient. 

 

Table A. 

 

S.No.      Trade                Basic Pay Scales    Total 

                   19   18 17    14 

1.         Commerce .              (No. of files) →       12   23 38    45    118 

2. Polytechnic/ Vocational(No. of files) →  15    25      36    38    114 

3.         Manpower Training   (No. of files) →    -     08      40    60    108 

                                            ___  ___    ___   ___             ____ 

Total.                     27   56     114   143              340                
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          CHAPTER. 5. 

       (SECTION –A) 

5.                                         DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS 

5.1.  Secondary Data Analysis.     (Comparative Analysis of PER forms)  

5.2 Features of PER forms used in Educational Institutions of Foreign Countries. The   

glaring features of the PER forms used in various colleges/universities of different counties 

of the world  referred to on page no.80, are listed in the following lines:  

5.2.1. Performance Standards. At the beginning of performance review period, performance  

standards are determined and set which indicate level of quantity, quality and 

timeliness  as the benchmark of excellent performance.   

5.2.2. Job Description. A mutually agreed upon job description, between the supervisor     

and employee, is determined showing major duties and responsibilities of the 

employee providing room  for addition or deletion of duties and responsibilities in 

the wake of bringing material  changes in the job description, if necessary.  

5.2.3. Performance Appraisal Interview.  Performance appraisal interview between the  

appraisee and appraiser is being conducted which provide an opportunity to the 

employee to discuss his achievements of last year goals and note down his strengths 

and weakness if his performance is not up to the mark. Apart from specific 

discussion on the domains of main duties and responsibilities of the employee, 

discussion questions regarding workplace environment are also part of the appraisal 

interview. These questions concentrate on provision of working environment 

facilities such as tools and equipments, training and development needs for the 

ensuing year, changes in job and magnitude of work load, feedback timeliness and 

relevancy, performance of additional and volunteer duties at his workplace, 

consonance of duties of employees with their job description etc. 

5.2.4.  Comparison of Out Put with Goals. Achievement of last year out put and its  

 comparison with the goals set for the year. 

5.2.5.  Setting of Goals for next year. Setting of mutually agreed upon goals and  

 objectives for the next year. 

5.2.6.  Performance Outcomes. Performance outcomes/ results achieved by the employees 

      during the period under review. 

5.2.7.  Performance Rating Scales. Performance rating scales such as exceptional, very  

effective, effective, needs improvement, unsatisfactory and poor in each area of 

employee’s job activities.  
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5.2.8. Appraisees’ Comments. Employee’s comments/ reactions concerning the appraisal    

and his signature exhibit the fact that he/she has thoroughly discussed his 

performance evaluation with the appraiser. He may agree or disagree with the 

appraisal/ appraiser, substantiating the reason of his disagreement with cogent 

evidence.  

5.2.9. Appraisal Review. Review of appraisal by the next higher officer and testifying it  

with his  signature. 

5.3 Critical Assessment of existing ACR/PER forms invogue in Technical Education 

Department (N.W.F.P). Critical Assessment of appraisal process and performance 

evaluation forms for job performance of faculty in Technical Education Department 

N.W.F.P and its comparison with the appraisal mechanism applied in different 

countries of the world is briefly sketched in the under mentioned paragraphs.   

The existing appraisal system in vogue in different Public Sector organizations/ 

Departments of the NWFP, for performance evaluation of employees working in 

different grades is in toto applicable to faculty members of Technical Education 

Department of the province. The faculties of Technical Education Department comprise 

the following grades whose bifurcation seems advisable for proper understanding of the 

matter.  

5.3.1. Junior Instructors. Junior Instructors working in different trades such as commerce, 

Mathematics, Languages and Literature, English Type and Short Hand, different 

technologies of polytechnic, vocational etc, fall in the non-gazetted employees category. 

These officials carry Basic Pay Scale (BPS) 14 and they are below officer grade. 

5.3.2.   Instructors / Lecturers. Instructors / Lecturers working in various trades carry 

BPS-17 and they fall in class-1 officer category.  

5.3.3.   Assistant  Professors. Assistant Professors carry BPS-18 and they     are included 

in class-1 officers but of category II/III.  

5.3.4.  Associate Professors. They carry BPS-19. They are also class-1 officers but  of 

category II.  

5.3. 5. Professors. Professors carry BPS-20 are designated category I of the class-1  

officers.     

5.4. Types of PER forms. Three different types of forms/ proformas are being used for 

writing the Performance Evaluation Reports (P.E.Rs) previously know as Annual 

confidential Reports (A.C.Rs) of the employees / faculty members working in the above 

stated groups.  
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For Junior Instructors one page form is being used for evaluating employees performance 

(Appendix-M). The form used for writing Performance Evaluation Report of 

Instructors/Lecturers and Assistant Professors is yellow color and it contains 10 pages and 

five parts (Appendix-N). The Performance Evaluation Report form specified for Associate 

Professors and Professors is of pink color, which contains 8 pages and six parts 

(Appendix-O). Detail description of ACR/PER forms (Appendix  M, N and O is given in 

the following paragraphs. 

5.4.1.  Appendix-M (Junior Instructors).  As is evident from the prescribed form, it is 

divided into three parts. The first part of the report contains personal bio-data of faculty 

member reported upon such as name, qualification, length of service etc. The second part 

relates to personal qualities of the incumbent employee such as judgment, initiative, 

technical knowledge, integrity, cooperation etc. The third part embodies general remarks 

by the Reporting Officer and of next higher officer. However, the report is totally bereft of 

conducting quantitative as well as qualitative analysis of the employee’s out put / 

performance. The report completely neglects to take into account the actual results 

produced by the employee in numerical terms vis-à-vis the level of dedication of the 

employee in reaching the goals of the department / organization. In the absence of actual 

performance shown by the employee being focused in the report, Performance Evaluation 

Report (P.E.R) facilitates the Reporting Officer with sufficient room to do plenty of 

favoritism and nepotism by set-a siding the actual results/ productivity and stressing on any 

quality factor / trait of the employee. By virtue of this, the fairness of report cannot be 

authenticated, which in turn raise doubts about the credibility of performance appraisal 

system.  

5.4.2. Appendix-N (LECTURERS / ASSISTANT PROFESSORS).  The Performance 

Evaluation Report (PER)meant for public servants (officers) in Basic Pay Scales 17 and 18 

working in different departments / organizations is also used for Lecturers and Assistant 

Professors of Technical Education Department North West Frontier Province. The 

Performance Evaluation Report is divided into six parts as per detail given  below: 

Part- 1. The first part of the report identifies personal bio-data of the employee such as 

name, age, date of entry into service, academic qualifications, period of service etc. The 

officer reported upon fills in this part.  

Part-11. Part second of the report is also filled in by the officer reported upon, highlighting 

the main areas of his performance. Segment 1 outlines brief description of the main duties / 

responsibilities performed by the employee working on the job. For example, the primary 
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duty of a teacher relates to teaching a particular subject. However, he also performs 

numerous additional / subsidiary duties such as Incharge students admission affairs, 

controller internal examinations, editor of college magazine or students hostel warden, etc. 

These extra duties embrace / encompass sufficient quantum of manual / paper work apart 

from inherent burden of additional responsibilities concomitant with these tasks. Research 

indicates that incorporation of list of duties in the Performance Evaluation Report is merely 

a formality and in most of the case the performance of subsidiary tasks by faculty members 

go un-recognized and unrewarded by the reporting officers while appraising their 

performance. Only quantitative results shown by a faculty member are considered by the 

appraiser while evaluating / assessing his performance.  

Part-III. This part of the PER is filled by the Reporting Officer specifying personal 

qualities and potentials of the officer reported upon mentioned in boxes in the shape of 

rating scales. The qualities of the officer reported upon exhibit levels of nine attributes 

possessed by him or otherwise such as intelligence, confidence and will power, acceptance 

of responsibility, reliability under pressure, financial responsibility, relation with superiors, 

colleagues and subordinates, behavior with public, ability to decide routine matters, 

knowledge of relevant laws, rules, regulations, instructions and procedures. Each quality is 

denoted in the box ranging from A to D degrees. These degrees or rating scales are:- 

  “A” very Good, “B” Good, “C” Average and “D” Below Average. 

Part-IV.  This part of the PER form pertains to evaluation of performance of an employee 

by his Reporting Officer. This part is further subdivided into seven portions as enumerated 

below: 

(1).  This part of the report is meant for the comments of the Reporting Officer about the 

performance of the officer demonstrated in Part-II(2) with special reference to his 

knowledge of work, ability of planning, organizing and supervising, competence to take 

decisions and quality plus quantity of work done by him. The main area of focus specified 

for the appraiser is the assessment of the appraisee’s performance with regard to 

achievement of targets in numerical or quantitative terms and his contribution towards over 

all performance of the organization. In the absence of clear standards of work, existence of 

unreliable techniques of performance measurement and application of paradoxical and 

unharmonious management by objective (MBO) mechanism having got no congruity with 

the job of faculty members, the possibility and hope for credible performance appraisal by 

the Reporting Officers seems unrealistic and self defeating. As can be seen from the 

contents of this part of the report, appraisers have been given free hands to overlook the 
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whole range of duties inclusive of subsidiary assignments carried out by the employee, 

given in part-II (I) with special emphasis being laid on judgment of accomplishments of 

targets by the employee. Needless to repeat that the pivotal point to be seen by the 

appraiser with regard to evaluating an employee’s performance is the analysis of actual 

results achieved by him in statistical terms as envisaged in the PER. Thus, by virtue of 

excessive stress on targets achievements, appraisers have provided sufficient room / laxity 

to turn blind eye to the quality aspects and professional competencies of the employees 

reported upon which forms the integral part of the report.  

(2). This part pertains to the assessment of employee’s integrity. Viewed from PER’s 

perspective, morality, uprightness and honesty constitute three main ingredients of an 

employee’s integrity. No one can question the impact of an employee’s integrity on the 

performance of his job but it is very personal attribute of an employee and in some cases, 

the evaluators / appraisers are held astray if they are fascinated by honesty and uprightness 

of an employee in his private dealings or personal life, instead of concentrating on his 

professional integrity. Scrutiny of the PER ratings of the faculty members of Technical 

Education and Manpower Training Department N.W.F.P for the last 22 years as illustrated 

in Table-1 to 46 on page no.100 to 133 that some of the evaluators / appraisers were driven 

by personal attributes of the employees to give them high ratings of performance 

evaluation. In one case the key point noted by the appraiser while commenting on the 

concerned faculty member’s performance was highest level of commitment of the 

appraisee’s with religious matters. No doubt, a staunch religious minded person can also be 

expected to manifest professional integrity in the execution of his duties, but this may not 

be the case always. The dilemma further aggravates and complicates when, for instance in 

some cases, the integrity level of the Reporting Officer (boss) is comparatively low than the 

subordinate employee’s integrity level. Research  also strengthens the  viewpoint that a 

financially and morally corrupt officer cannot be expected to value the personal or 

professional integrity of the subordinate employee/s while making judgment of his /there 

overall performance. In the extreme cases, the Reporting Officer due to fear of  thwarting 

his undesirable designs, if the integrity level of the boss is untrustworthy, views the 

integrity aspect of the subordinate employee’s performance as a potential threat. In such 

cases the Reporting Officer may resort to using the PER as a discriminatory weapon / tool 

to harass the employee on one pretext or the other so as to pave his way leading towards 

dishonest and immoral affairs. Sometimes, his Reporting Officer may also view the 

integrity aspect of a subordinate employee’s performance negatively, if his viewpoint with 
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regard to honesty deviates from that of the subordinate’s viewpoint. In such cases, the 

higher integrity level / standard of a person may entitle him for lower or negative ratings of 

his PER by his Reporting Officer. To conclude, in the absence of reliable yardsticks to 

measure the integrity level of an employee, the varying view points of different appraisers 

about the meaning and scope of the word integrity and in the presence of poor system in 

public sector organizations, the term integrity, being incorporated in the subject PER meant 

for the faculty of Technical Education and Manpower Training Department NWFP, fails to 

yield fruitful results in serving the specific purpose of the term. Looking from the students 

perspective, keeping in view the nature of the job of a teachers as nation builders and 

considering the far reaching impact of the behavior of teachers in shaping the behavior of 

the society, the morality dimension must be rated very high regardless of the tangible 

results produced by him in reaching organizational goals. Since the teachers serve the 

purpose of role models in framing the future career of their students, this variable is of 

paramount importance which needs to be given due consideration, in true sense of words, 

by the appraisers in shaping their opinion concerning assessment of quality output of the 

appraisee.   

(3).  This part of the PER outlines the strengths and weaknesses of the employee by lime 

lighting his emotional stability, ability to work under pressure, communication skills and 

interpersonal effectiveness. Although these qualities are taken into account by the 

Reporting Officers or the appraisers in evaluating performance of civil servants working in 

various Government Departments / Organizations, nevertheless, significance of these 

variables for the faculty members of Technical Education and Manpower Training 

Department NWFP, cannot be ruled out. If a teacher excels in the aforesaid domains, he 

may prove to be an excellent performer on the job. But there can be conflicting opinions of 

different appraisers about these strong attributes endowed by a teacher. Some people rate 

courage, candidness and straightforwardness of the subordinate employees with different 

stakeholders as very high. In case of faculty members the stakeholders may be students, co-

workers, principals and parents. Enrichment of an officer with these potentials may entitle 

him for higher rating of his performance evaluation by his Reporting Officer. On the 

contrary, some appraisers negatively view the above-mentioned attributes and  as such 

count them as weakness. Hence, they may give poor grades to the employees enshrined 

with these qualities. In the absence of receipt of proper feedback from all the stakeholders, 

opinion framed by an appraiser (i.e., principal) about a faculty member may prove to be 
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misleading, faulty and unreliable, thereby sabotaging the main spirit and purpose of 

performance appraisal.    

(4).  This part of the PER embody comments of the Reporting Officer about the area and 

level of professional expertise of the officer reported upon. In case of Technical Education 

and Manpower Training Department (NWFP), principals of the colleges/Institutes are 

supposed to comment about the level of professional competencies of the faculty members 

under their immediate administrative control. Research indicates that some of the principals 

honestly comment about the teachers’ depth of knowledge and proficiency level in his area 

of activity. But some others have been found either to completely overlook this part of the 

report or they express their superficial viewpoint about the employee’s expertise in his 

domain of job. Even further, some principals / appraisers unfortunately rate all employees 

uniformly at the same scale to maintain parity and to avoid possible resistance and reprisal 

from the poor performers, if they are awarded below average ratings which will be 

communicated to them.  This discriminatory tendency on the part of appraisers may benefit 

comparatively inefficient or mediocre type of teachers but the most intelligent and 

professionally committed and expert teachers may perceive sense of injustice and 

deprivation if they are treated at par with others in spite of their higher level of competency 

and proficiency. Research has also shown that the in some cases the academic background 

of the principals of commerce colleges and management science colleges run at variance 

with faculty members teaching major subjects of the respective schemes of studies. 

Suppose a principal of Commerce College or Management Sciences Colleges possessing 

the degree of Urdu Language, Islamic Studies, History or any other social science subject 

cannot be expected to properly and correctly assess the depth of knowledge of faculty 

members teaching the subjects of Accounting, Management, Economics, Banking, Income 

Tax Law, Auditing, Statistics, Information technology etc. Similarly, the poor gay, due to 

his weak cognizance with management subjects, may be in a very fragile position to have 

useful interaction with or to give authenticated feedback to the faculty members about the 

subjects taught by them. His suggestion regarding job rotation, job enlargement or job 

enrichment of the faculty under his immediate supervision will fail to deliver the goods due 

to its unreliability or incoherence with task in hand.  

(5).  This part of the report is meant for the Reporting Officer to suggest about the future 

training and development needs of the faculty members. By and large, this portion of the 

PER also suffer from the same appraisal lacunas and pitfalls as pointed out in Para 4 above, 

mostly due the apathetic propensity on the part of the appraisers or due to their professional 
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weaknesses dilated upon in the above lines. Therefore, the suggestion of the principals, in 

some cases, about training and development needs of faculty may turn out to be unsuitable 

and unharmonious. 

(6.) This part specifies overall grading of an officer’s performance. For convenience of the        

reporting officers, the grading has been divided into four categories.  

(a). Very Good.  → exceptionally well performer or out performer.  

(b).   Good.   →   Reasonably good performer. 

(c). Average  → Bottom line Performer.  

(d). Below Average →  Unsatisfactory or poor performer. 

This grading is based on the overall assessment of Reporting Officer with respect to his 

evaluation done in part-III (1-5) of the PER. 

(7)  This part contains recommendations of the Reporting Officer and Countersigning 

Officer  pertaining fitness of the officer reported upon,  for promotion to higher grade. It 

embody suggestion about the officer reported upon as to whether he is: 

      (i)  Fit for promotion; 

      (ii)  Recently promoted/appointed/ Assessment premature; 

      (iii) Not yet fit for promotion. 

      (iv) Unlikely to progress further.  

Under the prevailing promotion policy in public sector organizations / departments 

in Pakistan, seniority cum fitness criteria is being followed. Therefore, recommendations of 

the reporting officer about the fitness of an officer for further promotion counts too much at 

the eve of his promotion through seniority cum fitness mechanism. However, it does not 

entitle him for accelerated or out of turn promotion on account of his excellent performance 

on the job. On the contrary, if an employee is declared to be unfit for promotion, he will get 

deprived of his chance of promotion even after his eligibility on the basis of seniority and 

turn regardless of the fact whether his performance on the job remained good or bad. Thus, 

this part of the PER enrich the biased reporting officers with sweeping discretionary 

powers to intimidate or annihilate his subordinate officers due to personal grudges / liking 

and disliking or any other reason having no congruity with his performance on the job. 

Part-V.  This part of the report is further divided into two parts as below: 

(1).    In this part of the report the countersigning officer has to give his remarks how well 

does he know the officer reported upon. If he disagrees with the assessment made by the 

reporting officer, he will have to substantiate his stance by giving cogent reasons. In very 
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rare cases, the Director General or the Secretary of the Department deviates from the 

viewpoint of the reporting officer and almost in all the cases the assessment of the 

Reporting Officer is endorsed in toto.  

2.   This part focus on evaluation of the quality of assessment made by the reporting officer 

as to whether it is exaggerated, fair or biased. 

Part-VI. This part of the PER is meant for the remarks of the second Countersigning 

Officer. In case of Technical Education and Manpower Training Department NWFP, 

Secretary of the Department, who functions, as the administrative/-controlling officer of the 

Director General is the Second Countersigning Officer. This part of the report usually 

remains vacant until the need arises due to special circumstances, which may necessitate 

the remarks of the Secretary to be incorporated in the report. In case, a faculty member is 

awarded below average grading/rating by the Reporting Officer or by the Ist. 

Countersigning Officer and an appeal against the same is lodged with the Secretary; the 

second countersigning Officer (Secretary) will then give his remarks either to expunge the 

negative evaluation or to retain the same. However, before offering his remarks/ comments 

on the appeal, the Secretary seeks written comments of the Director General on it. If he is 

not convinced by the plea of the appellant or of the countersigning Officer, he may 

personally interview the parties concerned i.e., the concerned faculty member (appellant), 

the Reporting Officer (Principal) and the Countersigning Officer (Director General). The 

Reporting Officer and the Countersigning Officer will appear as respondents in that case. 

After hearing the viewpoint of the appellant and respondent or respondents, the Secretary 

notes his comments / remarks in the PER about the status of evaluation done by the 

Reporting Officer and or the Countersigning Officer. Research shows that in 95% of the 

cases, the second countersigning officer (Secretary) has sustained and seconded the 

viewpoints of the appellants thereby abrogating the negative evaluation done by the 

Reporting Officers or the Countersigning Officers. Research has also shown that in most of 

the cases, personal biasness of the Reporting Officer or of the Countersigning Officer or of 

both against an officer/ official has been the dominant factor swaying him to give below 

average PER to the concerned individual and thereby tempting the second countersigning 

officer to repudiate his or their negative remarks / grading of PER. Resultantly, the PER of 

the officer or official is upgraded one step and the stance taken by the Reporting Officer or 

Countersigning Officer is  disowned by the Second Countersigning Officer. 
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5.4.3.  Appendix-O    (ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS / PROFESSORS).   

The Performance Evaluation Report meant for public servants (officers) in Basic Pay 

Scales 19 and 20, working in different departments / organizations, is also used for 

Associate Professors and Professors of Technical Education Department North West 

Frontier Province. The Performance Evaluation Report is divided into five parts as detailed 

below: 

Part- 1 –111. The provisions and contents embodied in the first three parts of the PER 

(Part I to III) meant for the Lecturers and Assistant Professors (Appendix-N )given on 

pages number 86-87 of the theses and the comments endorsed there in equally apply and 

hold good in respect of the PER specified for the Associate Professors and Professors.  

Part-IV. This part of the PER is further subdivided into five parts. The countersigning 

officer or the next higher officer gives his remarks about the quality of assessment made by 

a reporting officer while evaluating the performance of a subordinate officer or employee. 

In case of Technical Education and Manpower Training Department (NWFP), the Director 

General of the Department is the countersigning officer who gives his opinion about the 

performance of a faculty member as reported upon by a principal or as observed by him in 

person. Five sub-parts of Part-IV of the PER are briefly outlined as under: 

(1)  In this part the countersigning officer has to report how often has he seen the work of 

the officer reported upon. In case of Technical Education and Manpower Training 

Department, the Director General has to report whether he has seen very frequently, 

frequently or has never seen the work performed by a faculty member as reported upon by 

the principal. In case of Technical Education and Manpower Department, the Director 

General has to report whether he has seen the work of a faculty member very frequently, 

frequently, rarely or has never seen it all, as reported upon by the concerned principal. The 

principals of the colleges/Institutes work under the direct administrative control of the 

Director General. The Director General has to judge  performance of principals vis-a-vis 

the quality of performance appraisal done by them. In case he is satisfied that the principals 

of the colleges /institutes have fairly reported the performance of the faculty, he will agree 

with their opinion and will endorse their comments enunciated in the PER. In case he 

disagree with any principal on any point reported by him, he may bring it into black and 

white in the respective columns / parts of the PER. Since the office of the Director General 

is located at the Headquarter of the province, that is, Peshawar wherefrom he controls 

administrative /disciplinary/budgetary/postings, transfers and other allied matters of 80 

colleges, Institutes spread over 18 districts of the province as well as 06 Agencies spread in 
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FATA region of the province. Most of these institutes are established in far-flung areas of 

the province hundreds of kilometers away from the Headquarter.  In almost all the cases, 

the Director General rarely or never finds the opportunity to directly see/observe the work 

of a faculty member partly due to hierarchical constraints and partly due to his aloofness 

and his indirect access to watch the work of faculty members. As a consequence, he has to 

rely upon the performance appraisal done by a Reporting Officer as conveyed to him. 

Research indicates that in 90% cases, the Director General has agreed with the opinion of 

the Principals and has thus endorsed their comments dilating upon the performance faculty 

members. In some cases, the Director General assigns special tasks to faculty members of 

different trades, over and above their routine duties such as conducting Internal Audits of 

the Colleges/ Institutes, conducting inquiries in different disciplinary cases etc. Moreover, a 

faculty member/members may have served directly under the existing Director General in 

the past while he was the principal of a college before his promotion to the post of Director 

General or perhaps the faculty member may have remained as Assistant Director General / 

Deputy Director General under the present Director General in the near past before his 

repatriation /posting to a college as a faculty member. In such cases, perhaps, the Director 

General might have some idea of direct observation of the past performance of the officer 

presently reported upon by a principal. In rest of the cases, it is practically not possible for 

a Director General to directly observe the performance of almost 1300 faculty members 

working in 80 different colleges of the Province.  

(2).   In this part, the Director General has to offer his comments how well he knows the 

officer? Some faculty members are very famous in the department due to their extra 

ordinary professional competencies, higher qualifications as a PhDs or by virtue of their 

habit of “kissing up to the boss”. Paradoxically, some faculty members carry the negative 

reputation of being morally or financially corrupt, inefficient, deserters from their jobs etc.  

It is possible that the Director General might have got an interaction with such officers and 

thereby retained an idea in his subconscious about them or about their performance or he 

might have remembered their names. In addition such faculty member or members might 

have remained in the direct subordination of the Director General for some time in the past, 

or the officer/ officers might have approached the Director General several times in 

connection with some private or official work such as posting/ transfer, promotion or a 

disciplinary case thereby allowing the Director General to see him or them in person and 

frame a perception about him or them or about his or their performance. Apart from the 

above stated exceptional cases and in the presence of beaurocratic taboos in public service 
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in Pakistan, majority of faculty members get no access to the Director General, thereby 

remaining personally unknown to the Director General, lest some of them or a few are 

frequently talked about favorably or unfavorably by their respective principals verbally. In 

majority of the cases, the Director General agrees with the Principals remarks in toto given 

about their faculty members.  

(3).  In this part, overall grading of the officer’s performance is done. Research has shown 

that in 90 % cases, the overall grading done by the Reporting Officer in part-III (6) of the 

PER is replicated by the Countersigning Officer. The Countersigning Officer is empowered 

to one step upgrade or downgrade the overall grading done by the Reporting Officer, if he 

disagrees with his viewpoint. However, the recommendations of the Countersigning 

Officer carry the same implications as inherent with recommendations of the Reporting 

Officer laid down in part-III (7) of the PER. (Part- IV (6) of Appendix-N discussed on page 

91 of the thesis equally apply to this part of appendix-O).  

(4).  Recommendation for promotion. In this part the reporting officer gives 

recommendations about the officer’s potential for holding higher position and additional 

responsibility.                 

(5).  In this part the Countersigning Officer carry judge the quality of assessment made by 

the reporting Officer. The Countersigning Officer conducts three-dimensional evaluation of 

the quality of assessment made by Reporting Officer, which may be exaggerated, fair or 

biased. The imbroglio associated with credible evaluation by the Countersigning Officer 

warrants that he personally knows both the Reporting Officer and the concerned faculty 

member/members, otherwise he may be unable to frame an independent opinion about the 

quality of assessment made by the Reporting Officer. In this case, the Countersigning 

Officer will be obliged to treat the assessment of the Reporting Officer to be fair.  

Part-V. Provisions and comments contained in Part-V of the PER meant for the Lecturers 

and Assistant Professors(appendix-N) given on page number 92 of the thesis equally apply 

to this part of the PER (Appendix-O) meant for performance evaluation of Associate 

Professors and Professors. 

5.5.Lack of Clear Standards. There are no reliable and clear standards to be used as 

yardstick against which employees’ performance could be judged. In the absence if 

clear/reliable standards, the measurement of employees’ performance is left at the whims of 

the reporting officers, which may vary from person to person depending upon the personal 

instincts of the individuals concerned. In this way, the opinion of the boss about a 

subordinate employee’s performance remains vulnerable to errors of judgment, which in 
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turn renders performance appraisal done by him as doubtful. For example, if a person is 

bold, confident, and candid in his approach but a Reporting Officer negatively judge these 

variables and as a consequence the person in question may get low grading of his 

performance evaluation regardless of splendid output / results shown by him.  

On the contrary, an other Reporting Officer may judge these factors as positive 

points and he may rate his subordinate’s performance very high irrespective of the person’s 

average or low output. Thus, in the absence of explicit standards of performance, fair and 

just evaluation of employees actual out put remains a dilemma. In this way the opinions / 

view points of two different officers about a single point say courage, honesty, confidence 

may move in divergent directions. As a ramification of this scenario, the employees may, in 

most of the cases, concentrate on such factors / variables, which may fascinate their 

Reporting Officer, although these variables may be of secondary importance while looking 

into the overall parameters of an employee’s job contents. In this scenario, some employees 

in the struggle to please their immediate boss may drift from actual domain of their job 

requirements, the ultimate corollary of which may emerge in the shape of poor productivity 

of the individual/ department /society concerned and thereby culminating at the greater loss 

of the stake holders involved. For example, fundamental job of teacher is to get complete 

command over his subject and then transmit his knowledge to the students with full 

dedication and professional zeal. In case, he is derailed from the main area of his job, i.e., 

proper teaching in the quest to attract the opinion of his boss for getting good rating of his 

performance evaluation, it will hit a fatal blow to the larger interest and benefits of the 

stake holders, i.e., the students community, parents, public sector organizations and the 

society and country at large. 

5.6. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS. It goes without saying that availability of 

conducive/congenial working atmosphere is a significant variable to improve the 

productivity of employees in an organization. Environmental factors can also jeopardize 

the output of employees in an organization / department if their provision is inadequate and 

incompatible with basic requirements of the job in question. In an educational institution 

the fundamental ingredients, which can improve the working environment for students and 

faculty, include availability of well furnished library equipped with latest books on the 

relevant subjects, magazines, periodicals, journals and newspapers etc, provision of 

computer lab possessing the facilities of internet, multimedia, projector and other necessary 

accessories etc. Above all, provision of electricity, play ground and cafeteria can go a long 

way in augmenting the efficiency and productivity of the faculty and the students. It is 
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perplexing phenomenon that in the present arena of global competition, most of the 

institutes in Technical Education and Manpower Training Department (N.W.F.P) are 

deprived of the rudimentary amenities/ facilities stated above in spite of inspite of running  

graduate and post graduate schemes of studies over there. The situation in colleges / 

institutes established in Federally Administered Tribal Areas(FATA) has adopted  alarming 

proportions, where availability of above stated basic facilities has become a far cry. 

Computer Science / Information Technology classes are badly hampered due to protracted / 

unscheduled breakdowns of electricity. Poor performance of the students, which in turn is 

counted as the output and performance of the faculty by the performance evaluator, is the 

natural ramification of poor and inconducive working atmosphere. Moreover, in some of 

the institutes/ colleges established in remote and comparatively backward districts of the 

Province particularly those located in FATA region, the students come from purely 

illiterate environments and poor families possessing low I.Q level coupled with 

demonstration of low grade performance at the school / pre college level. This scenario 

significantly contributes to their poor performance regardless of hectic efforts by the 

faculty concerned. In addition, change of medium of instruction at college level from Urdu 

or local dialects being taught in at the school level to that of English, proves a nightmare 

for the students. In Pakistan, two systems of education run parallel to each other. One is 

English Medium and the other is Urdu medium. The students nurtured in Urdu medium 

schools up to post college level find it extremely difficult to adjust themselves to English 

medium teaching and subjects taught at the intermediate / diploma and graduate level, 

which adversely affects their performance.  Unfortunately, the appraisers in majority of the 

cases neglect to take into account such negative factors while appraising the performance 

of faculty members. Strangely, in some institutes, mostly commerce colleges/ management 

sciences colleges, the principals have got no relevant educational background with the 

schemes of studies being followed in the college and as such they cannot understand the 

real nature of problems being faced by students and faculty in their respective domains. For 

example, a principal in management college with educational background in the subject of 

Islamic studies / Urdu or History or any other social science subject remains bereft to cope 

with the challenge in hand and in this way incapable to deliver the real goods. How an 

officer of this kind and caliber can be expected to carry out fair and equitable appraisal of 

his subordinate employees. All these and other relevant factors contribute adversely 

towards elevating employees’ performance. On the contrary, educational institutes/ 

colleges established in big cities and metropolitan areas are rich with intelligent students 
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possessing higher grades in pre college studies and also enjoy abundant facilities, which 

provide grooming, growth and development opportunities to the students to excel in their 

relevant subjects. With comparatively lesser efforts on the part of faculty can still manage 

to manifest good performance as the performance of the students being taught remains on 

the up. Good performance evaluation ratings of those faculty members vis-à-vis 

comparatively low ratings of more competent and hardworking faculty members posted in 

colleges located at backward areas replete with mediocre type of students and devoid of 

basic facilities showing comparatively average performance, is a tangible proof of 

defective performance appraisal system in vogue in Technical Education and Manpower 

Training Department (N.W.F.P).  

5.7. Pitfalls of Appraisal System invogue in Pakistan.  Comparing the existing appraisal 

system with appraisal system of different countries enumerated above, the following salient 

pitfalls embodies in it come to fore. 

5.7.1. Lack of Performance Standards. Lack of performance standards makes the system 

of evaluation a routine exercise without proper measurement of success or failure towards 

achievement of the desired goals. No goals are set in advance and hence criteria of 

measuring the outcomes/ results are a faulty and unreliable endeavor. The performances of 

employees, by and large, remain stagnant and the process of organizational development 

falls prey to retardation. Resultantly, maintenance of status quo is the congruent factor of 

this phenomenon.   

5.7.2. Lack of Appraisal Interview. Lack of appraisal interview and deprivation of 

employees from the opportunity of discussing their performance strengths and weakness is 

a core drawback of the system, which in turn linchpin the performance improvement 

chances of employees. Lack of trust on the system of appraisal, creation of heart burning 

attitude of employees towards  management, maintenance of status quo are the ultimate 

ramifications of this scenario.  

5-7-3.  Lack of Monitoring and Periodic Review. The appraisal activity is an annual 

exercise. No regular monitoring and periodic review of the appraisee/appraisees 

performance on the job is carried out. Thus if an employee is committing performance error 

or deviation from the requisite demand of the job in the beginning of the year, it will 

continue for the whole year. Thus, in the absence of monitoring on regular basis and 

periodic review of the appraisee job performance  on quarterly or half yearly basis, the 

chances of improvement of employee performance and output will remain a mere fantasy.    
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5-7-4.  Lack of Feedback.  Lack of feedback to the employees has two fold impact. Firstly 

the poor or average performers find no opportunity to exert higher level of efforts and to 

demonstrate smart performance, by overcoming their performance shortcomings. Secondly, 

it de-motivate the good or excellent performers when their excellent display of work is not 

reciprocated by due appreciation and credit. Even a few words of appreciation by the 

appraiser can a big source for boosting motivation level of employee/s which can work as a 

catalyst to induce the employee/s to further improve their existing level of achievements. 

5-7-5.   Lack of Appraisee Comments. The PER does not contain any provision for 

obtaining the comments of the appraisee about the quality of performance evaluation done 

by the appraiser and incase he disagree with the evaluation to be unfair, he will offer his 

comments supported by cogent reasons to substantiate his plea. Due to this fundamental 

drawback, the employee remains deprived to know the view point of his Reporting Officer 

about his performance. He finds no opportunity to discuss his performance achievements 

with the appraiser. If the appraiser has intentionally overlooked some aspects of the 

employee’s performance outcome for the purpose to give him/ her poor ratings , he can 

raise the protest against the unfair evaluation which is incompatible with his actual 

performance results/outcome. 

5.7.6. Confidentiality Phobia. The inherent phobia of so called confidentiality of 

performance evaluation report is the basic draw back of appraisal system. The employees is 

not given any feedback regarding his performance and thus, he is not given a chance to 

improve his performance by overcoming his deficiencies and shortcomings, in case his 

present performance is not up to the mark. On the other side a good performer’s motivation 

level is derailed by keeping his excellent performance and strengths hidden from him. 

Thus, lack of feedback dimension in the existing appraisal system works like a double 

edged sword. On one side, it does not facilitate the faculty members to improve their 

performance by overcoming performance shortcomings and on the other side it creates 

environment of stagnation in the organization the resultant ramifications of which emerges 

in the shape of arresting the process of growth and development, which is taking place in 

the prevailing  changing and challenging  arena across the globe. 
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5.8. Tables showing ACR/PER grading of faculty members from 1985 to 2006. 

5.8.1. Junior Instructors Commerce - BPS-14 (Tab. No. 1 – 4) 

TABLE No. 1. 

ACR/PER grading of Junior Instructors Commerce for 1985  to 1990. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average.  

1985.    20%  40%    40%  - 

1986.     -  89%    11%         - 

1987   17%  55%     28%             - 

1988      28%  55%     17%             - 

1989      15%  75%     10%             - 

The statistics in table 1 show that there is marked improvement in the ACR / PER 

grading (performance/productivity) of faculty as average rating has fallen from 40% 

in 1985 to 11% in1986, raising the ratio of good rating from 40% to 89%. In the 

succeeding years, very good rating has risen and average  grading has dropped 

down to 10%, except in 1987 where its ratio is 28%.  The results indicate positive 

approach of the appraisers with regard to performance evaluation. 

TABLE No. 2. 

ACR/PER grading of Junior Instructors Commerce for 1991  to 1995 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average 

1991.     28%             64%    08%  - 

1992.     17%  79%    04%  - 

1993.     19%  76%    05%  - 

1994.     09%  91%      -  - 

1995.     20%             72%      08% - 

The statistics in table 2 show that there is significant improvement in ACR/ PER 

grading(performance /productivity of faculty) in 1994 where ratio of good rating 

has gone up to 91% and that of average dropped down to zero percent, but 

conversely very good rating has dropped down to 9% which is comparatively lower 

than other years given in the table. On the whole, the results indicate positive trend 

of performance evaluation by the appraisers. 
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TABLE No. 3. 

ACR/PER grading of Junior Instructors Commerce for 1996 to 2000. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average. 

1996        12%   79%     09%   - 

1997        16%    80%      04%  -  

1998         22%    75%      03%   - 

1999          24%            70%       06%  - 

2000         13%     84%       03%  - 

The statistics in table 3 show that from 1996 to 2000, there is gradual improvement 

in performance / productivity of faculty and the award of ACR/PER grading by the 

appraisers as average rating has fallen from 9% in 1996 to 3% in 1998 and 

2000.Similarly, very good rating has risen from 12% in 1996 to 22% and 24% in 

1998 and 1999 respectively. The results show positive trend of the appraisers with 

regard to performance evaluation.              

TABLE No. 4. 

 ACR/PER grading of Junior Instructors Commerce for 2001  to 2006. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average. 

2001           15%    79%    06%     - 

2002        18%             79%    03%     - 

2003        34%     66%     -     - 

2004        30%     70%      -     - 

2005        15%     85%     -     - 

2006        10%     90%     -     -  

The statistics in table 4 show marked improvement in the performance/productivity 

of faculty member and award of ACR/PER grading where the ratio of very good 

rating has risen to 34% and 30% in 2003 and 2004 and 90% good rating in 2006 

respectively. The results portray positive evaluation trend of appraisers. 
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5.8.2.  Lecturers Commerce – BPS-17 (Tables. No. 5 –8) 

TABLE No. 5. 

ACR/PER grading of  Lecturers Commerce for 1985  to 1990. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average. 

1985      19%  50%       31%                  - 

1986      12%             47%       41%       - 

1987      17%  59%       24%         -   

1988      16%             68%       16%                  -        

1989         12%             50%       38%                  - 

1990         07%             71%       22%       - 

The statistics in table 5 show that there is consistent deterioration in the 

performance/productivity of faculty members and award of ACR/PER rating where 

the ratio of average rating has steadily on the rise with maximum of 41% in 1986. 

However, in 1988 award average grading of ACR/ PER has dropped down to 16%. 

The results indicate negative motivational trend of appraisers where the faculty 

members have been penalized with grant of poor ratings of ACR/PER for average 

performance. 

TABLE No. 6. 

ACR/PER grading of  Lecturers Commerce for 1991 to 1995. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average. 

1991        09%               61%       30%      - 

1992     18%               63%       19%      -                                                      

1993     03%               80%       17%      -                                                                                

1994     05%               85%       10%     - 

1995     04%        81%       15%      - 

The statistics in table 6 show that there is gradual decrease in average rating and 

marked increase in the good rating being granted to faculty members. This indicate 

positive evaluation approach of the appraisers on one side and marked improvement 

in the performance and productivity of faculty members on the other side. 
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TABLE No. 7. 

ACR/PER grading of  Lecturers Commerce for 1996 to 2000. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average. 

1996      10%    76%        14%              - 

1997       -     87%        10%    03% 

1998       -        83%        10%    07% 

1999       -     93%         04%            03% 

2000      16%          71%         10%            03% 

The statistics in table 7 show, on one side, gradual increase in good rating of 

ACR/PER being granted to the faculty members, but on the other side 3% to 7% 

faculty members have been granted below average or negative rating of ACR/PER . 

This indicate autocratic bent of mind being resorted to by the appraisers from 1997 

to 2000. Research has shown that in 1997 a new Director (Countersigning Officer) 

took charge as head of Technical Education who was famous for his dictatorial 

approach in the administration. As a result, the principals (appraisers) of 

colleges/institutes got influence from his autocratic policies to penalize subordinate 

employees for trivial mistakes. Research has further indicated that 95% cases of 

below average rating were expunged by the second countersigning officer 

(secretary) of the department. This show that appraisers (Reporting Officers) were 

swayed by personal biasness / prejudice while evaluating faculty members job 

performance and subsequent grant of ACR/PER rating to them.          

TABLE No. 8. 

 ACR/PER grading of  Lecturers (Commerce) for 2001 to 2006. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average. 

2001     25%              66%       06%               03% 

2002     26%            68%        06%       - 

2003     22%    73%        05%       - 

2004     25%              71%        04%                 - 

2005     29%              71%         -                      - 

2006     23%              77%       -           -   

The statistics in table 8 indicate gradual decrease in average rating of ACR/PER and 

gradual increase in good and very good rating which in turn reflect  positive and 

lenient approach of appraisers towards performance evaluation of faculty members.               
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5.8.3. Assistant Professors  Commerce- BPS-18. ( Tables. No. 9 – 12) 

TABLE No. 9. 

ACR/PER grading of  Assistant Professors (Commerce) for1985 to   1990.   

Year.    Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average 

1985     06%   59%         35%    - 

1986       11%               67%       22%    - 

1987    05%              78%       17%    - 

1988        07%              70%        23%    - 

1989 -   61%        39%    - 

1990    5%   75%        20%    - 

The statistics in table 9 show that from 1986 to 1990 there is gradual decrease in 

average rating of ACR/PER and gradual increase in good rating except in 1989 

where average rating has risen to 39% and good rating has dropped down to 61%. 

The results indicate that appraisers (Reporting Officers) pursued autocratic and 

negative motivational approach by penalizing faculty members with poor ratings of 

ACR/PER. 

TABLE No. 10. 

            ACR/PER grading of  Assistant Professors (Commerce) for1991 to  1995. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average 

1991     04%  70%        26%     - 

1992     05%  71%        19%     5% 

1993     06%  76%        18%      - 

1994       -            100%           -                  - 

1995      5%              95%           -                  -    

The statistics in tale 10 show that there is gradual decrease in average rating of 

ACR/PER and consistent increase in good rating except in 1992 where 5% faculty 

members were subjected to below average ratings. Below average ratings (90% of 

cases ) were expunged by the competent authority which indicate biased attitude of 

the appraisers (Reporting Officers) towards faculty members.  The results, on the 

whole,  show positive attitude of the appraisers towards faculty members.   
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 TABLE No. 11. 

            ACR/PER grading of  Assistant Professors (Commerce) for1996 to  2000. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average 

1996          -  100%     -      - 

1997      10%  77%           9%      4% 

1998      10%  85%        5%                  - 

1999         -   86%       14%       - 

2000      35%  56%        9%                  - 

The statistics in table 11 show marked improvement in the grant of ACR/PER 

rating from 1996 to 2000 where the ratio of  very good rating has risen to 35% 

except in 1997 which show grant of 4% below average rating to senior faculty 

members. Research has shown that 100% cases of below average rating were 

expunged by the competent authority which in turn reflect biased attitude of the 

appraisers. 

TABLE No. 12. 

           ACR/PER grading of  Assistant Professors (Commerce) for 2001 to  2006. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average 

2001       26%    74%        -     - 

2002       30%    65%        -    5% 

2003       45%    55%         -      - 

2004       43%    57%         -              - 

2005       26%    74%         -      - 

2006       25%    75%         -      - 

The statistics in table 12 show that there is marked improvement in the grant of 

higher ratings of ACR/PER to the faculty members where the ratio of very good 

rating has risen to 45%. This show positive and motivational approach of the 

appraisers to induce faculty members for higher level of performance through grant 

of higher ratings of ACR/PER. However, in 2002 5% faculty members were 

awarded below average ratings. These poor ratings were upgraded and negative 

remarks expunged by the competent authority, which indicate biased attitude of the 

appraisers towards senior faculty members. 
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5.8.4. Associate Professors –Commerce- BPS-18 ( Tables. No.13 - 16) 

TABLE No. 13. 

ACR/PER grading of  Associate Professors (Commerce) for 1985 to  1990. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average 

1985       -              67%       33%    - 

1986      11%  56%       33%              - 

1987      10%   80%       10%     - 

1988      11%   89%          -                 - 

1989      22%   45%        33%              - 

1990      20%   70%         10%     - 

The statistics in table 13 show that with the exception of 1987,1988 and 1990, the 

overall ratings  indicate autocratic harsh propensity of the appraisers(Reporting 

Officers) against senior faculty members where the ratio of average ratings range 

between 10%(minimum) and 33%(maximum). On the other side, it shows non 

improvement of faculty members performance. 

 TABLE No. 14. 

            ACR/PER grading of  Associate Professors (Commerce) for 1991 to  1995. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.    Average.   Below Average 

1991       18%    82%          -                   - 

1992        40%    60%           -           - 

1993        19%    81%           -       - 

1994        17%    67%          8%      8% 

1995         9%    73%          9%      9% 

The statistics in table 14 show harsh and negative motivational approach of the 

appraisers (Reporting Officers) towards performance evaluation of faculty members 

where 8% of senior faculty members have been awarded average ratings and 9% 

faculty members have been penalized with  below average ratings of ACR/PER in 

1994 and 1995 respectively. Research has further exhibited that  90% of the cases 

with  below average rating have been expunged by the competent authority which 

demonstrates the fact that appraisers were swayed by biased tendency while 

evaluating faculty members job performance and awarding them poor ratings of 

ACR/PER. 
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TABLE No. 15. 

ACR/PER grading of Associate Professors (Commerce) for 1996 to 2000. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average 

1996        08%    92%       -     - 

1997        20%    70%       10%    - 

1998        33%    42%       17%   08% 

1999        23%    62%        08%   07% 

2000        27%    73%          -                  - 

The statistics in table 15 show that in 1998, the ratio of very good rating of 

ACR/PER has increased to 33% on one side, but on other side 17% faculty 

members have been given average rating and 8% have been given below average 

rating. Research indicate appraisers (Reporting Officers) were tempted by 

favoritism and nepotism policy as the performance and productivity of the faculty 

members awarded with very good ratings does not match with the higher ratings. 

On the hand, biased and  discriminatory attitude of the appraisers is evident from 

the fact that performance and productivity of  faculty members penalized with 

below average ratings remained good during the evaluation period. Moreover, 

appraisers’ biasness is further proved by the fact that  100 % of the cases carrying  

below average ratings were upgraded by the second countersigning officer 

(Secretary of the department) thereby expunging the negative remarks from the 

ACR/PER of the faculty members. 

            TABLE No. 16. 

ACR/PER grading of  Associate Professors (Commerce) for 2001 to  2006. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average 

2001         18%    73%         9%     - 

2002         64%    36%          -      - 

2003         50%     50%          -      -     

2004         33%     67%          -      - 

2005         22%     78%          -             - 

2006         24%     76%          -            - 

The statistics in table 16 show that appraisers have pursued positive evaluation 

approach as the ratio of very good rating has risen to 64% and 50% in 2002 and 

2003 respectively. Research has shown that in 2002 the hardliner Director 

Technical Education (Countersigning Officer)was replaced by an other Director 
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who carried the reputation for being lenient and employees friendly. Thus, the 

appraisers (Principals of the colleges) were also influenced by his lenient policies 

and thereby award of higher ratings of ACR/PER was on the rampant and average/ 

below average ratings dropped to zero percent. Moreover, the employees were also 

motivated by positive attitude of the appraisers and their overall performance/ 

productivity  exhibited by the students results, remained good during the said 

period.  

5.8.5. Junior Instructors, Polytechnic/Vocational  (BPS.14) (Table No 17 –20 ) 

TABLE No. 17 

            ACR/PER grading of Junior Instructors (Polytechnic) for 1985 to  1990. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average 

1985      5%    50%       45%      - 

1986       -    90%       10%      - 

1987       -    80%        20%      - 

1988        5%    85%        10%      - 

1989     10%    60%        30%      - 

1990      5%    65%        30%      - 

The statistics in table 17 show that in 1985, 1989 and 1990 the appraisers(Reporting 

Officers) pursued autocratic/ negative motivational tendency by penalizing faculty 

members with grant of average ratings of ACR/PER to 45% and 30% of the faculty 

members respectively. During 1986 to 1988, appraisers followed positive 

evaluation approach   as grant of good ratings of ACR/PER range between 80% to 

90%.  

TABLE No. 18. 

            ACR/PER grading of Junior Instructors (Polytechnic) from 1991 to 1995 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average 

1991       -    75%       25%      - 

1992       -    95%       05%      - 

1993      10%   65%       25%      - 

1994       -    90%       10%      - 

1995      20%   70%       10%      - 

The statistics in table 18 show that apart from 1991 and 1993 where 25% of the 

faculty members have been granted average ratings of ACR/PER, the over results 



 109

indicate perusal of positive motivational approach by the appraisers with grant of 

good ratings within the range of 70% to 95%. 

 TABLE No. 19. 

               ACR/PER grading of Junior Instructors (Polytechnic) from1996 to 2000 

    Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average 

    1996       10%   85%       05%      - 

    1997       12%    70%       18%      - 

    1998        10%   80%        10%      - 

    1999       05%   92%        03%      - 

    2000       08%   83%        09%      - 

The statistics in table 19 show that with the exception of 1997 where 18% of the 

faculty members have been granted average ratings of ACR/PER, the over all 

results indicate positive evaluation tendency of the appraisers(Reporting Officers) 

with grant of good ratings within the range of 70% to 92%. 

TABLE No. 20. 

             ACR/PER grading of Junior Instructors (Polytechnic) for 2001 to 2006. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average 

2001        -   90%      10%                 - 

2002      06%  90%       04%      - 

2003      05%  89%       06%      -       

2004        12%  88%        -       - 

2005      10%  90%        -       - 

2006      05%  95%        -       - 

The statistics in table 20 show positive evaluation tendency of the appraisers 

(Reporting Officers) where the minimum ratio of good ratings of ACR/PER is 88% 

and maximum 95%. Research has shown that performance/ productivity of faculty 

members remained good during the period from 2001 to 2006.         
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5.8.6. Lecturers (BPS-17) Polytechnic/vocational (table No.21 - 24) 

TABLE No. 21. 

           ACR/PER grading of Lecturers (Polytechnic/vocational) from 1985 to  1990. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.  Average.   Below Average 

1985       05%    48%       47%     - 

1986        -     87%       13%     - 

1987        -     79%       21%     - 

1988        07%     80%       13%      - 

1989        14%      57%        29%               - 

1990         5%     63%        32%               - 

The statistics in table 21 show that appraisers(Reporting Officers) pursued 

autocratic and negative motivational approach to penalize faculty members with 

poor ratings of ACR/PER where the minimum ratio of average ratings is 13% and 

maximum 47%.                

TABLE No. 22. 

            ACR/PER grading of Lecturers (Polytechnic) for 1991 to  1995. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1991        -       75%         25%  - 

1992        -       94%         06%  - 

1993       10%      63%         27%  - 

1994        -       89%         11%  - 

1995        21%      68%         11%             - 

The statistics in table 22 show that with the exception 1991 and 1993 where 25% 

and 27% faculty members have been granted average ratings of ACR/PER, the 

appraisers (Reporting Officers) have pursued positive evaluation tendency by 

appreciating the performance of faculty members with award of good and very 

good ratings.  
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TABLE No. 23. 

           ACR/PER grading of Lecturers (Polytechnic) for 1996 to 2000. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1996      09%     86%  05%  - 

1997      14%     68%  18%  - 

1998       11%     78%  11%  - 

1999       07%      90%            03%  - 

2000       09%      82% 09%  - 

The statistics in table 23 show that with the exception of 1997 where 18% faculty 

members have been granted average ratings of ACR/PER, appraisers (Reporting 

Officers) in general have followed lenient and positive policy of performance 

evaluation by awarding faculty members with very good and good ratings. 

TABLE No. 24. 

            ACR/PER grading of Lecturers (Polytechnic/vocational) for 2001 to  2006. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.   Average.     Below Average 

2001      03%       87%       10%  - 

2002      08%       88%       04%  - 

2003      06%       88%       06%  - 

2004       13%       87% -  - 

2005       12%       88% -  - 

2006       07%       93% -  - 

The statistics in table 24 show that appraisers (Reporting Officers) belonging to 

polytechnic / vocational trade, on the whole have followed lenient and positive 

evaluation approach by appreciating the performance of faculty members through 

award of good and very good ratings of ACR/PER.  
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5.8.7. Assistant Professors Polytechnic/Vocational-BPS-18  (Tab. No.25 – 28 ) 

TABLE No. 25. 

            ACR/PER grading of Assistant Professors (Polytechnic) for 1985 to  1990. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1985        -                 44%  56%  - 

1986        -        75%  25%  - 

1987        -       70%  22%            08  

1988      17%     75%             08%  - 

1989      09%               67%             24%  - 

1990     0 9%     77%  14%  - 

The statistics in table 25 show that appraisers (Reporting Officers) on the 

whole, have pursued autocratic and negative motivational tendency by penalizing 

faculty members through granting them poor ratings of ACR/PER. Average ratings 

range between minimum ratio of 08% in 1988 and maximum 56% in 1985. In 1987, 

8% of the faculty members were subjected to below average ratings which were, in 

100% cases,  upgraded and negative remarks expunged by the competent authority, 

i.e., second countersigning officer (Secretary). This shows the biased and 

discriminatory attitude of the appraiser (Reporting Officers) towards faculty 

members and that performance evaluation is not performance/ out put based. 

Research indicates that performance evaluation attitude of appraisers belonging to 

polytechnic/vocational trade is more negative biased towards senior faculty 

members as compared to junior faculty members. 

TABLE No. 26. 

            ACR/PER grading of Assistant Professors. (Polytechnic) from 1991 to 1995. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1991        12%       80%           08%  - 

1992         -        83% 17%  - 

1993        03%       69% 28%  - 

1994        15%       73% 12%  - 

1995         -                   100%  -  - 

The statistics in table 26 show that appraisers (Reporting Officers) on the whole 

have followed positive evaluation policy by awarding higher ratings of ACR/PER 

to the faculty members, except in 1992 and 1993 where 17% and 28% of the senior 

faculty members have been given average ratings of ACR/PER. Research has 
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further indicated that performance/ productivity of the concerned faculty members 

during the period under review remained satisfactory. Hence, award of poor ratings 

by the appraisers is not congruent with the performance of the faculty, which in turn 

reflect their autocratic and biased attitude towards senior faculty members.   

   TABLE No. 27. 

 ACR/PER grading of Assistant Professors(Polytechnic) from 1996 to  2000. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1996  -      100%    -  - 

1997          18%       82%              -                    -  

1998         14%                 86%    -          - 

1999          0 9%                82%             09%                 - 

 2000         30%                 52%             13%              04% 

The in table 27 show that appraisers (Reporting Officers) have pursued lenient and 

positive evaluation approach. However, in 2000 13% faculty members have been 

given average ratings and 4% below average ratings. 100% of the cases carrying 

below average ratings were upgraded and negative remarks expunged thereof by the 

second countersigning officer (Secretary of the Department), which indicate that 

award of negative ratings to senior faculty members was based on personal grudges, 

thereby demonstrating biased attitude of the appraisers.  

TABLE No. 28. 

            ACR/PER grading of Assistant Professors (Polytechnic) from 2001 to 2006. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.        Average.     Below Average 

2001       23%               63%              14%   -       

2002          20%       75%    05%    - 

2003       26%      70%    04%   - 

            2004       17%     72%      11%   - 

2005       40%     55%      05%   - 

2006       40%     60%         -           - 

The statistics in table 28 show that appraisers(Reporting Officers) have pursued 

positive evaluation tendency by giving higher ratings of ACR/PER to the faculty 

members which reflect compatibility with actual performance/ productivity of the 

faculty members displayed during the period under review. In 2005 and 2006, 40% 

of the faculty members were awarded with highest ratings(Very good) which 

portray positive and lenient approach of the appraisers and countersigning officer 
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(Director) and improvement of performance and productivity of the faculty 

members as actual results shown by the faculty during the period remained very 

good.               

5.8.8. Associate Professors Polytechnic- BPS-19(Tables No. 29 – 32 ) 

  TABLE No. 29.  

            ACR/PER grading of Associate Professors (Polytechnic) for 1985 to  1990. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1985        -      83%        17%   - 

1986        -      83%        17%   - 

1987        -     100%           -   - 

1988        -      86%        14%   - 

1989        -      71%         29%   - 

1990        -      57%         43%   - 

The statistics in table 29 show that with the exception of 1987 where 100 faculty 

members have been awarded good rating of ACR/PER, average ratings range 

between the ratio of 14%(minimum in 1988) and 43%(maximum in 1990). This 

reflect harsh and negative motivational tendency of performance evaluation resorted 

to by the appraisers belonging to polytechnic trade, to penalize senior faculty 

members through award of poor ratings of ACR/PER. Research has shown that 

faculty members who were awarded average ratings have shown good results and in 

80% of the cases the reporting officers have given good remarks in their 

performance reports and have acknowledged their good performance but even then 

they have given them average ratings. In 20% cases with average rating, the 

countersigning officer (Director General) have down graded the upper ratings 

awarded by the reporting officers inspite of very good remarks endorsed in the 

ACR/PER by the reporting officers and demonstration of good performance by the 

concerned faculty members. Research has shown that award of poor ratings of 

ACR/PER to the faculty members is not performance based rather it exhibit biased 

and discriminatory attitude of the reporting officers/countersigning officers against 

the faculty members. Since neither any feedback is given to the faculty members by 

the reporting officers about their performance and award of ACR/PER ratings nor  

average rating is communicated to them by the department after finalization of 

report, therefore, faculty members remain ignorant of it and hence cannot appeal 

against the same to the next competent authority for corrective action.  
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TABLE No. 30. 

           ACR/PER grading of Associate Professors (Polytechnic) from 1991 to  1995. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1991      18%    55%          27%    - 

1992      08%    62%          30%    - 

1993      08%    46%           46%    - 

1994        -    100%              -    - 

1995        -    100%       -                       -    

The statistics in table 30 show from 1991 to 1993 appraisers(Reporting Officers) 

pursued negative evaluation tendency. The ratio of average ratings range between 

27% to 46% regardless of the fact that the performance/ productivity of senior 

faculty members during the period under review remained good. This in turn reflect 

bias attitude of the appraisers towards faculty members. However, in 1994 and 1995 

there is marked change in  the evaluation tendency of appraisers and they have 

followed positive motivational approach by awarding good rating to 100% faculty 

members to appreciate their good performance. 

              TABLE No. 31. 

              ACR/PER grading of Associate Professors (Polytechnic) for 1996 to  2000. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1996     09%      91%    -    - 

1997        -     100%   -    - 

1998        -      85%  15%                   -    

1999     07%      79%  14%    - 

2000     14%                 57%  29%    -  

The statistics in table 31 indicate that  in 1996 and 1997, appraisers followed 

positive motivational approach with regard to making performance evaluation and 

awarding performance ratings to faculty members. However, from 1998 to 2000 

there is rampant increase in the ratio of average ratings being awarded to senior 

faculty members regardless of satisfactory performance displayed by them. 

Research has shown that with change of Director General(Countersigning Officer 

of ACRs/PERs) in 1997, who was known for his dictatorial approach in the 

administration, principals of the colleges/institutes(Appraisers/Reporting Officers) 

were also influenced by the autocratic style of Director(who was Reporting Officer 
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of the principals) and followed into his footsteps by awarding poor ratings to senior 

faculty members and thereby turning blind eye to the their good performance.  

  TABLE No. 32. 

              ACR/PER grading of Associate Professors (Polytechnic) for 2001 to  2006. 

 Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

2001      25%    50%  25%     - 

2002      16%    69%  15%     - 

2003      08%     85%  07%     - 

2004      14%    86%    -     - 

2005        -    100%    -     - 

2006       5%     95%     -     - 

The statistics in table 32 show that appraisers(Reporting Officers) followed 

negative evaluation policy in 2001 and 2002, by awarding average ratings of 

ACR/PER to 25% and 15% faculty members irrespective of their good performance 

during the period under review. Research shows that appraisers were swayed by 

their biased attitude towards senior faculty members. However, from 2003 to 2006, 

appraisers pursued positive motivational approach towards performance evaluation 

by appreciating good performance of faculty members through award of higher 

ratings of performance evaluation. 

5.8.9. Junior  Instructors(BPS-14)Manpower Training(Table No.33-36 ) 

 TABLE No. 33. 

          ACR/PER grading of Junior  Instructors (Manpower) for 1985 to 1990. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1985          -                70%         30%  - 

1986          -           85%         15%  - 

1987  -     90%         10%  - 

1988      05%     80%         15%  - 

1989      05%                70%         25%  - 

1990      10%     65%         25%  - 

The statistics in table 33 show that appraisers(Reporting Officers) belonging 

Manpower wing pursued negative evaluating policy against junior faculty members 

by awarding average ratings of ACR/PER within the range of minimum  10% in 

1987 and maximum 30% in 1985. Research has shown that good performance of 

faculty members was overshadowed by biased evaluation tendency of the 
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appraisers(Reporting Officers) culminating at award of poor ratings to faculty 

members. 

       TABLE No. 34. 

       ACR/PER grading of Junior Instructors (Manpower) from 1991 to  1995. 

       Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

       1991     05%      65%  30%   - 

       1992     15%      60%  25%   - 

       1993     10%           75%             15%   - 

       1994     15%      85%     -   - 

       1995      20%     80%    -    - 

The statistics in table 34 indicate negative and strict evaluation propensity of 

appraisers from 1991 to 1993 where the ratio of average ratings remained 30%, 

25% and 15% respectively. However, during 1994 and 1995,appraisers followed 

positive motivation policy with regard to performance  evaluation by granting 

higher ratings to the faculty members to reciprocate their good performance. 

           TABLE No. 35. 

           ACR/PER grading of Trade Instructors (Manpower) for 1996 to 2000. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1996      18%     78%          02%          02% 

1997      18%    72%          04%          06% 

1998      14%    74%          06%          06% 

1999      18%    75%           02%          05% 

2000      25%    65%          03%          07% 

The statistics in table 35 show autocratic and negative evaluation style of the 

appraisers where faculty members have been penalized with grant of below average 

ratings from 1996 to 2000 to penalize display of poor performance by them. 

However, the ratio of very good and good ratings during the period under review is 

quite consistent and considerable. The results indicate transparent and fair display 

of performance evaluation by the appraisers to award excellent good performers and 

to punish the poor performers.  
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 TABLE No. 36. 

          ACR/PER grading of Junior Instructors (Manpower) for 2001 to 2005. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

2001       22%    67%        05%         06% 

2002       27%    70%        02%         01% 

2003       35%    65%   -      - 

2004       33%    67%   -      - 

2005       34%    66%       -      - 

The statistics in table 36 show that appraisers (Reporting Officers) have pursued 

fair policy of performance evaluation by penalizing poor performers with average 

and below average ratings and awarding  good and excellent performers with good 

and very good ratings.   

5.8.10. Lecturers. (BPS-17) Manpower Training (Table No.37 - 40 ) 

TABLE No. 37. 

            ACR/PER grading of Trade Instructors (Manpower) for 1985 to 1990. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1985       05%    85%        10%  - 

1986       10%    90%            -  - 

1987       10%    80%         10%  - 

1988       05%    95%             -  - 

1989       04%    90%          06%  - 

The statistics in table 37 show transparent and fair evaluation style of the appraisers 

to give lower ratings to poor performers and award excellent and good performers 

with higher ratings of ACR/PER. On the other side it shows improvement in the 

performance of faculty members. 

           TABLE No. 38. 

            ACR/PER grading of Trade Instructors (Manpower) for 1991 to  1995. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1991       20%     80%  -  - 

1992       10%     85%  -  - 

1993          25%     75%  -  - 

1994       35%     65%  -  - 

1995       38%     62%  -  - 
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The statistics in table 37 show transparent and fair evaluation style of the appraisers 

to give lower ratings to poor performers and award excellent and good performers 

with higher ratings of ACR/PER. 

TABLE No. 39. 

            ACR/PER grading of Trade Instructors (Manpower) for 1996 to  2000. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1996      25%    75%            -    - 

1997      40%    60%            -    -  

1998      30%    65%          03%  02% 

1999      50%    50%  -    - 

2000      17%    83%             -    - 

The statistics in table 39 show that appraisers (Reporting Officers) have 

pursued positive motivational tendency by giving higher ratings of ACR/PER to the 

faculty members to induce them for higher level of performance except in 1988 

where 03% faculty members have been given average ratings and 02% have been 

given below average ratings.  

           TABLE No. 40. 

            ACR/PER grading of Trade Instructors (Manpower) for 2001 to 2006. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

2001      33%    67%            -    - 

2002      20%    80%            -    - 

2003      40%    40%            08%  12% 

2004      60%    20%            12%  08% 

2005      45%    40%            10%  05% 

2006      40%    50%            10%    - 

The statistics in table 40 show that appraisers(Reporting Officers) have pursued 

positive motivational tendency by giving higher rating of ACR/PER to the faculty 

members except 2003 to 2005 where 12%, 08% and 05% of the faculty members 

have been penalized with grant of below average ratings for showing poor 

performance. Research indicates that appraisers, on the whole, have followed fair 

policy of evaluation to award excellent and good performers with very good and 

good ratings and to punish poor performers with average and below average ratings.    
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5.8.11. Assistant Professors (BPS-18) Manpower Training (Table No.41 – 44 ) 
TABLE No. 41. 

            ACR/PER grading of Assistant Professor (Manpower) for 1985 to  1990. 

Year. Very Good.  Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1985      25%              75%          -                     - 

1986      20%   80%          -                     - 

1987      40%   60%          -                     - 

1988      70%              25%        05%         - 

1989      55%   45%             -                     - 

1990      60%   40%           -                     - 

The statistics in table 41 show positive motivational tendency of the 

appraiser(Reporting Officers) where faculty members excellent performance of 

faculty members has been reciprocated with award of higher ratings of ACR/PER. 

From 1987 to 1990 in particular, appraisers(Reporting Officers) have demonstrated 

very positive tendency with  ratios of very good ratings have been  40% ,70%, 55% 

and 60% respectively.  

TABLE No. 42. 

            ACR/PER grading of Assistant Professor (Manpower) from 1991 to  1995. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1991      70%     30%           -           - 

1992      60%     40%            -          - 

1993      65%     35%  -          - 

1994      70%     30%  -          -  

1995      75%     25%  -          - 

The statistics in table 42 show positive motivational tendency of 

appraisers(Reporting Officers) on one side  to award faculty members for display of 

excellent performance and on the other side it depicts marked consistency of   

performance improvement of the faculty members. The award of highest ratings 

(very good)of ACR/PER to the faculty has reached to 75% in 1995.               
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TABLE No. 43. 

           ACR/PER grading of Assistant Professor (Manpower) for 1995 to 2000. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

1996       63%     37%     -    - 

1997       62%     38%     -    - 

1998       50%     50%     -    - 

1999       50%     37%    13%    - 

2000       62%     38%      -     - 

The statistics in table 43 show positive motivational tendency of 

appraisers(Reporting Officers) on one side  to award faculty members for display of 

excellent performance and on the other side it depicts marked consistency of   

performance improvement of the faculty members. The results, in turn, reflects 

consistent improvement in the performance of faculty members. 

TABLE No. 44. 

ACR/PER grading of Assistant Professor (Manpower) for 2001 to  2006. 

Year. Very Good.    Good.    Average.     Below Average 

2001      40%     60%           -           - 

2002       -     100%          -           - 

2003      25%     75%            -          - 

2004       -     100%           -          - 

2005      20%     80%            -          - 

2006      15%     85%            -          - 

5.9.   Performance Appraisal ( Broken Periods)  

 When the Reporting Officers are changed due to transfer of  faculty members to an other 

college before the end of a calendar year or due to the transfer of Reporting Officers to 

other Colleges/Institutes, the PER of these faculty members will be reported by two 

different Reporting Officers for the broken periods of one calendar year. Research has 

shown that the view point of different Reporting Officers coincide with each other and the 

employee concerned is given different grades of PER. The following tables will explain the 

variance in performance appraisal standards due to broken periods. The data in question 

given in the tables pertains to the faculty members of Commerce Wing and 

Polytechnic/vocational Wing which represent two major segments of Technical Education 

Department, N.W.F.P. and as such it has been taken as a sample and the results obtained 

from it are generalized to  Manpower Training Wing.  
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5.9.1. ( Commerce Wing Faculty’s Broken Periods PERs) 

Table No. 45. 

  BPS.  V.Good/ Good. V.Good/Average. Good/Average  Good/Below Average. 

    14.             58%       12%     15%%   

    17           17%        20%                 09%    - 

    18           09%        10%         43%             9%  

    19           17%         -       25%   17% 

5.9.2.  (Polytechnic/Vocational Wing Faculty’s Broken Periods PERs). 

Table No. 46. 

   BPS.  V.Good/ Good. V.Good/Average. Good/Average  Good/Below Average. 
    14.     20%           10%      40%   03%   
    17     21%                      09%      41%   03% 
    18     28%                 08%     36%   08% 
    19     13%              -       47%       - 
   
5.10. Findings. 

Scrutiny of the above two tables demonstrates the existence of drastic variation in the 

approach of different reporting officers about the assessment and evaluation of faculty 

members performance for the broken periods of one reporting year. Table 1.3-1 

demonstrates the statistics of Commerce Faculty. The PERs with “ Very Good” grading 

versus “Good” grading range between 9% to 58%, “Very Good” versus “Average” being 

10% to 20%, “Good” versus “Average” remained 9% to 43% and “Good” versus “Below 

Average” remained 9% for Assistant Professors and 17% for the Associate Professors. The 

magnitude and degree of variance in the grading of reporting awarded to senior faculty 

members by the Reporting Officers of Commerce wing establish their biased, 

discriminatory and unstandardized approach towards performance appraisal. 

Table 46 portray the picture of performance appraisal done by the Reporting Officers of 

Polytechnic wing. The ratio of variance between “Very Good” and “Good” grading runs 

between 13% to 28%, “Very Good” and “Average” 8% to 10% , “Good” versus “ Average” 

36% to 47% and “Good” versus “Below Average” remained 3% to 8%. However, senior 

faculty members were comparatively  harshly treated with ratio of 8% negative reporting.  

 Research has proved this notion by the fact that some faculty members who have 

been given Very Good or Good   grading in the first three quarters of the reporting year by 

one Reporting Officer have been subjected to lower or negative grading by an other 

Reporting Officer in the last quarter of the same year.  This scenario proves the fact of lack 



 123

of clear standards of performance, unstandardized techniques of performance appraisal, 

lack of feedback to the employees and biased attitudes of some Reporting Officers  

allowing them to use discretionary powers unfairly and adopt whimsical approach towards 

evaluation of job performance of subordinate employees. This situation really jeopardizes 

the whole essence and spirit of performance appraisal and bottlenecks the chances of 

improvement of employees’ performance. Conversely, it breeds heartburning and 

professional jealousies which may prove detrimental for the development and growth of 

any institution or organization, setting aside the chances of success for the accomplishment 

of organizational goals.  

5.11. Descriptive Analysis of Primary Data.  
 
Descriptive analysis of the data collected from the respondents is done in the following 18 

tables. The statistics in  table 47 to table 55 indicate that  the data has been analyzed 

according to 5 scales/options given in the questionnaire. 

Table 47. 
Option Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 
 
SA 
 A 
SD 
 D 
 U 
Total 

69     25.3 
93     34.1 
48     17.6 
54     19.8 
09       3.3 
273   100 

No. %
60        22.0 
97        35.5 
32        11.7 
59        21.6  
25          9.2 
273     100.0 

No. %
  55       20.1 
108       39.6 
  45       16.5 
  54       19.8 
  11       04.0 
273     100.0 

No. %
57       20.9 
100     36.6 
35       12.8 
63        23.1  
18        06.6 
273     100.0 

No. %
54        19.8 
130      47.6 
18        06.6 
28        10.3 
43        15.8 
273     100.0 

No. %
43     15.8 
122    44.7 
22      08.0 
35      12.8 
51      18.7 
273  100.0 

No. %

Source:- Field Survey. 

Table 47 shows the following results:- 

Appraisers qualifications and Experience. Q1 relates to the variable showing 

appraisers’(ROs) qualifications and experience to effectively evaluate faculty members' job 

performance. The view point of respondents indicate that 25.3% strongly agree, 34.1% 

agree,17.6% strongly disagree, 19.8% disagree and 3.3% of them remained undecided with 

the contention given in q1. 

Appraisers Capability. Q2 relates to appraisers’ (ROs) capability to differentiate between 

good performance and poor performance.  22% respondents strongly agree, 35.5% agree, 

11.7% strongly disagree, 21.6% disagree and 9.2% remained undecided with the view point 

contained in q2.  

Appraisers Quantitative Approach. Q3 relates to the tendency of appraisers (ROs) to 

focus attention on the quantitative aspect of faculty members' job out put while evaluating 

their performance. The opinion of respondents indicate  that 20.1% strongly agree, 39.6% 
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agree, 16.5% strongly disagree, 19.8% disagree and 4% of them remained undecided with 

the view point contained in q3.  

Appraisers Qualitative Approach. Q4 relates to qualitative approach of the appraisers 

(ROs) showing their tendency to admire the quality aspect of faculty members' job 

performance. 20.9% of the total respondents strongly agree, 36.6% strongly agree, 12.8% 

strongly disagree, 23.1% disagree and 6.6% remained undecided with regard to the view 

point contained in q4. 

Appraisers Annoying Attitude. Q5 shows annoying attitude of the appraisers(ROs) in 

response to average/poor performance of faculty members. Of the total respondents, 19.8% 

strongly agree,47.6% agree, 6.6% strongly disagree, 10.3% disagree and 15.8% remained 

undecided with the view point laid down in q5. 

Appraisers Penalizing Attitude. Q6 shows penalizing attitude of the appraisers(ROs) by 

giving poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members in case of their failure to achieve 

the targets. Of the total respondents,15.8% strongly agree, 44.7% agree, 8.1% strongly 

disagree,12.8% disagree and 18.7% remained undecided with the view point given in q6. 

Table 48. 
Option Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 
 
SA 
 A 
SD 
 D 
 U 
Total 

41     15.0 
73     26.7 
71     26.0 
68     24.9 
20       7.3 
273 100.0 

No %
59        21.6 
62        22.7 
48        17.6 
88        32.2 
16        05.9 
273     100.0 

No. %
72         26.4 
77         28.2 
46         16.8 
69         25.3 
 9          03.3 
273     100.0 

No. %
62        22.7 
81        29.7 
39        14.3 
55        20.1 
36        13.2 
273     100.0 

No. %
41      15.0 
67       24.5 
76       27.8 
73       26.7 
16       05.9 
273   100.0 

No. %
44         16.1 
54         19.8 
67         24.5 
89         32.6 
19         07.0 
273      100 

No. %

Source:- Field Survey. 

Table 48 shows the following results:-  
Consideration of Hygiene Factor. Q7 shows consideration by the appraisers(ROs) of 

hygiene factor by taking into account potential problems on the  job which negatively 

affects faculty members performance on the job. Of the total respondents, 15% strongly, 

26.7% agree, 26% strongly disagree, 24.9% disagree and 7.3% remained undecided about 

the contention laid down in q-7. 

Evaluation Trend of Appraisers. Q8 shows evaluation trend of appraisers(ROs) giving 

due weightage to the professional qualifications and experience of faculty members. Of the 

total respondents, 21.6%strongly agree, 22.7% agree, 17.6% strongly disagree, 32.2% 

disagree and 5.9% remained undecided. 

Motivational Approach of Appraisers. Q9 shows motivational approach of the appraisers 

by giving due credit to the faculty members for their excellent performance. Out of total 
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respondents, 26.4% strongly agree, 28.2% agree, 16.8% strongly disagree, 25.3% disagree 

and 3.3% remain undecided with motivation approach of the appraisers. 

Autocratic Approach of Appraisers.Q10 shows that appraisers adopt autocratic approach 

by dictating job objectives to the faculty members. Of the total respondents, 22.7% strongly 

agree, 29.75 agree, 14.3% strongly disagree, 21.1% disagree and 13.2% remained 

undecided with the view point that appraisers resort to autocratic approach in setting job 

objectives for the faculty members.  

Provision of work place facilities (Hygiene Factor) by appraisers.Q11 shows that 

appraisers take all practical steps to provide faculty members with requisite facilities on the 

job to further improve their performance and output. Out of total respondents, 15 % 

strongly agree, 24.5% agree, 27.8% strongly disagree, 26.7% disagree and 5.9% remained 

undecided with the contention that appraisers give due consideration to the provision of on 

the job facilities to the faculty members. 

 Democratic Approach of Appraisers.Q12 shows that appraisers adopt democratic style 

by allowing faculty members to discuss their job targets/objectives. Out of total 

respondents, 16.1% strongly agree, 19.8% agree, 24.5% strongly disagree, 32.6% disagree 

and 7% remained undecided with regard to the contention that appraisers resort democratic 

style in setting job objectives/targets for the faculty members.  

Table 49. 
option 
 

Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 

 
SA 
  A 
SD 
  D 
  U 
 Total 
 

54     19.8 
65     23.8 
46     16.8 
96     35.2 
12       4.4 
273   100 

No. %
  33       12.1 
  57       20.9 
  64       23.4 
104       38.1 
  15         5.5 
 273       100 

No. %
39        14.3 
96        35.2 
45        16.5 
73        26.7 
20          7.3 
273      100 

No. %
38        13.9 
70        25.6 
41        15.0 
75        27.5 
49        17.9 
273      100 

No. %
40        14.7 
70        25.6 
56        20.5 
90        33.0 
17         6.2 
273       100 

No. %
48        17.6 
58        21.2 
47        17.2 
106      38.8 
14          5.1 
273      100 

No. %

 Source:- Field Survey. 

The statistics in table 49 indicates the following results:- 

Verbal Feedback. Q13 relates to verbal feedback given by the appraisers to the faculty 

members through discussion of their performance. Of the total respondents, 19.8%strongly 

agree, 23.8% agree, 16.8% strongly disagree, 35.2% disagree and 4.4% remained 

undecided about the view point given in q13. 

Written Feedback. Q14 relates to written feedback by the appraisers to the faculty 

members if they show excellent performance. Of the total respondents, 12.1% strongly, 
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20.9% agree, 23.4%strongly disagree, 38.1% disagree and 5.5%remained undecided 

regarding view point discussed in q14. 

Indirect Feedback by Appraisers. Q15 pertains to indirect feedback given by the 

appraisers(ROs) to the faculty members through their co-workers if they show poor 

performance. Of the total respondents, 14.3% strongly agree, 35.2% agree, 16.5% strongly 

disagree, 26.7% disagree and 7.3% remained undecided about view point contained in q15. 

Facilitating Role of Appraisers. Q16 shows facilitating role of the appraisers to the 

faculty members. Of the total respondents, 13.9% strongly agree, 25.6% agree, 15% 

strongly disagree, 27.5% disagree and 17.9% remained undecided about the contention 

given in q16. 

Relevancy of Feedback. Q17 shows relevancy of feedback given by the appraisers with 

the job performance of faculty members. Of the total respondents, 14.7% strongly agree, 

25.6% agree, 20.5% strongly disagree, 33 % disagree and 6.2% remained undecided about 

the view point contained in q17. 

Relevant and Sufficient Feedback. Q18 shows relevancy and sufficiency of feedback 

given to the faculty members to overcome their performance short comings. Of the total 

respondents, 17.6% strongly agree, 21.2% agree, 17.2% strongly disagree, 38.8% disagree 

with view point discussed in q18 whereas 5.1% remained undecided in this regard. 

Table 50. 
Option Q19 Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23 Q24 
 
SA 
 A 
SD 
 D 
 U 
Total 

 27   09.9 
 45   16.5 
45   16.5 
115   42.1 
 41   15.0 
273   100 

No. %
   82     30.0 
 123     45.1 
   22     08.1 
   19     07.0 
   27     09.9 
 273    100   
  
 
 

No. %
 53        19.4 
 74        27.1 
 31        11.4 
 68        24.9 
 47        17.2 
273       100 

No. %
 48      17.6 
69       25.3 
33       12.1 
88       32.2 
35       12.8 
273      100  
  
  
 

No. %
  40      14.3 
115      42.3 
  39      14.3 
  44      16.2 
  35      12.9 
 273     100 
   
   
 

No. %
  28     10.3 
  69     25.3 
  36     13.2 
 114     41.8 
   26     09.5 
273     100 
 

No. %

Source:- Field Survey.       

The statistics in table 50 shows the following results:- 

Written appreciation by the appraisers. Q19 relates to written admiration of faculty 

members by the appraisers(ROs)if they show excellent performance. Of  the total 

respondents, 9.9% strongly agree, 16.5% agree, 16.5% strongly disagree and 42.1% 

disagree with the contention discussed in q19 whereas 15% remained undecided in this 

regard. 
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Need for additional Feedback. Q20 shows the need of additional feedback by the faculty 

members to know whether they have achieved their job objectives. Of the total 

respondents, 30% strongly agree, 45.1% agree, 8.1% strongly disagree and 7% disagree 

with the contention laid down in q20 whereas 9.9% remained undecided in this regard. 

Penalizing Attitude of the appraisers. Q21 shows penalizing attitude of the appraisers if 

the faculty members fail to achieve the job targets and objectives. Of the total respondents, 

19.4% strongly agree, 27.1% agree, 11.4% strongly disagree and 24.9% disagree with the 

contention contained in q21 whereas 17.2% remained undecided in this regard. 

Positive Motivational Tendency of the appraisers. Q22 relates to positive motivational 

approach of the appraisers(ROs) to give due credit to the faculty members by awarding 

them with higher ratings of PER(ACR) in recognition of their excellent performance. Of 

the total respondents, 17.6%strongly agree, 25.3% agree, and 12.1% strongly disagree with 

the contention that appraisers (ROs) pursue positive motivational approach whereas 12.8% 

remained undecided .  

Taunting Behavior of the appraisers. Q23 relates to adoption of taunting behavior by the 

appraisers to see poor performance of faculty members. Of the total respondents, 14.3% 

strongly agree, 42.3% agree, 14.3% strongly disagree and 16.2% disagree with the 

contention that appraisers(ROs) resort to reprimanding attitude to see poor performance of 

faculty members whereas 12.9% remained undecided. 

Recognition of good work. Q24 shows that appraisers(ROs) give adequate recognition to 

the faculty members for achievement of their job objectives. Of the total 

respondents,10.3% strongly agree, 25.3% agree, 13.2% strongly disagree and 41.8% 

disagree with the view point that appraisers give recognition to encourage achievement of 

job objectives whereas 9.5% respondents remained undecided.          

Table 51. 

Option Q25 Q26 Q27 Q28 Q29 Q30 
 
SA 
 A 
SD 
 D 
 U 
Total 

  52   19.0 
  73   26.7 
  58   21.2 
  80   29.3 
  10   03.7  
273  100   
 

No. %
  87      31.9 
124      45.4 
  21       7.7 
  17       6.2 
  24       8.8  
273     100 

No. %
  89      32.6 
 119      43.6 
   31      11.4 
 21       7.7 
13       4.8      
273     100 

No. %
 39       14.3  
71       26.0 
29       10.6 
71       26.0 
63       23.1 
273      100 

No. %
 32       11.7 
58       21.2 
45       16.5 
90       33.0 
48       17.6 
273      100 

No. %
 43        15.8 
71        26 
47        17.2 
82        30 
30        11 
273      100 

No. %

Source:- Field Survey. 
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The statistics in table 51 shows the following results:-  

Creation of Conducive Working Environment by the appraisers. Q25 relates to the 

creation of conducive working environment for the faculty members to improve their 

performance (hygiene factor). Of the total respondents, 19% strongly agree, 26.7% agree, 

21.2% strongly disagree and 29.3% disagree with the view point that appraisers take 

practical steps for creation of conducing working environment whereas 3.7% remained 

undecided. 

Enhancement of Faculty’s Satisfaction level. Q26 relates to enhancement of satisfaction 

level of faculty members as a result of reward given to them by the appraisers (ROs) for 

good performance. Of the total respondents, 31.9% strongly agree, 45.4% agree, 7.7% 

strongly disagree and 6.2% disagree with the contention that reward for good performance 

enhance satisfaction level of faculty members, whereas 8.8% remained undecided. 

Enhancement of Faculty’s Motivation level.Q27 shows that motivation level and 

performance level of faculty members get elevated as result of appreciation of their job by 

the appraisers (ROs). Of the total respondents, 32.6% strongly agree, 43.6% agree, 11.4% 

strongly disagree and 7.7% disagree with the contention that due appreciation by the 

appraisers of faculty members job enhance their motivation level / effort level to show 

higher level of performance whereas 4.8% remained undecided in this regard. 

Appreciation of faculty’s professional honesty. Q28 relates to appreciation of faculty 

members' professional honesty by the appraisers. Of the total respondents, 14.3% strongly 

agree, 26% agree, 10.6% strongly disagree, and 26% disagree with the contention that 

appraisers appreciate professional honesty of faculty members, whereas 23.1% remained 

undecided in this regard. 

Positive Motivational attitude of the appraisers. Q29 shows positive motivational 

attitude of the appraisers(ROs) by giving higher grading of PER(ACR) to the faculty 

members to enhance their efforts level. Of the total respondents, 11.7% respondents 

strongly agree, 21.2% agree, 16.5% strongly disagree and 33% disagree with the view point 

that appraisers (ROs) enjoy motivating his subordinates, whereas 17.6% remained 

undecided in this respect. 

Link of Promotion with Job Objectives.Q30 shows the link of promotion with 

achievement of job objectives. Of the total respondents, 15.8% strongly agree, 26% agree, 

17.2% strongly disagree and 30% disagree with the view point that promotion of faculty 

members is linked with achievement of job objectives whereas 11% remained undecided. 
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Table 52. 

Source:- Field Survey.   

The statistics in table 52 shows the following results:- 

Appraisers biasness for personal loyalty. Q31 shows appraisers’ biasness towards faculty 

members giving weightage to their personal loyalty than their performance / out put on the 

job. Of the total respondents, 16.8% strongly agree, 28.6% agree, 14.3% strongly disagree 

and 26.7% disagree with the view point that appraisers out weigh personal loyalty of 

faculty members with them than their performance / out put on the. However, 13.6% 

respondents remained undecided in this regard. 

Appraisers discriminatory treatment. Q32 relates to discriminatory treatment of the 

appraisers (ROs) with faculty members treating them all at equal footings irrespective of 

difference in their level of performance and out put. Of the total respondents, 15.8% 

strongly agree, 40.7% agree, 12.5% strongly disagree and 21.6% disagree with the notion 

that appraisers (ROs) make resort  to discriminatory treatment, whereas 9.5% remained 

undecided. 

Appraisers’ Personal Annoyance. Q33 shows personal annoyance of the appraisers with 

faculty members by giving them poor ratings of PER(ACR), turning blind eye to their good 

performance. Of the total respondents, 18.3% strongly agree, 32.2% agree, 16.8% strongly 

disagree and 25.3% disagree with the view point that appraisers(ROs) get swayed by 

personal annoyance with faculty tempting them to show biasness in giving them poor 

ratings of PER(ACR). However, 7.3% respondents remained undecided in this respect. 

Faculty’s Job Stress. Q34 shows job stress of the faculty members caused by appraisers' 

(ROs) biasness towards their performance evaluation and in granting PER (ACR) ratings to 

them. Of the total respondents, 14.7% strongly agree, 39.6% agree, 16.8% strongly 

disagree and 19.8% disagree with the notion that faculty members' job stress is caused by 

biased attitude of the appraisers (ROs) towards their performance evaluation. However, 

9.2% respondents remained undecided in this respect.  

Option Q31 Q32 Q33 Q34 Q35 Q36 
 
SA 
 A 
SD 
 D 
 U 
 Total 
 

No. %
 46   16.8 
 78   28.6 
 39   14.3 
 73   26.7 
 37   13.6 
273   100 

No. %
  43     15.8 
111     40.7 
  34     12.5 
  59     21.6 
  26      9.5 
273     100 

No. %
 50      18.3 
 88      32.2 
 46      16.8 
 69      25.3 
 20      07.3 
273     100 

No. %
 40       14.7 
108      39.6 
 46       16.8 
 54       19.8 
 25       09.2 
273      100 

No. %
  28      10.3 
  29      10.6 
  32      11.7 
119      43.6 
  65      23.8 
273     100 

No. %
  20       7.3 
  40      14.7 
  27        9.9 
121      44.3 
  65      23.8 
273      100 
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Negative impacts of appraisers’ biasness. Q35 shows negative affects of appraisers 

(ROs) biasness on the performance and out put of faculty members. Of the total 

respondents, 23.8% strongly agree, 43.6% agree, 11.7% strongly disagree and 10.6% 

disagree with the notion that appraisers (ROs) biasness negatively affect faculty members 

performance/out put. However, 10.3% respondents remained undecided in this respect.  

Positive impacts of appraisers’ unbiased attitude. Q36 shows positive impacts of 

appraisers (ROs) unbiased attitude inducing faculty members to show higher level of 

performance. Of the total respondents, 23.8% strongly agree, 44.3% agree, 9.9% strongly 

disagree and 14.7% disagree with the notion that unbiased attitude of the faculty members 

cause temptation to the faculty members to show higher level of performance. However, 

7.3% respondents remained undecided in this respect.             

Table 53. 
Option Q37 Q38 Q39 Q40 Q41 Q42 
 
 SA 
  A 
 SD 
  D  
  U 
Total 

45 16.5 
64 23.4 
38 13.9 
77 28.2 
49 17.9 

273   100 

No. %
39 14.7 

111   40.7 
  41  15.0 
  61   22.3 
  20   07.3 
273   100 

No. %
 86        31.5 
104       38.1 
  27       09.9 
  29       10.6 
  27       09.9 
273      100 

No. %
46   16.8 

102     37.4 
  41     15.0 
  55     20.1 
  29     10.6 
273    100 

No. %
33 12.1 
68 24.9 
60 22.0 
72 26.4 
40    14.7 

273      100 

No. %
22 08.1 
98 35.9 
49 17.9 
65    23.8 
39 14.3 

273      100 

No. %

   Source:- Field Survey.        

The statistics in table 53 shows the following findings:- 

Performance Rating Standards. Q37 shows that appraisers(ROs) take into account 

performance rating standards while evaluating faculty members' job performance. Of the 

total respondents, 16.5% strongly agree, 23.4% agree, 13.9% strongly disagree and 28.2% 

disagree with the contention that appraisers (ROs) take into account performance rating 

standards. However, 17.9% respondents remained undecided. 

Favoritism/Nepotism by appraisers. Q38 shows that appraisers (ROs) give performance 

ratings that reflect his/her personal likes and dislikes (favoritism/nepotism) of the 

employees. Of the total respondents, 14.7% strongly agree, 40.7% agree, 15% strongly 

disagree and 22.3% disagree with the view point that appraisers (ROs) pursue the policy of 

employees' personal likes and dislikes in awarding performance ratings to them. However, 

7.3% respondents remained undecided.  

Impact of appraisers’ negative remarks in the PER.Q39 shows that negative remarks of 

appraisers (ROs) in the PERs of faculty members can deprive them of promotion chance. 

Of the total respondents, 31.5% strongly agree, 38.1% agree, 9.9% strongly disagree and 

10.6% disagree with the view point that negative remarks of the appraisers (ROs) in the 
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PERs of faculty members can deprive them of promotion chance. However, 9.9 % 

respondents remained undecided.  

Appraisers’ biasness in comparing faculty performance outcomes.Q40 shows 

appraisers’ (ROs) biasness in comparing performance outcomes/results of different faculty 

members. Of the total respondents, 16.8% strongly agree, 37.4% agree, 15% strongly 

disagree and 20.1% disagree with the contention that appraisers show biasness in 

comparing faculty members job out put. However, 10.6% of the respondents remained 

undecided in this regard.  

Suitability of PER(ACR) forms. Q41 shows suitability of PER(ACR) forms for proper 

performance evaluation of faculty members. Of the total respondents, 12.1% strongly 

agree, 24.9% agree, 22% strongly disagree and 26.4% disagree with the notion pertaining 

to suitability of PER(ACR) form proper evaluation of faculty members job  performance. 

However, 14.7% respondents remained undecided in this regard.   

Congruence of appraisal system with job contents of faculty.Q42 shows relevance/ 

congruence  of existing performance appraisal system with job contents of faculty 

members. Of the total respondents, 8.1% strongly agree, 35.9% agree, 17.9% strongly 

disagree and 23.8% disagree with the contention that existing appraisal system matches 

with job contents of faculty members. However,14.3% respondents remained undecided in 

this regard. 

Table 54 
Option Q43 Q44 Q45 Q46 Q47 Q48 
 
SA 
 A 
SD 
 D 
 U 
Total 

35     12.8 
67     24.5 

  61      22.3 
  86      31.5 
  24      08.8 
273     100 

No. %
35     12.8 
62     22.7 
67     24.5 
92      33.7 
17      06.2 

273    100 

No. %
44 16.1 
51      18.7 
52      19.0 
89      32.6 
37      13.6 
273     100 

No. %
40 14.7 
85 31.1 

  37      13.6 
 67       24.5 
  44       16.1 
273       100 

No. %
49 17.9 
39 14.3 
53 19.4 
113     41.4 
  19     07.0 
273     100 

No. %
45    16.5 
77    28.2 
27    09.9 
91    33.3 
33    12.1 
273   100 

No. %

Source:- Field Survey. 

The statistics in table 54 show the following results:- 

Comprehensiveness of PER(ACR) forms.Q43 shows comprehensiveness of PER(ACR) 

forms covering all aspects/ dimensions of faculty members job performance. Of the total 

respondents, 12.8% strongly agree, 24.5% agree, 22.3% strongly disagree and 31.5% 

disagree with the contention that existing PER(ACR) cover all aspects/dimensions of 

faculty members job performance. However, 8.8% respondents remained undecided in this 

regard. 
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PER’s(ACR’s) role in improving performance/productivity. Q44 shows that existing 

PER(ACR) form helps in improving the performance/ productivity of faculty members. Of 

the total respondents, 12.8% strongly agree, 22.7% agree, 24.5% strongly disagree and 

33.7% disagree with the notion that existing appraisal system helps in improving the 

performance and productivity of faculty members. However, 6.2% respondents remained 

undecided in this regard.  

Impact of PER(ACR) on routine duties. Q45 shows the positive impact of PER(ACR) 

system on the routine duties of faculty members. Of the total respondents, 16.1% strongly 

agree, 18.7% agree, 19% strongly disagree and 32.6% disagree with the contention 

showing impact of existing appraisal system on the routine duties of faculty members. 

However, 13.6% respondents remained undecided. 

Appreciation of faculty’s professional competencies. Q46 shows appreciation of faculty 

members' professional competencies by appraisers. Of the total respondents, 14.7% 

strongly agree, 31.1% agree, 13.6% strongly disagree and 24.5% disagree with the notion 

that appraisers (ROs) appreciates professional competencies of faculty members. However, 

16.1% respondents remained undecided in this regard.  

Faculty’s personal problems’ consideration by appraisers. Q47 relates to consideration 

of personal problems of faculty members by the appraisers (ROs) which negatively affect 

their performance on the job. Of the total respondents, 17.9% strongly agree,14.3% agree, 

19.4% strongly disagree and 41.4% disagree with the notion that appraisers (ROs) take into 

account personal problems of faculty members which affect their performance on the job. 

However, 7% of the respondents remained undecided in this regard. 

Appraisers’ help to faculty. Q48 shows that appraisers extend support to faculty members 

to accomplish their job objectives. Of the total respondents, 16.5% strongly agree, 28.2% 

agree, 9.9% strongly disagree and 33.3% disagree with the notion that faculty members get 

needed support from appraisers (ROs) for accomplishment of their job objectives. 

However, 12.1% respondents remained undecided in this regard.  
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Table 55. 
Option Q49 Q50 
 
SA 
 A 
SD 
 D 
 U 
Total 

 36      13.2 
 58      21.2 
 42      15.4 
104     38.1 
  33     12.1 
273     100 

No. %
44  16.2 
68 25.0 
36     14.7 
89 32.7 
31 11.4 

273      100 

No. %

          Source:- Field Survey. 

The statistics in table 55 shows the following results:- 

Availability of Resources to faculty. Q49 shows availability of enough resources at the 

disposal of faculty members to accomplish their job objectives. Of the total respondents, 

13.2% strongly agree, 21.2% agree, 15.4% strongly disagree and 38.1% disagree with the 

notion that sufficient resources are available to the faculty members to accomplish their job 

objectives. However, 12.1% respondents remained undecided in this regard. 

Equal treatment of appraisers with faculty. Q50 relates to engagement of faculty 

members at an equal level of morality and justice by the appraisers (ROs). Of the total 

respondents, 16.2% strongly agree, 25% agree, 14.7% strongly disagree and 32.7% 

disagree with the notion that appraisers engage all faculty members at an equal level of 

morality and justice. However, 11.4% respondents remained undecided in this regard. 

5.12.  Clipping of Primary Data. 

The statistics in table no.56 to 64 shows the clipped responses of respondents already 

tabulated in table no.47 to 55 above. The following tables show summarized responses of 

all fifty items embodied in the questionnaire. 

Table 56. 

Option Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 
 
Agree 
 
Disagree 
 
   Total 
 

162  61.4 
 
102  38.6 
 
264   100 

No %
157   63.3 
 
91     36.7 
 
248     100 

No. %
163   62.2 
 
99     37.8 
 
262   100 

No. %
157   61.6 
 
 98    38.4 
 
255    100 

No. %
184     80  
 
  46     20 
 
255    100 

No. %
165  74.3 
 
 57   25.7 
 
222   100 

No %

Source:- Field Survey. 

The statistics in table 56 show the following results:- 

Appraisers’ Qualification/Experience. Q1 shows that 61.4% respondents agree and 

38.6%disagree with the contention that appraisers (ROs) possess requisite qualification and 

experience for conducting effective performance evaluations of faculty members.  
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Appraisers’ Capability Dimension. Q2 shows that 63.3 % respondents agree and 36.7% 

disagree with the contention that appraisers (ROs) possess the capability to differentiate 

between good performance and poor performance. 

Appraisers’ Quantitative Approach. Q3 shows that 62.2% respondents agree and 37.8% 

disagree with the view point that appraisers (ROs) focus on quantitative aspect of faculty 

members' job out put. 

Appraisers’ Qualitative Approach. Q4 shows that 61.6% respondents agree and 38.4% 

disagree with the view point that appraisers (ROs) like to admire the quality aspect of 

faculty members' job performance / out put. 

Appraisers’ Annoying Attitude. Q5 shows that 80% respondents agree and 20% disagree 

with the contention that appraisers adopt annoying attitude to see average/poor 

performance of faculty members. 

Penalizing attitude of appraisers . Q6 shows that 74..3% respondents agree and 25.7% 

disagree  with view point that appraisers (ROs) make resort to penalizing attitude by giving 

poor ratings of PER (ACR) to the faculty members, if they fail to achieve the targets. 

Figure-7 demonstrates evaluation trends of appraisers which is based on q-3,4, 5, 6 and 22 

given in table 56 and 59. 

         Figure -7.  Evaluation Trends of Appraisers. 
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Table 57. 
Option Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 
 
Agree 
 
Disagree 
 
   Total 
 

114   45.1 
 
139   54.9 
 
253   100 

No %
121   47.1 
 
136   52.9 
 
257   100 

No. %
149    56.4 
 
115    43.6 
 
264    100 

No. %
143    60.3 
 
94      39.7 
 
237    100 

No. %
108     42  
 
149     58 
 
257    100 

No. %
98      38.6 
 
156    61.4 
 
254    100 

No %

Source:- Field Survey. 

The statistics in table 57 show the following results:- 

Consideration of work place problems(Hygiene Factor) by appraisers. Q7 shows that 

45.1% respondents agree and 54.9% disagree with the contention that appraisers (ROs) 

take into account potential problems on the job (hygiene factor) which negatively affect   

performance of faculty members. 

Evaluation Trend of Appraisers. Q8 shows that 47.1% respondents agree and 52.9% 

disagree with the contention that appraisers(ROs) give due weightage to professional 

qualifications and experience of faculty members while evaluating their performance. 

Motivational Approach of Appraisers. Q9 shows that 56.4% respondents agree and 

43.6% disagree with the contention that appraisers (ROs) adopt motivational approach by 

awarding faculty members with due credit for their excellent performance. 

Autocratic Approach of Appraisers.Q10 shows that 60.3% respondents agree and 39.7% 

disagree with the contention that appraisers adopt autocratic approach by dictating job 

objectives to the faculty members.  

Provision of work place facilities (Hygiene Factor) by appraisers.Q11 shows that 42% 

respondents agree and 58 % disagree with the view point that appraisers(ROs) take 

practical steps to provide on the job facilities to the faculty members to improve their 

performance and out put (hygiene factor). 

Democratic Approach of appraisers. Q12 shows that 38.6% respondents agree and 

61.4% disagree with the view point that appraisers (ROs) adopt democratic approach by 

allowing faculty members discuss and define their job objectives.    

Figure 8-is based on statistics given in q-6, 9,10 and 12 incorporated in table 56 and 57 

respectively. 
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       Figure- 8. Appraisers’ Styles. 
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 Table 58. 

Option Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 
 
Agree 
 
Disagree 
 
   Total 
 

119   45.6 
 
142   54.4 
 
261   100 

No %
 90    34.9 
 
168   65.1 
 
258   100 

No. %
135   53.4 
 
118   46.6 
 
253   100 

No. %
108   48.2 
 
116   51.8 
 
224   100 

No. %
110    43 
 
146    57 
 
256    100 

No. %
106   40.9 
 
153   59.1 
 
259   100 

No %

 Source:- Field Survey. 

The statistics in table 58 shows the following findings:- 

Verbal Feedback. Q13 shows that 45.6% respondents agree and 54.4% disagree with the 

contention that appraisers give verbal feedback to the faculty members by making frequent 

interactions with them, discussing their performance. 

Written Feedback. Q14 shows that 34.9 respondents agree and 65.1% disagree with the 

contention that appraisers (ROs) give written feedback to the faculty members if their 

performance evaluation results are excellent. 

Indirect Feedback. Q15 shows that 53.4% respondents agree and 46.6% disagree with the 

contention that appraisers convey to the faculty members poor performance results through 

their co-workers. 

Facilitating Role of Appraisers. Q16 shows  that 48.2% respondents agree and 51.8% 

disagree with the contention that that appraisers (ROs) display the role of facilitators. 
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Relevancy of Feedback. Q17 shows that 43 % respondents agree and 57% disagree with 

the contention that feedback given to the faculty members by the appraisers (ROs) is 

relevant to their job. 

Relevant and Sufficient Feedback. Q18 shows that 40.9% respondents agree and 59.1 

disagree with the contention that feedback given to the faculty by the appraisers (ROs) is 

relevant and enough to overcome their performance shortcomings. 

Figure-9 is based on Q-13,15,16 and 18 incorporated in table 58 and Q20 incorporated in 

table 59. 

           Figure- 9. Feedback Dimensions. 
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  Table 59. 
Option Q19 Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23 Q24 
 
Agree 
 
Disagree 
 
   Total 
 

 72     31 
 
160    69 
 
232   100 

No %
205    83.3 
 
41      16.7 
 
246    100 

No. %
127   43.8 
 
 99    56.2 
 
226   100 

No. %
116   49.2 
 
121   50.8 
 
238   100 

No. %
154     65  
 
 83      35 
 
237    100 

No. %
97     39.3 
 
150    60.7 
 
247    100 

No %

  Source:- Field Survey. 

The statistics in table 59 shows the following findings:- 

Written  appreciation by the appraisers.Q19 shows that 31% respondents agree and 69 

% disagree with the contention that appraisers (ROs) give written appreciation to the 

faculty members when they display excellent performance. 

Need for additional Feedback. Q20 shows that 83.3 % respondents agree and 16.7% 

disagree with the contention that faculty members need additional feedback to know 

whether they are achieving their job objectives. 
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Penalizing Attitude of the appraisers.Q21 shows that 43.8% respondents agree and 

56.2% disagree with the contention that appraisers (ROs) adopt negative motivational 

approach by resorting to penalizing attitude, if faculty members fail to achieve job targets 

and objectives. 

Positive Motivational Tendency of the appraisers. Q22 shows that 49.2% respondents 

agree and 50.8% disagree with the contention that appraisers (ROs) award faculty members 

with due credit by giving them higher ratings of PER(ACR) when they display  good 

performance. 

Taunting Behavior of appraisers. Q23 shows that 65% respondents agree and 35% 

disagree with the contention that adopt taunting (reprimanding) attitude to see poor 

performance of faculty members. 

Recognition of good work. Q24 shows that 39.3% respondents agree and 60.7% disagree 

with the contention that appraisers (ROs) give due recognition to the faculty members, 

when they achieve their job objectives. 

Figure 10 is based on the data given in q-7, 9, 11, 24 and 25 incorporated in table 57, 59 

and 60.  

Figure- 10.  Hygiene Factors vs. Motivators. 
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 Table 60. 

Option Q25 Q26 Q27 Q28 Q29 Q30 
 
Agree 
 
Disagree 
 
   Total 
 

125   52.5 
 
138   47.5 
 
263   100 

No %
211    84.7 
 
 38     15.3 
 
249    100 

No. %
208    80 
 
52      20 
 
260    100 

No. %
110    52.4 
 
100    47.6 
 
210    100 

No. %
 90     40 
 
135     60 
 
225    100 

No. %
114   46.9 
 
129   53.1 
 
243   100 

No %

The statistics in table 60 shows the following findings:- 

Creation of Conducive Working Environment by appraisers.Q25 shows that 52.5% 

respondents agree and 47.5% disagree with the contention that appraisers (ROs) take 

practical steps to create conducive working environment for the faculty members to 

improve their performance. 

Enhancement of Faculty’s Satisfaction level. Q26 shows that  84.7% respondents agree 

and 15.3% disagree with the contention that enhancement of faculty members satisfaction 

level is associated with rewarding their good performance.  

Enhancement of Faculty’s Motivation level. Q27 shows that 80% respondents agree and 

20% disagree with the notion that due appreciation of faculty members job performance 

induce them for vigorous efforts to show higher level of performance. 

Appreciation of faculty’s professional honesty. Q28 shows that 52.4% respondents agree 

and 47.6% disagree with the view point that appraisers (ROs) appreciate professional 

honesty of faculty members. 

Positive Motivational attitude of the appraisers. Q29 shows that 40% respondents agree 

and 60% disagree with the view point that appraisers adopt positive motivational approach 

by giving higher ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members to induce them for higher 

level of  efforts and performance. 

Link of Promotion with Job Objectives. Q30 shows that 46.9% respondents agree and 

53.1% disagree with the contention that achievement of job objectives by faculty members 

increase their chances of promotion. 
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Table 61. 
Option Q31 Q32 Q33 Q34 Q34 Q35 
 
Agree 
 
Disagree 
 
   Total 
 

124   52.5 
 
112   47.5 
 
236    100 

No %
154   62.3 
 
93     37.7 
 
247   100 

No. %
138   54.5 
 
115   45.5 
 
253   100 

No. %
148    59.7 
 
 100   40.3 
 
248    100 

No. %
184   75.1 
 
 61    24.9 
 
245    100 

No. %
186  73.5 
 
 67    26.5 
 
253    100 

No %

  Source:  Field Survey. 

The statistics in table 61 shows the following findings:- 

Appraisers’ biasness for personal loyalty. Q31 shows that 52.5% respondents agree and 

47.5% disagree with the notion that appraisers (ROs) give more weight age to the personal 

loyalty of faculty members than their performance/ out put on the job. 

Appraisers discriminatory treatment. Q32 shows that 62.3% respondents agree and 

37.7% disagree with the notion appraisers (ROs) treats all faculty members at an equal 

footing to please them irrespective of difference in their level of performance and out put. 

Appraisers Personal Annoyance. Q33 shows that 54.5% respondents agree and 45.5% 

disagree with the view point appraisers (ROs) give poor ratings of PER(ACR) by turning 

blind eye to their good performance, due to personal annoyance with them. 

Faculty’s Job Stress. Q34 shows that 59.7% respondents agree and 40.3% disagree with 

the view point that faculty members get under stress due to biased attitude of appraisers 

(ROs) towards their performance evaluation. 

Negative impacts of appraisers’ biasness. Q35 shows that 75.1% respondents agree and 

24.9% disagree with the contention that biased attitude of appraisers (ROs) negatively 

affect performance and out put of faculty members. 

Positive impacts of appraisers’ unbiased attitude. Q36 shows that 73.5% respondents 

agree and 26.5% disagree with the view point that unbiased attitude of appraisers(ROs) 

boost faculty members to show higher level of performance.   

Figure-11 portrays positive/ negative impacts associated with  various dimensions of 

appraisers behavior which affects satisfaction level / motivation level and  job stress of 

faculty members. It is based on the statistics given in Q-26, 27, 34, 35 and 36 incorporated 

in table no 60 and 61.  
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Figure-11.    Impacts of Appraisers’ Behavior. 
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Table 62. 
Option Q37 Q38 Q39 Q40 Q41 Q42 
 
Agree 
 
Disagree 
 
   Total 
 

109   48.7 
 
115   51.3 
 
224   100 

No %
151    59.7 
 
102    40.3 
 
253    100 

No. %
190    77.2 
 
 56     22.8 
 
246    100 

No. %
148    60.7 
 
 96     39.3 
 
244    100 

No. %
101   43.3 
 
132   56.7 
 
233    100 

No. %
120   51.3 
 
114   48.7 
 
234     100 

No. %

Source:- Field Survey.  

The statistics in table 62 shows the following  findings:- 

Performance Rating Standards. Q37 shows that 48.7% respondents agree and 51.3% 

disagree with the contention that appraisers (ROs) take into account performance rating 

standards while evaluating faculty members' job performance. 

Favoritism/Nepotism by appraisers. Q38 shows that 77.2% respondents agree and 22.8% 

disagree with the contention that appraisers (ROs) give performance ratings that reflect his 

personal likes or dislikes (favoritism/nepotism) of the employees.  

Impact of appraisers’ negative remarks in the PER. Q39 shows that 77.2% respondents 

agree and 22.8% disagree with the assertion that endorsement of negative remarks in their 

PER(ACR) by the appraisers(ROs) can deprive them from promotion chance. 

Appraisers’ biasness in comparing faculty’s performance outcomes. Q40 shows that 

60.7% respondents agree and 39.3% disagree with the view point that appraisers (ROs) 

remain biased in comparing faculty members performance outcomes/results with each 

other. 
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Figure-12 indicates appraisers biasness which is based on q-31, 32, 33, 38 and 40 

incorporated in table no 61 and 62 respectively.    

  Figure-12. Appraisers’ Biasness. 
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Suitability of PER(ACR) forms. Q41 shows 43.3% respondents agree and 56.7% disagree 

with the contention that the existing PER(ACR) form used meet the requirements of 

performance evaluation of faculty members. 

Congruence of appraisal system with job contents of faculty. Q42 shows that 51.3% 

respondents agree and 48.7% disagree with the view point that existing performance 

appraisal system has got congruence with job contents of faculty members. 

Table 63.  
Option Q43 Q44 Q45 Q46 Q47 Q48 
 
Agree 
 
Disagree 
 
   Total 
 

102     41 
 
147     59 
 
 249   100 

No %
97     37.9 
 
159   62.1 
 
 256   100 

No. %
95     40.3 
 
141   59.7 
 
 236  100 

No. %
125    54.6 
 
 104   45.4 
 
 229    100 

No. %
 88   34.6 
 
166  65.4 
 
254    100 

No. %
122   50.8 
 
118   49.2 
 
240    100 

No %

 Source:- Field Survey.     

The statistics in table 63 shows the following results:- 

Comprehensiveness of PER(ACR) forms. Q43 shows that 41% respondents agree and 

59% disagree with the contention that all aspects/dimensions of faculty members job 

performance are reflected in the existing PER(ACR)forms. 
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Improvement of Performance/ Productivity. Q44 shows that 37.9% respondents agree 

and 62.1% disagree with the view point that existing PER (ACR) system is helpful in 

affecting improvement in performance/ productivity of faculty members. 

System’s Positive Impacts. Q45 shows that 40.3% respondents agree and 59.7% disagree 

with the contention that existing PER (ACR) system has got any positive impact on routine 

duties of faculty members. 

Appreciation Faculty’s Professional Competencies. Q46 shows that 54.6% respondents 

agree and 45.4% disagree with the view point that appraisers (ROs) appreciate professional 

competencies of faculty members. 

Consideration of Faculty’s Personal Problems. Q47 shows that 34.6% respondents agree 

and 65.4% disagree with the view point that appraisers (ROs) pay due consideration to 

personal problems of faculty members which affect their performance on the job. 

Supporting Faculty. Q48 shows that 50.8% respondents agree and 49.2% disagree with 

the view point that appraisers(ROs) extend needed support to the faculty members to 

accomplish their job objectives. 

Figure-13 indicates appraisal system’s effectiveness or otherwise and is based on the 

statistics given in Q 41 to Q 45 (Tab. 62, 63).  

              Figure – 13. System’s Effectiveness. 

 

System's Effectiveness

43%

51%

41%

38%

40% Suitability of ACR forms

Embracing Job Contents

Comprehensiveness of
ACR

Improvement of
Performance/Productivity

Positive Impacts on duties

     

 



 144

Table 64. 

Option Q49 Q50 
 
Agree 
 
Disagree 
 
   Total 
 

94     39.2 
 
146   60.8 
 
240   100 

No %
112      46.5 
 
129      53.5 
 
241      100 

No. %

 Source:- Field Survey. 

The statistics in table 64 shows the following findings:- 

Availability of Resources to Faculty. Q49 shows that 39.2% respondents agree and 60.8% 

disagree with the contention that they have sufficient resources at their disposal to 

accomplish job objectives. 

Equal Treatment with Faculty. Q50 shows that 46.5% respondents agree and 53.5% 

disagree with view point that appraisers(ROs) engage with all faculty members at an equal 

level of morality and justice. 
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SECTION  B. 

  5.13.                         STATISTICALANALYSIS OF PRIMARY DATA 

  5.13.1.                       PART-1.     CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS. 

    Gender wise /Age  wise/Trade wise Analysis 

(A) Hypothesis no.1. The appraisers effectiveness/ styles affects performance  
Appraisal, Motivation, Job satisfaction and productivity positively as well as 
negatively. (q- 1,2,3,4,5,6,8,9,10,12,21,22,26,27,29,44,45) 

(a)   Appraiser’s Styles/ Effectiveness  
Table 65. (q-1) Appraiser’s effectiveness and qualification for  

                     conducting effective performance appraisal. 
 
 
 
Gender 

 Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
n   (%) 

Total 
n   (%) 

Chi-Square  P- Value 

Male 90   (43.7) 116 (56.3) 206 (100)  
   10.10 
 

  0.001 Female 12   (20.7)   46 (79.3)   58 (100) 
Total 102 (38.6) 162 (61.4) 264 (100) 

 
 
  Age 

(25-30 yrs) 13(43.3) 17 (56.7)  30 (100) 

    0.512   0.916 
(31-40 yrs) 29 (36.3) 51 (63.7)  80  (100) 
(41-50 yrs) 40 (38.5) 64 (61.5) 104(100) 
(51-60 yrs) 20(40) 30(60)   50(100) 
Total 102(38.6) 162(61.4) 264(100) 

 
 Trade 

Polytechnic 55(36.9)  94(63.1) 149(100) 
    0.465   0.495 Commerce 44(41.1)  63(58.9) 107(100) 

Total 99(38.7) 157(61.3) 256(100) 

Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 65 shows that on an average, 38.6% 

respondents disagree with the contention that the Reporting Officers (Appraiser’s) are 

well qualified and possess the requisite experience to carry out the effective evaluation 

of faculty members' job performance. However, there is significant variation in ratio of 

dissatisfaction demonstrated by the male and female respondents. The ratio of male 

respondents is twice higher (43.7%) to that of female respondents (20.7%).  Chi-square 

results (chi-square = 10.10, p-value = 0.001) demonstrate that highly significant 

correlation exists between gender bifurcation and the variable of appraisers’ 

effectiveness dimension for conducting effective performance appraisals. Hence, 

female appraisers have been found to outstrip the male reporting officers as for as their 

qualifications and experience for performance evaluation is concerned.  

Age wise/Trade wise. The age wise analysis shows that the ratio of junior faculty 

members falling within age limit of 25-30 years is slightly higher than rest of the age 

groups who express their dissatisfaction with the notion that the appraisers/ reporting 
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officers possess requisite qualification and experience for carrying out effective 

performance appraisal activities. Similarly trade wise split of the respondents portray 

the fact that the ratio of respondents of commerce trade (41.1%) is slightly higher than 

respondents of polytechnic trade who express their disagreement with the effectiveness 

variable of the appraisers/reporting officers. Thus, chi-square results show that there is 

no correlation between age wise and trade wise split of the respondents and 

effectiveness variable of the  appraisers/reporting officers. 

Table 66 (q-2). Capability of Reporting Officer to differentiate  
       between good performance and  poor performance. 

 
 
 
Gender 

 Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
n   (%) 

Total 
n   (%)  Chi-Square  P -Value 

Male 81  (42.4) 110 (57.6) 191 (100)  
  11.684 
 

 
0.001 Female 10  (17.5)   47(82.5)   57 (100) 

Total 91  (36.7) 157 (63.3) 248(100) 

 
 
Age 

(25-30 yrs) 12(40) 18 (60)  30 (100)  
 
     3.892 

 
 
 0.273 (31-40 yrs) 19 (27.1) 51 (72.9)  70  (100) 

(41-50 yrs) 40 (41.2) 57 (58.8)  97(100) 

(51-60 yrs) 20(39.2) 31(60.8)  51(100) 

Total  91(36.7) 157(63.3) 248(100) 
 
Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

43(32.3)  90(67.7) 133(100) 
 
     2.415 

 
 0.120 Commerce 45(42.1)  62(57.9) 107(100) 

Total 88(36.7) 152(61.3) 240(100) 

Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics given in table 66 reveals the fact that on an average 

36.7% respondents have demonstrated their disagreement with the notion that their 

reporting officers (appraisers) possess the capabilities to differentiate between good and 

poor performance while conducting performance evaluation of their faculty members. Out 

of these, the ratio of female respondent is significantly lower (17.5 %) as compared to the 

ratio of male respondents which is 42.4%. These statistics shows the fact that the over all 

capability ratio of reporting officers comes to 63.3% out of which ratio of female reporting 

officer/ appraisers is significantly higher (82.5%) as compared to female reporting officers/ 

appraisers which comes to 57.6%.  

The chi-square results shows that a highly significant level of correlation exists between 

gender split and the capability variable of the appraisers/ reporting officers. 

Age wise/Trade wise split. The ratio of respondents falling within age limit of 31-40 years 

is slightly lower than respondents of other age groups who have expressed their 
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disagreement with capability dimension of the appraisers/reporting officers. Similarly, the 

ratio of faculty members belonging to polytechnic and vocational side is slightly lower 

(32.3%) as compared to commerce side who have expressed their dissatisfaction with the 

capability notion of the appraisers/reporting officers.   

Table 67 (q-3). Quantitative approach of the appraisers. 
 
 
 
Gender 

 Disagree 
 n   (%) 

Agree 
 n    (%) 

Total 
 n   (%)  Chi-Square  P Value 

   Male 72  (35) 134 (65) 206 (100)  
     3.3 
 

 
0.07    Female 27  (48.2)   29(51.8)   56 (100) 

      Total 99  (37.8) 163 (62.2) 262(100) 

 
 
  Age 

(25-30 yrs) 07 (24.1)   22 (75.9)   29 (100)  
 
     7.078 

 
 
0.069 (31-40 yrs) 35 (43.2)   46 (56.8)   81 (100) 

(41-50 yrs) 43 (43)   57 (57) 100(100) 

(51-60 yrs) 14(26.9)   38(73.1)   52(100) 

      Total 99(37.8) 163(62.2) 262(100) 

 
 Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

 67(44.4)  84(55.6) 151(100)  
     6.848 

 
0.009 

Commerce 29(28.2)  74(71.8) 103(100) 
      Total 96(37.8) 158(62.2) 254(100) 

Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics given in table 67 shows that on an  average, 37.8% of the 

total respondents have expressed their disagreement with the contention that appraisers 

(reporting officers) focus only on quantitative dimension of the faculty members job output 

at the eve of carrying out evaluation of  their job performance. Out of these figures, the 

ratio of male respondents (35%) is slightly lower against female respondents’ ratio of 

48.2%. The chi-square results identify insignificant  level of correlation between  gender 

wise split of the respondents view point and the variable showing quantitative approach of 

the appraisers/reporting officers. 

Age wise split. Age wise analysis shows that  the ratio of junior most respondents falling in 

25-30 years age limit is significantly lower (24.1%) followed by senior most respondents 

(51-60 years age limit) 26.9% as against other respondents falling in various age groups 

who are on the disagreement side with regard to quantitative approach of the 

appraisers/reporting officers. Chi-square results(chi-square = 7.078, p-value = 0.069) 

identify significant correlation between age variable of the respondents and the variable of 

quantitative approach pursued by the appraisers/reporting officers.  

Trade wise split. Trade wise analysis shows that the ratio of commerce trade’s respondents 

(28.2% of 103) is lower than polytechnic and vocational side respondents, who are on the 
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disagreement side with respect to quantitative approach of the appraisers/reporting officers. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 6.848, p-value = 0.009) show significant level of 

correlation between trade wise split of the respondents view point and the variable showing 

quantitative approach of the appraisers/reporting officers. 

Table 68 (q-4). Qualitative approach of the appraisers. 
 
 
 
Gender 

 Disagree 
 n   (%) 

    Agree 
 n    (%) 

Total 
 n   (%)  Chi-Square  

 
P Value 

Male 85  (41.9) 118 (58.1) 203 (100)  
   4.980 
 

 
 0.02 Female 13  (25)   39 (75)   52 (100) 

Total 98  (38.4) 157 (61.6) 255 (100) 

 
 
  Age 

(25-30 yrs) 08 (28.6)   20 (71.4)   28 (100)  
 
   14.583 

 
 
0.002 (31-40 yrs) 21 (26.9)   57 (73.1)   78 (100) 

(41-50 yrs) 38 (39.6)   58 (60.4)   96 (100) 

(51-60 yrs) 31 (58.5)   22 (41.5)   53(100) 

Total 98 (38.4) 157 (61.6) 255(100) 
 
 
Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

52 (36.6)   90(63.4) 142 (100)  
    0.895 

 
 0.321 

Commerce 45 (42.9)   60(57.1) 105(100) 
Total 97 (39.3) 150(60.7) 247(100) 

Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics given in table 68 shows that the ratio of female 

respondents (25%), who disagree with the view point that the appraisers/reporting officers 

focus on the quality side of the faculty members’ job out put while evaluating their job 

performance, is significantly lower than males' ratio (41.9%).  The chi-square results(chi-

square = 4.980, p-value = 0.02) reveal significant level of correlation between gender wise 

split of the respondents view  point and the qualitative approach of the appraisers/reporting 

officers. Based on the data of respondents view point showing agreement with qualitative 

approach of the appraisers, it is found that ratio of female appraisers/ reporting is 75% of 

52 as against male appraiser’s /reporting officer’s ratio which comes to 58.1% of 203. 

Age wise/Trade wise split . Age wise analysis shows that 38.4% of the total respondents 

disagree with the view point the appraisers (reporting officers) adopt qualitative approach 

and focus on the quality side of the faculty members’ job output/performance while 

carrying out appraisal of their job performance. Out of these figures, the ratio of 

respondents falling within age limit of 31-40 years is significantly lower (26.9%) as against 

respondents of other age limits.  

 Chi-square results (chi-square = 14.583, p-value = 0.002) show highly significant 

level of correlation  between age wise split of the respondents view point and the variable 
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showing qualitative approach of the appraisers. In other words, the statistics show that the 

ratio of senior faculty members who express their dissatisfaction with qualitative approach 

of the appraisers/reporting officers is significantly higher (58.5%) as against other 

respondents falling in various age groups.  

Trade wise split of the analysis shows insignificant difference in the ratios of 

respondents belonging to different trades who disagree with the quality parameter of the 

appraisers/reporting officer. Chi-square results reveals that there is no correlation between 

variable of trade wise split of respondents and the qualitative approach variable of the 

appraisers/reporting officers.  

Table 69 (q-6). Negative Motivation by the Appraisers.   

Gender 

 
Disagree 

  n   (%) 
Agree 

 n   (%) 
Total 

  n   (%) 
 Chi-Square  P -Value 

     Male  42 (25.1) 125 (74.9) 167 (100)  
    0.098 
 

 0.755      Female  15 (27.3)   40 (72.7)   55 (100) 
    Total  57 (25.7) 165 (74.3) 222 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)  13 (54.2)   11 (45.8)   24 (100) 

    12.595  0.006 
(31-40 yrs)  16 (26.2)   45 (73.8)  61  (100) 
(41-50 yrs)  16 (18.6)   70 (81.4)  86  (100) 

(51-60 yrs)  12 (23.5)   39 (76.5)  51  (100) 
       Total  57 (25.7) 165(74.3) 222  (100) 

 Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

 29 (24.2)   91 (75.8) 120 (100) 
     0.324  0.569 Commerce  27 (27.6)   71 (72.4)  98  (100) 

       Total  56 (25.7) 162(74.3) 218 (100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 69 shows that out of total 222 respondents, 

165(74.3%) respondents agree with the contention that the appraisers give negative 

motivation by penalizing the faculty members by giving them poor ratings of PER(ACR), 

if there performance turns out to be poor. The ratios of male and female respondents are 

almost the same. Chi-square results(chi-square = 0.098, p-value = 0.755) indicate that there 

is no correlation between gender wise split  of the respondents' view points  and the 

variable showing perusal of negative motivational approach by the appraisers. 

Age wise split. Age wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of respondents falling 

within age limit of 41-50 years (81.4% of 86) is significantly higher than the ratios of 

respondents falling in other age groups. Chi-square results(chi-square = 12.595, p-value = 

0.006) indicates highly significant level of correlation between age wise split of the 

respondents' view point and the variable showing resort of appraisers to the negative  
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motivational approach by giving poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members in case 

of their failure to show good results. 

Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the data shows that there is slight difference in the 

ratios of respondents belonging to polytechnic/vocational trade and the commerce trade. 

Chi-square results(chi-square = 0.324, p-value = 0.569) indicate that there is no correlation 

between trade wise split of the respondents view point and the variable showing perusal of 

negative motivational approach by the appraisers. 

 Table 70 (q-8). Performance  Evaluation Trend of the appraisers. 
 
 
 
Gender 

 Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
  n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) Chi-Square  P- Value 

     Male 113 (55.7)  90(44.3) 203 (100)  
  2.926 
 

 
0.087     Female   23 (42.6)  31 (57.4)   54 (100) 

     Total 136 (52.9) 121 (47.1) 257 (100) 

 
 
Age 

(25-30 yrs)  15 (51.7) 14 (48.3)  29 (100)  
 
  1.447 

 
 
   0.694 (31-40 yrs)  42 (52.5) 38 (47.5)  80  (100) 

(41-50 yrs)  50 (50) 50  (50) 100(100) 

(51-60 yrs)  29 (60.4) 19(39.6)   48(100) 

      Total 136(52.9) 121(47.1) 257(100) 
 
Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  81(56.6)   62(43.4) 143(100) 
 
  1.408 

 
  0.235 Commerce   52(41.1)  54 (58.9) 106 (100) 

      Total 133 (53.4) 116 (46.6) 249 (100) 

Source: Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics given in table 70 shows that on an average 52.9% of the 

respondents disagree with the notion the appraisers take into account the professional 

qualifications and experience of faculty members at the time of evaluating their 

performance on the job. Out of these figures, the ratio of female respondents is slightly 

lower (42.6%) as compared to male respondents (55.7%). 

 Thus, chi-square results (chi-square = 2.926, p-value = 0.087)show that insignificant 

correlation exists between gender wise  split of the respondents and the evaluation trend of 

the appraisers with regard to their attitude to count the professional qualifications and 

experience of the faculty members at the eve of making their performance evaluations. 

Age wise / trade wise split. Age wise / trade wise analysis of the data indicates 

insignificant level of correlation between age wise / trade wise split in the respondents view 

point and the evaluation trend of the appraisers to take into account the professional 

qualification and experience of the faculty. 
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Table 71 (q-9). Positive  Motivational Approach of the appraisers. 
 
 
 
Gender 

 Disagree 
 n   (%) 

Agree 
 n    (%) 

Total 
 n   (%)  Chi-Square  P- Value 

      Male  92  (44.7) 114 (55.3) 206 (100)  
   0.461 
 

 
0.497       Female  23  (39.7)   35 (60.3)   58 (100) 

      Total 115 (43.6) 149 (56.4) 264 (100) 

 
 
  Age 

(25-30 yrs)  13 (40.6)   19 (59.4)   32 (100)  
 
  10.395 

 
 
0.015 (31-40 yrs)  27 (33.3)   54 (66.7)   81 (100) 

(41-50 yrs)  43 (43.4)   56 (56.6)   99 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)  32 (61.5)   20 (38.5)   52 (100) 

      Total  98 (38.4) 157 (61.6) 255(100) 
 
  Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

 57 (37.7)   94(63.3) 151 (100) 
 
   4.455 

 
0.035 Commerce  55 (50.9)   53(49.1) 108 (100) 

     Total 112(43.2) 147(56.8) 259 (100) 

Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics given in table 71 shows that there is insignificant 

variation in the ratios of male and female respondents who disagree with the contention 

that the appraisers/reporting officers resort to motivational approach by awarding the 

faculty members through due appreciation of their excellent display of performance. The 

chi-square results(chi-square =0.461, p-value = 0.497) identify insignificant level of 

correlation between  gender wise  split of respondents view points and the variable of 

motivational approach pursued by the appraisers/ reporting officers. 

Age wise split. The statistics shows that 38.4% of the total respondents disagree with the 

contention that appraisers/reporting officers resort to motivational approach and award the 

faculty with due credit and appreciation in recognition of their excellent performance. Out 

of the above figures, the ratio of senior most respondents falling in age limit of 51-60 years, 

is significantly higher (61.5%) than the ratios of respondents falling in rest of the age 

groups. Thus, the chi-square results(chi-square = 10.395, p-value = 0.015) show that 

significantly higher level of correlation exists between the variable of age wise split of the 

respondents and the variable of motivational approach perused by the appraisers/reporting 

officers. 

Trade wise split. Trade wise analysis of the statistics shows that the ratio of commerce 

trade’s respondents (50.9%) is significantly higher than polytechnic/vocational trade’s 

respondents who are on the disagreement side of the appraisers/motivational approach. The 

chi-square results (chi-square = 4.455, p-value = 0.035) depict existence of significant level 
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of correlation between the variable of gender wise split of respondents view points and the 

variable of motivational approach pursued by the appraisers/reporting officers. 

Table  72(q-10). Autocratic approach of the appraisers. 

 
 
 
Gender 

 Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n    (%) 

Total 
 n    (%)  Chi-Square  P -Value 

     Male  70 (38.5) 112 (61.5) 182 (100)  
   0.473 
 

 
0.492      Female  24  (43.6)  31 (56.4)   55 (100) 

     Total  94 (39.7) 143 (60.3) 237 (100) 

 
 
  Age 

(25-30 yrs)  14 (45.2)   17 (54.8)   31 (100)  
 
    08.00 

 
 
 0.046 (31-40 yrs)  34 (52.3) 31 (47.7)   65 (100) 

(41-50 yrs)  31 (34.4) 59 (65.6)   90 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)  15 (29.4) 36 (70.6)   51 (100) 

      Total  94 (54.4) 143 (45.6) 237 (100) 
 
Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

 51 (39.5)  78 (60.5) 129 (100) 
 
    0.005 

 
 0.943 Commerce  40 (40)  60 (60) 100 (100) 

      Total  91 (39.7) 138(60.3) 229 (100) 

Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 72 shows slight variation in the ratios of male and 

female respondents who disagree with the contention that appraisers'/ reporting officers' 

performance appraisal decisions are influenced by their tilt towards autocratic bent of mind. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 0.473, p-value = 0.492) shows non-existence of correlation 

between gender wise split of the respondents and pursuance of autocratic approach by the 

appraisers/reporting officers. 

Age wise split. Age wise analysis of the data shows that in all 39.7% of the respondents 

disagree with the notion that appraisers / reporting officers resort to autocratic approach 

while setting job objectives for the faculty members and evaluating their job performance. 

However, out of these respondents, the ratio of senior most faculty members falling in 51-

60 years age limit is significantly lower (29.4%) as compared to other respondents falling 

in different age groups.  

Chi-square results(chi-square = 8.00, p-value 0.046) show significant level of correlation 

between age wise split of the respondents view point and the autocratic approach of the 

appraisers/reporting officers. The findings, in turn, reflects that the  senior faculty members  

are more dissatisfied, with autocratic bent of mind displayed by the appraisers/reporting 

officers, whose ratio is significantly higher (70.6%) as compared to junior and middle age 

faculty members. 
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Trade wise split. The ratios of respondents belonging to different trades who 

disagree/agree with the notion of pursuance of autocratic approach by the 

appraisers/reporting officers are almost the same. The chi-square statistics shows that there 

is no correlation between trade wise split of the respondents and pursuance of autocratic 

approach by the appraisers/reporting officers. 

Table 73 (q-12). Democratic approach of the appraisers. 

 
 
 
Gender 

 Disagree 
  n   (%) 

  Agree 
  n    (%) 

Total 
  n    (%) 

Chi-Square  P Value 

   Male 137 (69.2)  61 (30.8) 198 (100)  
    22.91 
 

 
0.000    Female   19 (33.9)  37 (66.1)   56 (100) 

    Total 156 (61.4)  98 (38.6) 254 (100) 

 
 
  Age 

(25-30 yrs)  16 (55.2)  13 (44.8)   29 (100)  
 
    2.590 

 
 
0. 459 (31-40 yrs)  45 (58.4)  32 (41.6)   77 (100) 

(41-50 yrs)  59 (60.8)  38 (39.2)   97 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)  36 (70.6)  15 (29.4)   51 (100) 

     Total 156 (61.4) 143 (38.6) 254 (100) 
 
  Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

 79 (54.9)   65 (45.1) 144 (100) 
 
     7.059 

 
0.008 Commerce  73 (71.6)   29 (28.4) 102 (100) 

     Total 152 (61.8)   94 (38.2) 246 (100) 

Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise. The statistics in table 73 shows that the there is highly significant variation 

in the ratios of male and female respondents with regard to their disagreement concerning 

pursuance of the democratic approach by the appraisers/reporting officers to set job 

objectives for the faculty members. The ratio of male respondents is 69.2% which is more 

than twice higher than the ratio of female respondents(33.9%).   

Chi-square results(chi-square = 22.91, p-value = 0.000) reveal highly significant level of 

correlation between gender wise split of the respondents view points and the variable 

showing adoption of democratic approach by the appraisers/reporting officers in setting job 

objectives for the faculty members. 

Age wise split. Age wise analysis of the statistics shows that ratio of senior most 

respondents falling with in age limit of 51-60 years is slightly higher (70.6%) than rest of 

the respondents falling in various categories of age limits who are on the disagreement side 

of the adoption of democratic approach by the appraisers/ reporting officers. Chi-square 

results (chi-square = 2.590, p-value = 0.459) show that there is no correlation between age 

wise split of the respondents view points and the adoption of democratic approach by the 

appraisers/reporting officers. 
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Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the respondents shows that the ratio of faculty 

members belonging to commerce trade(71.6% of 102 ) is comparatively higher than 

polytechnic/vocational trade faculty members who express their disagreement about the 

adoption of democratic approach by the appraisers/reporting officers. The chi-square 

results (chi-square = 7.059, p-value = 0.008) show significant level of correlation between 

age wise bifurcation of respondents view point and the variable indicating adoption of 

democratic approach by the appraisers/reporting office. 

Table 74 (q-22). Positive Motivational approach of  the Appraisers.  

Gender 

 
Disagree 

   n   (%) 
Agree 

   n   (%) 
   Total 
  n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

Male 100 (54.6)   83 (45.4) 183(100)  
    7.443 
 

 0.024 Female   21 (38.2)   34 (61.8)   55 (100) 
Total 121 (50.8) 117 (49.2) 238 (100) 

 Age 

(25-30 yrs)   11 (44)   14 (30)     25 (100) 

    7.500  0.277 
(31-40 yrs)   32 (47.8)   35 (52.2)   67 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   45 (47.9)   49 (52.1)   94 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   33 (64.7)   18 (35.3)   51 (100) 
Total 121 (51) 116(49) 237 (100) 

 Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  71 (53.4)  62 (46.6) 133 (100) 
      1.173  0.556 Commerce   48 (49)  50 (51)  98 (100) 

Total 119 (51.3) 112(48.7) 231(100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 74 shows that out of total 238 respondents, 

117(49.2%) agree with the contention that appraiser(reporting officers) make resort to 

motivational approach by giving higher ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members in 

recognition of their good performance. Out of these figures, the ratio of female respondents 

(61.8% of 55) is significantly higher than male respondents' ratio (45.4% of 138).  

  Chi-square results (chi-square = 7.443, p-value 0.024) indicate significant level of 

correlation between gender wise split of the respondents' view point and the variable 

showing perusal of the positive motivational approach by the appraisers(reporting officers). 

Age wise split. Age wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of junior most 

respondents falling within age limit of 25-30 years (30% of 25) is significantly lower than 

the ratio of other respondents falling in different age groups. 

 Chi-square results (chi-square = 7.500, p-value = 0.277) show insignificant level of 

correlation between age wise split of the respondents view point and the variable showing 

motivational  approach of the appraisers(reporting officers). Trade wise split of the 
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statistics shows slight difference in the ratios of respondents belonging to different trades 

and chi-square results shows that there is no correlation between the two variables 

discussed above. 

(B) Hypothesis no.2. 
(A timely feedback of the performance appraisal  is must to the appraisees for 
improvement of performance and output (q-13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20). 
 
Table No.75 (q-13) Verbal Feedback by the Appraisers. 

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
n   (%) 

Total 
n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P Value 

     Male 117 (51.1)  88(42.9) 205 (100)  
    2.740 
 

 
0.098 

     Female   25  (44.6)  31 (55.4)   56 (100) 
      Total 142 (54.4) 119 (45.6) 261 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs) 16(51.6) 15 (48.4)  31 (100) 

 
     6.76 

 
0.080 

(31-40 yrs) 39 (49.4) 40 (50.6)  79  (100) 
(41-50 yrs) 51 (51) 49 (49) 100(100) 

(51-60 yrs) 36(70.6) 15(29.4)   51(100) 
       Total 142(54.4) 119(45.6) 261(100) 

  Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

69 (46)  81(54) 150(100) 
    9.858 0.002 Commerce 68 (66)  35 (34) 101(100) 

       Total 137 (54.2) 116 (45.8) 253(100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics given in table 75 shows that on an average 54.4% of the 

respondents disagree with the contention that the appraisers/ reporting officers give verbal 

feedback to the faculty members discussing their performance. Out of these figures, the 

ratio of female respondents is slightly lower (44.6%) as against male respondents who are 

of the opinion that the appraisers/reporting officers deviate from giving verbal feedback to 

their subordinates regarding their job performance. Thus, chi-square results exhibits slight 

level of correlation between gender split and the verbal feedback variable given by the 

reporting officers/appraisers. 

Age wise/Trade wise split. Age wise analysis reveals the fact that senior most faculty 

members falling with in age limit of (51-60 yrs) are more dissatisfied with the attitude of 

their appraisers/reporting officers as for as the verbal feedback parameter is concerned. 

Their ratio is 70.6% which is moderately higher than other respondents’ ratios falling 

within various age groups.  The chi-square results ( chi-square = 6.76, p-value = 0.080) 

identify the existence of moderate level of correlation between age wise split of the 

respondents and verbal feedback variable of the appraisers/reporting officers. Trade wise 
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split of respondents does not show significant difference of opinion on the issue of verbal 

feed back by the appraisers/reporting officers. Trade wise split of the respondents shows 

highly significant difference in the ratios of various trades. The ratio of faculty members 

belonging to commerce side(66%) is significantly higher than polytechnic/vocational trade 

(46%). The chi-square results (chi-square = 9.858, p-value = 0.002) identify highly 

significant correlation between trade wise split opinion of the respondents and the variable 

of verbal feedback by the appraisers. 

Table No.76 (q-14) Written Feedback by the Appraisers. 
 
 
 
Gender 

 Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) Chi-Square  

 
P -Value 

      Male 131 (64.5)  72 (35.5) 203 (100)  
   0.143 
 

 
0.705      Female   37 (67.3)  18 (32.7)   55 (100) 

      Total 168 (65.1)   90 (34.9) 258 (100) 

 
 
 Age 

(25-30 yrs)   20(66.7)   10 (33.3)  30 (100)  
 
   4.794 

 
 
0.188 (31-40 yrs)  47 (60.3)  31 (39.7)  78  (100) 

(41-50 yrs)  60 (61.9)  37 (38.1)  97(100) 

(51-60 yrs)  41 (77.4)  12(22.6)   53(100) 

      Total 168(65.1)  90(34.9) 258(100) 
 
 
Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  90(60.4)   59(39.6) 149(100)  
   
   3.127 

 
 
0.077 Commerce 72(71.3)  29(28.7) 101(100) 

      Total 162(64.8)  88(35.2) 250(100) 

Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The  statistics given in table 76 shows that on an average 65.1% of the 

total respondents have expressed their disagreement with the view point that the 

appraisers/reporting officers give  written feedback to the faculty members, if they mange 

to display excellent performance with respect to their job out put. Gender wise split of the 

respondents shows that the ratios of male and female respondents are almost the same on 

the same point. Chi- square results(chi-square = 0.143, p-value = 0.705) show insignificant 

variation in the ratios of respondents’ bifurcation on the basis of gender. P value shows that 

there is no correlation between gender wise split of the respondents and the variable 

showing  appraisers’ tendency to give written feed back to reciprocate the demonstration of 

excellent performance by the appraisees. 

Age wise split. Age wise analysis of the statistics demonstrates that the ratio of senior 

respondents (77.4%), falling within age limit of 51-60 years (who are on the disagreement 

side of appraisers/reporting officers trend to give written feed back to faculty members) is 

moderately higher  than the ratios of other respondents falling in various age groups. Thus, 
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chi-square test (chi-square = 4.794, p-value = 0.188) identifies slightly significant variation 

between the ratios of respondents belonging to different age groups and p- value identifies 

insignificant level of correlation between gender wise split of  the respondents and the 

variable of appraisers’ tendency of giving written feedback to the faculty members in 

recognition of their excellent performance.  

Trade wise split. Trade wise analysis of the respondents identifies that the ratio of 

commerce faculty members (71.3%) is slightly higher than polytechnic/vocational trade 

respondents which signify slightly significant level in the difference of opinion expressed 

by the faculty members of two trades. Chi-square tests ( chi-square = 3. 127,  p-value =  

0.077) shows slightly significant level of correlation between trade wise split of the 

respondents written feed back tendency of the appraisers/reporting officers. 

Table No.77 (q-15) Indirect Feedback by the Appraisers. 

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

      Male  87 (43.1) 115 (56.9) 202 (100)  
   5.135 
 

 0.023       Female  31 (60.8)  20 (39.2)  51 (100) 
      Total 118 (46.6) 135 (53.4) 253 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   10(34.5)   19 (65.5)  29 (100) 

   4.410  0.220 
(31-40 yrs)  42 (55.3)  34 (44.7)  76  (100) 
(41-50 yrs)  44 (45.8)  52 (54.2)  96(100) 

(51-60 yrs)  22 (42.3)  30 (57.7)   52(100) 
       Total 118(46.6) 135(53.4) 253(100) 

  Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

55(46.6)   94(53.4) 149(100) 
   0.518 0.472 Commerce 44(41.1)  63(58.9) 107(100) 

       Total 99(38.7) 157(61.3) 256(100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise/Age wise/Trade wise. The statistics given in table 77 identifies that there is 

significant level of difference in the opinion of respondents through gender wise split. The 

ratio of female respondents (60.8%) is quite higher than the ratio of male respondents 

(41.1%) who express their disagreement with the contention that the appraisers/reporting 

officers pursue the policy of giving indirect feed back to the faculty members through their 

co-workers if their performances turn out to be poor.  

  The chi-square results (chi-square = 5.135, p-value = 0.023) show significant level 

of correlation between gender wise split of the respondents and the policy of giving indirect 

feed back by the appraisers/reporting officers. Similarly, age wise split of the respondents 

shows slightly significant difference of opinion in the respondents of various age groups 
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where the ratio of faculty members falling in age limit of 31-40 years (55.3%) is slightly 

higher than others. Chi-square results (chi-square = 4.410, p-value = 0.220) show 

insignificant level of correlation between age wise split  of the respondents and the policy 

of indirect feed back by the appraisers/reporting officers. 

Table No.78 (q-17) Relevancy of  Feedback given by the Appraisers. 

Gender 

 
Disagree 
   n   (%) 

  Agree 
   n   (%) 

 Total 
  n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

Male 124 (61.1)  79 (38.9) 203 (100)  
    6.571 
 

 0.010 Female   22 (41.5)  31 (58.5)  53 (100) 
Total 146 (57) 110 (43) 256 (100) 

Age 

(25-30 yrs)   19(63.3)   11 (36.7)  30 (100) 

    10.276  0.016 
(31-40 yrs)   36(46.2)   42 (53.8)  78  (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   54(55.1)  44 (44.9)  98(100) 

(51-60 yrs)   37 (74)  13 (26)   50(100) 
Total 146(57) 110(43) 256(100) 

Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

77(53.1)   68(46.9) 145(100) 
      2.462 0.117 Commerce 65(63.1)  38(36.9) 103(100) 

Total 142(57.3) 106(42.7) 248(100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

  Gender wise split. The statistics in table 78 shows that out of total 203 male 

respondents, 124(61.1%) respondents disagree with the contention that the feedback given 

by the appraisers is relevant with faculty members' job performance (q-17).  The results 

show that the ratio of male respondents is significantly higher than the ratio of female 

respondents (41.5% of 53) with respect to their view point about relevancy of feedback 

given to the faculty members. Chi-square results (chi-square = 6.571, p-value = 0.010) 

indicate significant level of correlation between gender wise split of the respondents and 

the variable relating to relevancy of feedback. 

  Age wise split. Age wise split of the data shows that the ratio of senior most 

respondents falling within age limit of 51-60 years (74%), followed by the junior most 

respondents falling with in age limit of 25-30 years with (63.3%) ratio, surpass other 

respondents’ ratios falling in different age groups with regard to their disagreement with 

view point of feedback's  relevancy. Chi-square results(chi-square = 10.276, p-value = 

0.016) show  significant level of correlation between age wise split of the respondents' 

opinion and the variable showing relevancy of feedback given by the appraisers. 

  Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the respondents indicates insignificant level of 

difference in the ratios of respondents’ opinion showing disagreement/ agreement with the 



 159

contention that feedback given to the faculty members is relevant with job performance. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 2.462, p-value = 0.117) identify insignificant level of 

correlation between trade wise bifurcation of the respondents and variable pertaining to 

relevancy of feedback given by the appraisers(reporting officers). 

Table No.79 (q-18) Sufficiency of  Feedback given by the Appraisers. 

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

     Male 129 (63.2)  75 (36.8) 204(100)  
    6.883 
 

 0.009      Female   24 (43.6)  31 (56.4)  55 (100) 
      Total 153 (59.1) 106 (40.9) 259 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   21(70)   09 (30)    30 (100) 

    14.160  0.003 
(31-40 yrs)   38(48.1)   41 (51.9)  79  (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   54(54.5)  45 (45.5)  99(100) 

(51-60 yrs)   40 (78.4)  11 (21.6)   51(100) 
       Total 153(59.1) 106(40.9) 259(100) 

 Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  74(49.7)   75(50.3) 149(100) 
    12.752 0.000 Commerce   75(72.1)  29(27.9) 104(100) 

       Total 149(58.9) 104(41.1) 253(100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 79 shows that out of total 204 male respondents, 

129(63.2%) respondents have expressed their disagreement with the contention that the 

feedback given by the appraisers to the faculty members is relevant and sufficient enough 

to overcome their performance shortcomings. This ratio is significantly higher than the 

ratio of female respondents which comes to 24(43.6% of 55).  

 Chi-square results(chi-square = 6.883, p-value = 0.009) indicate that there is significant 

level of correlation between variable showing gender wise split in the  respondents' view 

point and the variable showing relevance and sufficiency of feed back given to the faculty 

members to over come their performance short comings. 

 Age wise split. Age wise split of the respondents indicates that the ratio of senior most 

respondents and junior most respondents falling with in age limit of 51-60 years (78.4%) 

followed by the  age limit of 25-30 years (70%) respectively, are significantly higher than 

the ratios of respondents falling in other age groups regarding their disagreement shown 

with the view point pertaining to the relevance and sufficiency of feedback.  

  Chi-square results(chi-square = 14.160, p-value = 0.003) indicate that there is 

significant level of correlation between the variable showing age wise split in the  
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respondents' view point and the variable showing relevance and sufficiency of feed back 

given to the faculty members to over come their performance short comings. 

  Trade wise split. Trade wise split indicates that the ratio of respondents belonging 

to commerce trade (72.1%) is significantly higher than the ratio of respondents belonging 

polytechnic/vocational trade(49.7%) with regard to disagreement demonstrated with the 

view point that the feedback given to the faculty members is relevant and sufficient enough 

to overcome their performance short comings. Chi-square results (chi-square = 12.752, p-

value = 0.000) identify highly significant level of correlation between trade wise split in the 

view point of respondents and the variable indicating relevance and comprehensiveness of 

feedback given to the faculty members.  

Table No.80.(q-20) Need of   Feedback given by the Appraisers. 

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

    Male  32 (16.9) 157 (83.1) 189(100)  
    0.041 
 

 0.839     Female  09 (15.8)   48 (84.2)   57 (100) 
     Total  41 (16.7) 205 (83.3) 246 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   07 (23.3)   23 (76.7)   30 (100) 

    2.600  0.457 
(31-40 yrs)   10 (14.1)   61 (85.9)  71  (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   18 (19.1)   76 (80.9)  94(100) 

(51-60 yrs)   06 (11.8)   45 (88.2)   51(100) 
     Total   41 (16.7)  205(83.3) 246(100) 

  Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  21(15.4) 115 (84.6) 136(100) 
      0.423 0.515 Commerce   19(18.6)   83 (81.4) 102(100) 

     Total   40(16.8) 198 (83.2) 238(100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise/Age wise/Trade wise split. The statistics in table 80 shows that there is no 

split in the ratios of respondents on the basis of gender bifurcation, age wise split and  trade 

wise split with regard to the view point concerning need of feedback for improvement 

faculty members job performance to achieve job objectives. Chi-square results indicate that 

there is no correlation between the variable pertaining to need for feedback and split of 

respondents on the basis of gender, age and trade. 
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(C ) Hypothesis No.3. 
 Absence of satisfiers at work place leads to ineffectiveness of motivators.  
(q-7,11,24,25,30,47,48,49). 
Table No.81 (q-7) Appraisers consideration of workplace problems' impact on     
           performance of faculty(Hygiene Factor)  

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P –Value 

Male 120 (59.7)  81 (40.3) 201(100)  
   8.953 
 

  0.003 Female   19 (36.5)  33 (63.5)   52 (100) 
Total 139 (54.9) 114 (45.1) 253 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   16 (61.5)   10 (38.5)    26 (100) 

   10.627   0.014 
(31-40 yrs)   33 (41.8)   46 (58.2)   79  (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   55 (56.1)   43 (43.9)   98(100) 

(51-60 yrs)   35 (70)  15 (30)   50(100) 
Total 139 (54.9) 114 (45.1) 253(100) 

 Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  71(49)  74 (51) 145 (100) 
      5.407  0.020 Commerce   64 (64)  36(36)  100 (100) 

Total 135 (55.1) 110 (44.9) 245 (100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 81 indicates that out of total 201 male 

respondents,120 (59.7%) disagree with the contention that appraisers(reporting officers) 

give due consideration to the work place problems which negatively affect faculty 

members job performance. The results indicate the ratio of female respondents(36.5% of 

52) is significantly lower than the ratio of male respondents with respect to the 

disagreement shown  with the view point pertaining consideration of work place problems 

by the  appraisers. Chi-square results (chi-square = 8.953, p-value = 0.003) identify that 

there is significant level of correlation between gender wise split of the respondents view 

point and the variable showing appraisers’ consideration of negative impacts associated 

with workplace problems on the performance and productivity of the appraisers. The 

results signifies that female appraisers are more cognizant of the negative impacts on the 

performance and productivity of faculty members entailed by work place problems as 

compared to male appraisers. 

Age wise split. Age wise split of the respondents shows that out of total 253 respondents, 

139 (54.9%) respondents belonging to different age groups disagree with the contention 

that appraisers take into account negative impacts of potential work place problems on the 

performance and productivity of faculty members. Out of these figures, the ratio of senior 

most respondents falling in 51-60 years age group is 70% which is significantly higher than 
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the ratios of respondents falling in other age groups. Chi-square results (chi-square = 

10.627, p-value = 0.014) indicate significant level of correlation between age wise split of 

the respondents view point and the variable showing adverse impacts of work place 

problems on the performance and productivity of faculty members. 

Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the respondents shows that out of total 245   

respondents, 135 (55.1%) disagree with the contention that appraisers give due weight age 

to the workplace problems' negative impact on the performance and productivity of faculty 

members. Out of these figures, the ratio of respondents belonging to commerce wing (64% 

of 100) is significantly higher than the ratio of respondents belonging to 

polytechnic/vocational trade (49% of 145).Chi-square results (chi-square = 5.404, p-value 

= 0.020) identify significant level of correlation between trade wise split of the respondent's 

view point and variable showing appraisers’ consideration of the work place problems 

having negative impact on the performance of faculty members. 

Table No.82 (q-11) Provision of workplace facilities by the appraisers to improve the  
           performance and out put of faculty members. (Hygiene Factor) 

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

Male 126 (62.7)  75 (37.3) 201(100)  
    8.399 
 

  0.004 Female   23 (41.1)  33 (58.9)   56 (100) 
Total 149 (58) 108 (42) 257 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   19 (61.3)  12 (38.7)   31 (100) 

     9.031  0.029 
(31-40 yrs)   37 (46.8)   42 (53.1)  79  (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   55 (57.9)  40 (42.1)  95(100) 

(51-60 yrs)   38 (73)  14 (27)  52(100) 
Total  149 (58) 108 (42) 257(100) 

  Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  73 (50.3)  72 (49.7) 145 (100) 
      7.757   0.005 Commerce   72 (67.9)  34 (32.1)  106 (100) 

Total 145 (57.8) 106(42.2) 251(100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 82 shows that out of total 257 respondents, 

149(58%) respondents disagree with the contention that appraisers give due consideration 

to the provision of workplace facilities to the faculty members to improve their 

performance. Out of these figures, the ratio of male respondents (62.7% of 201) is 

significantly higher than the ratio of female respondents (41.1% of 56). Chi-square 

results(chi-square = 8.399, p-value = 0.004) indicate that there is significant level of 

correlation between gender wise split of the respondents view point and the perusal of the 
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policy by the appraisers(reporting officers) to provide requisite facilities to the faculty 

members to further augment their performance and output. The results demonstrate the fact 

that female appraiser(reporting officers) are more cognizant of the fact that for 

improvement of employees job performance, it is imperative to take practical steps for 

providing essential work place facilities to the employees. 

  Age wise split. Age wise split of the respondents shows that  the ratio of senior 

most respondents falling within age limit of 51-60 years (73%) is significantly higher than 

the ratio of other respondents who disagree with the contention that appraisers give due 

consideration to the provision of workplace facilities to the faculty members to improve 

their performance.  

  Chi-square results( chi-square = 9.031, p-value = 0.029) indicate significant level of 

correlation between age wise split of respondents' view points and the variable showing 

appraisers policy of providing work place facilities to faculty members to improve their 

performance.  

  Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the respondents shows that out of total 251 

respondents, 145 (57.8. %) have expressed their disagreement with the view point 

pertaining to provision of facilities by the appraisers to the faculty members to improve 

their performance and output. Out of these figures, the ratio of respondents belonging to 

commerce trade (67.9% of 106) is significantly higher than the ratio of respondents 

belonging to polytechnic/vocational trade,(50.3% of 145).  

  Chi-square results(chi-square = 5.757, p-value = 0.005) show significant level of 

correlation between trade wise bifurcation in the respondents' view point and the variable 

indicating provision of work place facilities by the appraisers to the faculty members to 

improve their performance and output. 



 164

Table No.83 (q-24). Recognition by the appraisers for a job well done. (Motivator) 

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

 Agree 
   n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square   P -Value 

   Male 121 (63.7)   69 (36.3) 190 (100)  
    3.015 
 

 0.082    Female   29 (50.9)   28 (49.1)   57 (100) 
    Total 150 (60.7)   97 (49.2)  247 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   17(56.7)   13 (43.3)    30 (100) 

     3.280  0.350 

(31-40 yrs)   38 (54.3)   32 (45.7)   70  (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   60 (61.9)   37 (38.1)   97 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   35 (70)   15 (30)   50 (100) 

    Total 150 (60.7)   97(39.3)  247 (100) 

 Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  89(60.5)   58 (39.5)  147 (100) 
     0.013  0.908 Commerce   57(61.3)   36 (38.7)    93 (100) 

     Total 146(60.8)   94 (39.2)  240(100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 
 Genders wise split. The statistics in table 83 shows that out of total 247 respondents, 

150(60.7%)  respondents disagree with the contention that appraisers(ROs) give adequate 

recognition to the faculty members for their achievement of job objectives. Out of these 

figures, the ratio  of male respondents 121(63.7% of 190) is moderately higher than the 

ratio of female respondents. 

  Chi-square (chi-square = 3.015, p-value = 0.082) show  that there is moderate level 

of correlation between gender wise split of the respondents view point and the variable 

showing tendency of appraisers to give adequate recognition to the faculty members for 

achievement of their job objectives. 

Age wise/ Trade wise split. Age wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of senior 

most respondents 35 (70% of 50) falling within age limit of 51-60 years, moderately higher 

than the ratios of other respondents falling in different age groups. Chi-square results(chi-

square = 3.280, p-value = 0.350) indicate  insignificant level of relationship between age 

wise split in the view point of respondents and the variable showing tendency  of appraisers 

to give adequate recognition to the faculty members for their achievement of job 

objectives.  

  Trade wise split of the data shows that there is no difference in the ratios of 

respondents belonging to various trades who disagree with view point showing perusal of 

appraisers for giving recognition to the faculty members. Chi-square results(chi-square = 

0.013. p-value = 0.908) indicate that there is no relationship between trade wise split of the 
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respondents view point and the variable showing perusal of appraisers for giving 

recognition to the faculty members. 

Table No.84 (q-25) Creation of conducive working environment  by the appraisers     
             for the appraisees. (Hygiene factor)  

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

  Agree 
 n   (%) 

  Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

Male 120 (58.5)  85 (41.5) 205(100)  
    13.711 
 

  0.000 Female   18 (31)  40 (69)   58 (100) 
Total 138 (52.5) 125 (47.5) 263 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   18 (60)  12 (40)    30 (100) 

    11.881    0.008 
(31-40 yrs)   30 (37.5)   50 (62.5)  80  (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   57 (55.3)   46 (44.7) 103 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   33 (66)  17 (34)   50(100) 
Total 138 (52.5) 125 (47.5) 263(100) 

  Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  70(46.4)  81 (53.6) 151(100) 
     5.652    0.017 Commerce   64(61.5)  40 (38.5) 104 (100) 

Total 134(52.5) 121 (47.5) 255(100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 84 shows that out of total 263 respondents, 

138(52.5%) respondents disagree with the contention that appraisers take all possible steps 

to create conducive working environment for the subordinates to improve their 

performance. Out of these figures, the ratio of male respondents 120(58.5% of 205) is 

significantly higher than the female respondents' ratio 18(31% of 58).  

  Chi-square results( chi-square = 13.711, p-value = 0.000) indicate that there is 

highly significant level of correlation between gender wise bifurcation of respondents' view 

point and the policy relating to creation of conducive working environment for the faculty 

members pursued by the appraisers. The  gape between the disagreement ratios of male and  

female respondents identify the fact that female appraisers are more cognizant of the 

positive impacts of conducive working environment and hence give much consideration to 

this factor.  

  Age wise split. Age wise split of the respondents shows that the ratio of  senior 

most respondents who fall within age limit of 41-50 years (66%) is significantly higher 

than the ratios of respondents who fall in other age groups with regard to their 

disagreement with view point that appraisers that appraisers take practical steps to create 

congenial working atmosphere for the faculty members to make improvement in their 

performance. Chi-square results(chi-square = 11.881, p-value = 0.008) indicate  significant 
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level of correlation between age wise split of respondents' view points and the variable 

showing appraisers policy with regard to creation of conducive working environment.  

  Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the respondents shows that out of total 251 

respondents, 145 (57.8. %) have expressed their disagreement with the view point 

pertaining to creation of conducing working environment by the appraisers members to 

improve the performance and output of faculty members. Out of these figures, the ratio of 

respondents belonging to commerce trade (61.5 % of 104) is significantly higher than the 

ratio of respondents belonging to polytechnic/vocational trade (46.4 % of 151). The results 

demonstrates the fact the appraisers (reporting officers) belonging to 

polytechnic/vocational trade  are more cognizant of the importance and positive impacts of 

congenial working atmosphere on the performance of faculty members. 

  Chi-square results(chi-square = 5.652, p-value = 0.017) show significant level of 

correlation between trade wise bifurcation in the respondents’ view point and the variable 

indicating creation of conducive working environment for the faculty members.  

Table No.85 (q-30). Performance based promotion. (Motivator) 

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

Male 107 (56.6)  82 (43.4) 189 (100)  
    4.249 
 

 0.039 Female   22 (40.7)   32 (59.3)   54 (100) 
Total 129 (53.1) 114 (46.9) 243 (100) 

Age 

(25-30 yrs)   14 (53.8)   12 (46.2)   26 (100) 

    5.565  0.135 
(31-40 yrs)   37 (50)   37 (50)  74  (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   46 (47.9)  50 (52.1)  96 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   32 (68.1)  15 (31.9)   47(100) 
Total 129 (53.1) 114(46.9) 243(100) 

Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  66 (47.8)  72 (52.2) 138(100) 
      3.781  0.052 Commerce   60 (60.6)  39 (39.4)   99 (100) 

Total 126 (53.2) 111 (46.8) 237 (100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 85 shows that out of total 243 respondents, 

129(53.15) respondents disagree with the contention that achievement of job objectives 

through display of excellent performance increases their chances of promotion. Out of 

these figures, the ratio of male respondents 107(56.6% of 189) is significantly higher than 

female respondents' ratio (40.7%).  
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  Chi-square results( chi-square = 4.249, p-value = 0.039) indicate significant level of 

correlation between gender based bifurcation in the view point of respondents and the 

variable showing performance based promotion of the faculty members. 

Age wise split. Age wise split of the respondents shows that the ratio of senior most 

respondents falling with in age limit of 51-60 years is moderately higher than the ratio of 

respondents falling in other age groups as regards their disagreement with view point of 

performance based promotion. 

  Chi-square results (chi-square = 5.565, p-value, 0.135) indicate insignificant level 

of correlation between age wise  split in the view point of respondents and the variable 

showing performance based promotion. 

Age wise split. Age wise split of the statistics reveals that the ratio of respondents 

belonging to commerce trade (60.6% of 99) is moderately higher than the ratio of 

polytechnic/vocational trade’s respondents. Chi-square results(chi-square = 3.781, p-value 

= 0.052) indicate insignificant level of correlation between trade wise bifurcation in the 

view point of respondents and the variable showing performance based promotion. 

Table No.86 (q-47) Appraisers consideration of employees personal problems'  
            impact on their performance. (Hygiene Factor) 

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
   n   (%) 

Total 
  n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

    Male 144 (71.6)  57 (28.4) 201 (100)  
   16.818 
 

 0.000     Female   22 (41.5)   31 (58.5)   53 (100) 
      Total 166 (65.4)   88 (34.6) 254 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   21 (70)   09 (30)    30 (100) 

    1.704   0.636 
(31-40 yrs)   45 (60)   30 (40)  75  (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   63 (65.6)  33 (34.4)  96  (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   37 (69.8)  16 (30.2)  53 (100) 
      Total 166 (65.4)  88 (34.6) 254 (100) 

Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  87 (60)  58 (40) 145 (100) 
     4.634    0.031 Commerce   74 (73.3)  27 (26.7) 101 (100) 

      Total 161 (65.4)  85 (34.6)  246 (100) 
 Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 86 shows that out of total 254 respondents,166 

(65.4% of 201) respondents disagree with the contention that appraisers(reporting officers) 

give due consideration to the personal problems of the faculty members which leave 

negative impacts on their performance. Out of these figures, the ratio of male respondents 

(71.6%) is significantly higher than the ratio of female respondents (41.5%of 53). The 
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results indicates significant level of split in the view point of male and female respondents 

as regards performance base promotion.  

  Chi-square results(chi-square = 16.818, p-value = 0.000) show highly significant 

level of correlation between gender wise split of the respondents' view point and the policy 

of appraisers to give consideration to the personal problems of faculty members which 

negatively affect their performance. 

Age wise split. Age wise split of the data shows that there is insignificant difference in the 

ratios of respondents falling within various age groups. Chi-square (chi-square = 1.704, p-

value = 0.636) indicate that there is no split in the view points of different age groups' 

respondents and the variable showing consideration of faculty members personal problems 

by the appraisers. 

Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the data shows that the ratio of respondents belonging 

to commerce trade (73.3% of 101), is significantly higher than the ratio of respondents 

belonging to polytechnic/vocational trade (60% of 145). Chi-square results (chi-square = 

4.634, p-value = 0.031) indicate significant level of correlation between trade wise 

bifurcation of the faculty members view points and the policy of considering personal 

problems of the faculty members by the appraisers. 

 Table No.87 (q-48). Extension of support by the appraisers to the appraisees to  
             accomplish job objectives. (Hygiene Factor) 

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

     Male  97 (52.4)  88 (47.6) 185 (100)  
     3.445 
 

 0.063      Female  21 (38.2)  34 (61.8)   55 (100) 
      Total 118 (49.2) 122 (50.8) 240 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   12 (48)   13 (52)     25 (100) 

     3.133   0.372 
(31-40 yrs)   28 (41.2)   40 (58.8)   68 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   50 (51)   48 (49)   98  (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   28 (57.1)  21 (42.9)   49  (100) 
      Total 118 (49.2) 112 (50.8) 240 (100) 

 Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  65 (46.4)  75 (53.6) 140 (100) 
      1.203   0.273 Commerce   50 (53.8)  43 (46.2)   93 (100) 

     Total 115 (49.4) 118 (50.6)  233 (100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 87 shows that out of total 240 respondents, 118 

(49.2%) respondents disagree with the contention that appraisers (reporting officers) extend 

support to the faculty members to accomplish their job objectives. Out of these figures, the 
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ratio of male respondents (52.4% of 185) is moderately higher than the ratio of female 

respondents (38.2% of 55). 

  Chi-square results(chi-square = 3.445, p-value = 0.063) indicate moderate level of 

correlation between gender based bifurcation of the respondents' view point and the 

variable relating to extension of support by the appraisers to the faculty members to 

accomplish their job objectives. 

Age wise split. Age wise split of the respondents indicates the ratio of senior most 

respondents falling with in age limit of 51-60 years (57.1%) is moderately higher than the 

ratios of other respondents falling in different age groups. Chi-square results (chi-square = 

3.133, p-value = 0.372) show non-existence of correlation between age wise split of the 

respondents' view point and the variable showing extension of support by the appraisers to 

the faculty members. 

Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the data shows that the ratio of respondents belonging 

to commerce trade (53.8% of 93) is moderately higher than that of polytechnic/vocational 

trade. Chi-square results(chi-square = 1.203, p-value = 0.273) indicates that there is no 

correlation between trade wise bifurcation of the respondents' view point and the variable 

showing the tendency of appraisers(reporting officers) to extend support to the faculty 

members to accomplish job objectives. 

Table No.88(q-49).Availability of resources to the appraisees to accomplish job  
           objectives. (Hygiene Factor) 

Gender 

 
 Disagree 
  n   (%) 

  Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

       Male 111 (60)  74  (40) 185 (100)  
    0.235 
 

 0.628        Female   35 (63.6)  20  (36.4)   55 (100) 
         Total 146 (60.8)  94  (39.2) 240 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   23 (79.3)  06  (20.7)    29 (100) 

     9.044  0.029 
(31-40 yrs)   33 (48.5)   35 (51.5)   68 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   57 (61.3)   36 (38.7)   93  (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   33 (66)   17  (34)   50  (100) 
       Total 146 (60.8)   94 (39.2) 240  (100) 

  Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  67 (51.5)  63 (48.5) 130 (100) 
      8.958  0.003 Commerce   73 (70.9)  30 (29.1) 103 (100) 

        Total 140 (61.1)  93 (39.9)  233 (100) 
Source:- field survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 88 shows that gender wise split of the 

respondents' disagreement ratios indicate insignificant difference and the ratios of male and 
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female respondents are almost the same. Chi-square results(chi-square = 0.235, p-value = 

0.628) indicate that there is no correlation between gender based split of the respondents' 

view point and variable showing availability of resources to the faculty members to 

accomplish job objectives. 

Age wise split. Age wise split of the respondents view point indicates that the disagreement  

ratio of junior most (young) respondents falling within age limit of 25-30 years (79.3% of 

29) is significantly  higher than the ratios of other respondents falling in different age 

groups relating to availability of resources to the faculty members. Chi-square results(chi-

square = 9.044, p-value = 0.029) indicate highly significant level of correlation between 

age wise split of the respondents view point and the variable showing availability of 

resources at the disposal of faculty members to accomplish their job objectives. 

Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the data shows that out of total 233 respondents, 

140(61.1%) respondents disagree with the contention that sufficient resources are available 

to the faculty members to accomplish their job objectives. Out of these figures, the ratio of 

respondents belonging to commerce trade (70.9% of 103) is significantly higher than the 

ratio of polytechnic/vocational trade's respondents(51.5% of 130). Chi-square results (chi-

square = 8.985, p-value = 0.003) identify significant level of correlation between trade wise 

split of the respondents' view point and the variable relating to availability of resources to 

the faculty members.  

Hypothesis no.4.  Biased attitude of the appraisers overridingly influence his  
                               evaluation decisions, which affects performance output and         
                               causes job stress to the appraisees. (q-31-36,38,40). 
Table No.89 (q-31) Appraisers biased tendency to outweigh personal loyalty  
    of the appraisees than their performance / job output. 

Gender 

 
  Disagree 
   n   (%) 

  Agree 
  n   (%) 

  Total 
  n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

   Male   81 (43.5) 105 (56.5) 186 (100)  
    5.381 
 

 0.020    Female   31 (62)  19 (38)   50 (100) 
     Total 112 (47.5) 124 (52.5) 236 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   09 (36)   16 (64)     25 (100) 

     9.044   0.029 
(31-40 yrs)   37 (51.4)   35 (48.6)   72 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   50 (55.6)   40 (44.4)   90  (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   16 (32.7)   33 (67.3)   49  (100) 
     Total 112 (47.5) 124 (52.5) 236  (100) 

Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  68 (51.5)  64 (48.5) 132 (100) 
     1.874   0.171 Commerce   42 (42.4)  57 (57.6)   99 (100) 

      Total 110 (47.6) 121 (52.4)  231 (100) 
Source:- field survey. 
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Gender wise split. The statistics in table 89 shows that out of total 236 respondents, 

112(47.5%) respondents disagree with the contention that appraisers give more weight age 

to the personal loyalty of the faculty members than their performance and output on the 

job. Out of these figures, the ratio of female respondents (62%) is significantly higher than 

the male respondents' ratio(43.5% of 186).  

  Chi-square results (chi-square = 5.381, p-value = 0.020) show that highly 

significant level of correlation exists between gender wise split of the respondents and the 

variable showing biasness of the appraisers to out weight personal loyalty of the faculty 

members as compared to their performance and output on the job. The results demonstrate 

the fact that 56.5% of 186 male respondents have shown their agreement with the 

appraisers’ biasness dimension which, in turn, reflects the tendency of male 

appraisers(reporting officers) to be more biased as compared to the female 

appraisers(reporting officers).  

Age wise split. Age wise split of the data shows that 56.6% of 90 respondents falling with 

in age limit of 31-40 years disagree with view point of appraisers biasness shown in the 

shape  of considering personal loyalty of the appraisers more than their performance and 

out put on the job. Chi-square results(chi-square = 9.044, p-value = 0.029 ) indicates highly 

significant level of correlation between age wise split of the respondents' view point and 

the variable showing biasness of the appraiser(reporting officers) towards performance 

evaluation of the faculty. The results demonstrate that senior most faculty members falling 

in 51-60 years age limit are more annoyed with the biasness of appraisers as 67.3% of them 

agree with the view point showing appraisers biasness. 

Trade wise split.  Trade wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of respondents 

belonging to polytechnic/vocational trade (52.5%) is moderately higher than the ratio of 

respondents belonging to commerce trade(42.4%). 

Chi-square result(chi-square = 1.874, p-value = 0.171) indicate insignificant level of 

correlation between trade wise split of the respondents' view point and the variable 

showing appraisers biasness. 
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Table No.90 (q-32). Discriminatory biasness by the appraisers in  
            evaluating performance of the appraisees. 

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

  Agree 
  n   (%) 

  Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

      Male   64 (33.5) 127 (66.5) 191 (100)  
    6.163 
 

 0.013       Female   29 (51.8)   27 (48.2)   56 (100) 
       Total   93 (37.7) 154 (62.3) 247 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   10 (38.5)   16 (61.5)    26 (100) 

     2.096   0.553 
(31-40 yrs)   33 (44)   42 (56)   75 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   34 (35.1)   63 (64.9)   97  (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   16 (32.7)   33 (67.3)   49  (100) 
     Total   93 (37.7) 154 (62.3) 247  (100) 

 Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  47 (32.6)   97 (67.4) 144 (100) 
      3.991   0.046 Commerce   44 (45.4)   53 (54.6)   97 (100) 

     Total   91 (37.8) 150 (62.2) 241 (100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 90 shows that out of total 247 respondents, 

154(62.3%) respondents agree with the contention that appraisers(Reporting Officers) treat 

all faculty members at an equal footings regardless of  difference in their level of 

performance and output. Out of these figures, 127(66.5% of 191)  male respondents agree 

with the view point that appraisers resort to discriminatory approach by treating poor 

performers at par good by performers by overlooking the difference in their level of 

performance and out put. This ratio is significantly higher than the ratio of female 

respondents (48.2% of 56). 

  Chi-square results(chi-square = 6.163, p-value = 0.013) show highly significant 

level of correlation between gender based bifurcation in the view point of respondents and 

the variable showing discriminatory tendency of the appraisers to equally treat poor 

performers and good performers. 

Age wise split. Age wise split of statistics shows that the agreement ratio of senior most  

respondents falling in age limit of 51-60 years (67.3% of 49) is moderately higher than the 

ratios of other respondents falling in different age groups who have expressed their 

agreement with the view point contained in q-32.  

Chi-square results(chi-square = 2.096, p-value = 0.553) show insignificant level of 

correlation between age wise split of the respondents and the variable showing 

discriminatory tendency of appraisers towards performance evaluation of faculty members 

job out put. 
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Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the statistics indicates that the respondents belonging 

to polytechnic/vocational trade, who are on the agreement side of contention embodied in 

q-32, carry significantly higher ratio (67.4% of 141) than the ratio of respondents belonging 

commerce trade(54.6% of 97). 

  Chi-square results(chi-square = 3.991, p-value = 0.046) indicate  highly significant 

level of correlation between trade wise split in the view point of respondents and the 

variable showing discriminatory attitude of evaluation resorted to by the 

appraisers(reporting officers). 

Table No.91.(q-33). Personal annoyance by the appraisers, granting poor ratings of              
                      PER(ACR) by overlooking good performance of the appraisees. 

Gender 

 
  Disagree 
   n   (%) 

  Agree 
  n   (%) 

  Total 
  n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

    Male   77 (38.9) 121 (61.1) 198 (100)  
   15.836 
 

  0.000     Female   38 (69.1)  17  (30.9)   55 (100) 
      Total  115 (45.5) 138 (54.5) 253 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)    11 (42.3)   15 (57.7)    26 (100) 

     3.479   0.324 
(31-40 yrs)    35 (46.1)   41 (53.9)   76 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)    51 (51)   49 (49) 100 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)    18 (35.3)   33 (64.7)   51  (100) 
     Total  115 (45.5) 138 (54.5) 253  (100) 

Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

   74 (50.7)  72 (49.3) 146 (100) 
      4.764   0.029 Commerce    37 (36.6)  64 (63.4)  101 (100) 

     Total  111 (44.9) 136 (55.1)  247 (100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 91 shows that out of total 253 respondents, 

138(54.5%) respondents agree with the contention that personal annoyance tempt the 

appraisers to grant poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members, by turning blind eye 

to their good performance. The results identify that the ratio of male respondents(61.1% of 

198) is almost double the ratio female respondent. 

  Chi-square results(chi-square = 15.836, p-value = 0.000) show highly significant 

level of correlation between gender wise split of the respondents' view point and the 

variable showing negative impact of personal annoyance displayed by appraisers with 

faculty members.  

Age wise split. Age wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of senior most 

respondents falling within 51-60 years age group is moderately higher than the ratios of 

other respondents falling in different age groups, who agree with view point indicating 
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appraisers’ personal annoyance with faculty members. Chi-square results(chi-square = 

3.479, p –value = 0.324) identify insignificant level of correlation between age wise split of 

the respondents and the variable showing  biasness of the appraisers which is  branched out 

by  personal annoyance with faculty members. 

Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of respondents 

belonging to commerce trade (63.4%of 101), and who agree with the view point that 

appraisers are tempted by biasness due to personal annoyance, is significantly higher than 

the ratio of respondents belonging to polytechnic/vocational trade (49.3% of 146). 

  Chi-square results(chi-square = 4.763, p-value = 0.029) indicate significant level of 

correlation between trade wise split in the respondents’ view point and the variable 

showing biasness of the appraisers tempted by personal annoyance with the faculty 

members.  

Table No.92 (q-34). Job Stress of the appraisees caused by biased evaluation  
                                  of their performance by the appraisers.                                   

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

Male   72  (36.2) 127 (63.8) 199 (100)  
    7.180 
 

  0.007 Female   28  (57.1)  21 (42.9)   49 (100) 
Total  110 (40.3) 148 (59.7) 248 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   08  (34.8)   15 (65.2)    23 (100) 

     7.191   0.066 
(31-40 yrs)   36  (48)   39 (52)   75 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   43  (43.4)   56 (56.6)   99 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   13  (25.5)   38 (74.5)   51  (100) 
Total 110  (40.3) 148 (59.7) 248  (100) 

Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  60  (40.5)  88 (59.5) 148 (100) 
     0.121   0.728 Commerce   36  (38.3)  58 (61.7)   94 (100) 

Total   96  (39.7) 146 (60.3)  242 (100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

 Gender wise split. The statistics in table 92 shows that out of total 248 respondents, 

148(59.7%) respondents agree with the contention that biased attitude of the 

appraisers(reporting officers) towards performance evaluation of faculty members is a 

potent source of  causing them job stress. Out of these figures, 127(63.8% of 199 ) are male 

respondents and 21(42.9% of 49) are female respondents. The results shows  that the ratio 

of male respondents is significantly higher than female respondents' ratio. 

  Chi-square results(chi-square = 7.180, p-value = 0.007) show highly significant 

level of correlation between gender based bifurcation of the respondents' view point and 
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the variable showing job stress of the  faculty members being caused by biased 

performance evaluation approach of the appraisers. 

Age wise split. Age wise split of the statistics shows the ratio of senior most respondents 

falling within age limit of 51-60 years (74.5% of 51) is moderately higher than the ratios of 

other respondents falling in different age groups. Chi-square results (chi-square = 7.191, p-

value = 0.066) show moderate level of correlation between age wise split of the 

respondents' view point and the variable showing job stress of the appraisees caused by 

biased performance evaluation by the appraisers. 

Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the respondents shows that the ratio of respondents 

belonging to polytechnic/vocational trade  is almost the same. Chi-square results(chi-square 

= 0.121, p-value = 0.827) indicate that there is no relationship between trade wise split of 

the respondents' and the variable showing job stress factor of the respondents. 

Table No.93 (q-35). Negative affects of appraisers biased attitude  
            on the performance and out put of appraisees.                          

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

     Male   31 (16.5) 157 (83.5) 188 (100)  
    30.555 
 

  0.000      Female   30 (52.6)   27 (47.4)   57 (100) 
       Total   61 (24.9) 184 (75.1) 245 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   06 (21.4)   22 (78.6)    28 (100) 

     8.093   0.044 
(31-40 yrs)   17 (23.6)   55 (76.4)   72 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   32 (33.3)   64 (66.7)   96 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   06 (12.2)   43 (87.8)   49  (100) 
       Total   61 (24.9) 184 (75.1) 245  (100) 

 Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  40 (29.4)   96 (70.6) 136 (100) 
      3.483   0.062 Commerce   19 (18.8)   82 (81.2)  101 (100) 

        Total    59 (24.9) 178 (75.1)  237 (100) 
Source:- field survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 93 shows that out of total 245 respondents, 

184(75.1%)  respondents agree with the view point that biased attitude of the appraisers 

(reporting officers) negatively affects  the performance/out put of the faculty members. Out 

of these figures, 157(83.5% of 188) are male respondents and 27(47.4% of 57) female 

respondents. The ratio of male respondents is significantly higher than the ratio of female 

respondents. 

  Chi-square results(chi-square = 30.555, p-value = 0.000) indicate highly significant 

level of correlation between gender based split of the respondents’ view point and the 
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variable indicating negative affects of appraisers biased attitude on the performance and 

output of the faculty members. The results exhibits the fact that male appraisers (reporting 

officers) are more biased as compared to the female respondents. 

 Age wise split. Age wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of senior most 

respondents falling in 51-60 years age limit (87.8%) is significantly higher than the ratio of 

respondents falling in other age groups. Chi-square results (chi-square = 8.093, p-value = 

0.044) show significant level of correlation between age wise split of the respondents view 

point and the variable indicating negative impact of appraisers' biased attitude on the 

performance and productivity of the faculty members.  

Trade wise split.  Trade wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of respondents 

belonging to commerce trade (82.1%)is moderately higher than the ratio of respondents 

belonging to polytechnic/polytechnic trade (70.6). Chi-square results (chi-square = 3.483, 

p-value = 0.062) indicate insignificant level of relationship between trade wise split of the 

respondents' view point  and the variable showing negative impact of appraisers biased 

attitude on the performance/ out put of faculty members. 

Table No.94 (q-36). Positive impacts of appraisers' unbiased attitude  
            on the performance and out put of appraisees.              

Gender 

 
  Disagree 
    n   (%) 

  Agree 
  n   (%) 

  Total 
  n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

   Male   54 (27.6) 142 (72.4) 196 (100)  
    0.510 
 

  0.475    Female   13 (22.8)   44 (77.2)   57 (100) 
     Total   67 (26.5) 186 (73.5) 253 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   09 (31)   20 (69)     29 (100) 

     4.666   0.198 
(31-40 yrs)   21 (26.9)   57 (73.1)   78 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   30 (30.6)   68 (69.4)   98 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   07 (14.6)   41 (85.4)   48  (100) 
     Total   67 (26.5) 186 (73.5) 253  (100) 

  Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  37 (26.4) 103 (73.6) 140 (100) 
      0.027   0.871 Commerce   29 (27.4)   77 (72.6)  106 (100) 

      Total   66 (26.8) 180 (72.2)  246 (100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 94 shows that out of total 253 respondents, 

186(73.5%) respondents agree with the view point that unbiased attitude of appraisers leave 

positive impact on the performance and productivity of the appraisees. Out of these figures, 

the ratio of female respondents (77.2%) is slightly higher than the ratio of male respondents 

(72.4%).  
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  Chi-square results (chi-square = 0.510, p-value = 0.475) indicate insignificant level 

of correlation between gender wise split of the respondents view point and the variable 

indicating positive impact of appraisers unbiased attitude on the performance and out put of 

faculty members. 

Age wise split.  Age wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of senior most 

respondents falling with age limit of 51-60 years (85.4 %) is moderately higher than the 

ratios of other respondents belonging to different age limits. Chi-square results(chi-square 

= 4.666, p-value = 0.198) indicate insignificant level of correlation between age wise split 

of the respondents' view point and the variable indicating positive impact of appraisers 

unbiased attitude on the performance and output of faculty members. 

Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the statistics indicates that the ratios of respondents 

belonging to polytechnic/vocational trade and commerce trade are almost the same. Chi-

square results indicate insignificant level of correlation between trade wise split of the 

respondents' view point variable showing positive impacts of appraisers’ unbiased attitude.  

Table No.95 (q-38). Personal Likes / Dislikes (Favoritism / Nepotism) by   
                                 appraisers in awarding performance ratings to appraisees.                        

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

    Male   68 (34.2) 131 (65.8) 199 (100)  
   14.633 
 

  0.000     Female   34 (63)   20 (37)   54 (100) 
     Total  102 (40.3) 151 (59.7) 253 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   12 (44.4)   15 (55.6)    27 (100) 

     1.327   0.723 
(31-40 yrs)   29 (37.7)  48 (62.3)  77 (100)
(41-50 yrs)   42 (43.8)   54 (56.2)   96 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   19 (35.8)   34 (64.2)   53  (100) 
     Total  102 (40.3) 151 (59.7) 253  (100) 

  Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  60 (41.4)   85 (58.6) 145 (100) 
      0.027   0.871 Commerce   40 (39.6)   61 (60.4) 101 (100) 

     Total  100 (40.7) 146 (59.3)  246 (100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 95 shows that out of total 253 respondents, 

151(59.7%) respondents agree with the view point that appraisers resort to personal likes 

and dislikes (favoritism/nepotism) in awarding performance ratings to the faculty members. 

Out of these figures, the ratio of male respondents (65.8% of 199) is significantly higher 

than the female respondents' ratio (37%). 
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  Chi-square results(chi-square = 14.633, p-value = 0.000) show highly significant 

level of correlation between gender wise split of the respondents and the variable showing 

personal likes and dislikes of the appraisers in awarding performance ratings to the faculty 

members.  

Age wise split. Age wise split of the statistics indicates that the ratio of senior most 

respondents falling within age limit of 51-60 years (64.2%) is slightly higher than the ratio 

of other respondents falling in different age groups. Chi-square results(chi-square = 1.326, 

p-value = 0.723) identify insignificant level of correlation between age wise split of the 

respondents' view point and the variable showing personal likes and dislikes of the 

appraisers in awarding performance ratings to the faculty members. 

Trade wise split.  Trade wise split of the respondents shows that the ratios of respondents 

belonging to polytechnic/ vocational and commerce trades are almost identical. Chi-square 

results show highly insignificant level of correlation between the two variables relating to 

trade wise split in appraisees' view point and biased tendency of appraisers to make resort 

personal likes and dislikes in awarding performance ratings to the faculty members. 

Table No.96 (q-40). Biasness by appraisers in comparing   
                               performance of different appraisees. 

Gender 

 
Disagree 
   n   (%) 

  Agree 
  n   (%) 

  Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

     Male   70 (36.1) 124 (63.9) 194 (100)  
    4.221 
 

  0.040      Female   26 (52)   24 (48)   50 (100) 
      Total   96 (39.3) 148 (60.7) 244 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   10 (37)   17 (63)     27 (100) 

     8.611   0.035 
(31-40 yrs)   31 (43.7)   40 (56.3)   71 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   44 (45.8)   52 (54.2)   96 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   11 (22)   39 (78)   50  (100) 
      Total   96 (39.3) 148 (60.7) 244  (100) 

  Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  53 (38.4)   85 (61.6) 138 (100) 
      0.024   0.878 Commerce   39 (39.4)   60 (60.6)   99 (100) 

      Total   92 (38.8) 145 (61.2)  237 (100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 96 shows that out of total 244 respondents, 

148(60.7%) respondents agree with the view point that appraisers display biasness in 

comparing performance and out put of various faculty members. Out of these figures, the 

ratio of male respondents 124(63.9% of 194) is significantly higher than the ratio of female 

respondents (48% of 50). 
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   Chi-square results(chi-square = 4.221, p-value = 0.040) identify  significant level 

of correlation between gender based split in the view points of respondents and the variable 

indicating biasness of the appraisers in comparing performance and  output of faculty 

members. The results manifests that male appraisers (reporting officers) are more prone to 

this sort of bias attitude as compared to female appraisers (reporting officers). 

Age wise split. Age wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of senior most 

respondents falling within age limit of 51-60 years (78% of 50) is significantly higher than 

the ratios of respondents falling in different age groups. Chi-square results(chi-square 

results (chi-square = 8.611, p-value = 0.035) show highly significant level of correlation 

between age split in the respondents' view points and the variable showing biased attitude 

of the appraisers in comparing performance and out put of faculty members. The results 

shows that senior most respondents are more annoyed with biased attitude of appraisers as 

compared to respondents falling in different age groups. 

Trade wise split.  Trade wise split of the statistics shows that the ratios of respondents 

belonging to polytechnic/vocational trade and commerce trade are almost the same. Chi-

square results indicate insignificant level of correlation between trade wise split in the view 

point of respondents and the variable showing biasness of the appraisers in comparing 

performance and out put of faculty members. 

Hypothesis no.5.  
Credibility of performance appraisal and improvement of job  
 performance depends on the effectiveness of appraisal system (q-41- 45). 
 
Table No.97 (q-41) Suitability of PER(ACR)forms effective performance evaluation.           

Gender 

 
Disagree 

  n   (%) 
Agree 

n   (%) 
Total 

 n   (%) 
 Chi-Square  P -Value 

Male  112 (58.3)   80 (41.7) 192 (100)  
    1.255 
 

  0.263 Female    20 (48.8)   21 (51.2)   41 (100) 
Total  132 (56.7) 101 (43.3) 233 (100) 

 Age 

(25-30 yrs)   19 (73.1)   07 (26.9)    26 (100) 

     6.631   0.085 
(31-40 yrs)   37 (51.4)   35 (48.6)   72 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   46 (51.1)   44 (48.9)   90 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   30 (66.7)   15 (33.3)   45  (100) 
Total 132 (56.7) 101 (43.3) 233  (100) 

 Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  72 (55)   59 (45) 131 (100) 
      0.440   0.507 Commerce   57 (59.4)   39 (40.6)   96 (100) 

Total  129 (56.8)   98 (43.2)  227 (100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 
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Gender wise split. The statistics in table 97 shows that out of total 233 respondents, 

132(56.7%) respondents disagree with view point regarding suitability of PER(ACR) forms 

effective evaluation of faculty members job performance. Out of these figures, the ratio of 

male respondents (58.3% of 192) is moderately higher than female respondents' 

ratio(48.8% of 41).  

  Chi-square results (chi-square = 1.255, p-value = 0.263) identify insignificant level 

of correlation between gender wise split in the view point of respondents and the variable 

showing suitability of PER(ACR) forms for effective performance evaluation. 

Age wise split. Age wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of senior most 

respondents falling within age limit of 51-60 years (66.7% of 45) is moderately higher than 

the ratios of respondents falling in different age groups. Chi-square results(chi-square = 

6.631, p-value = 0.085) indicate moderate level of correlation between age wise split in the 

view points of respondents and the variable showing suitability of PER(ACR) forms for 

effective performance evaluation. 

Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the statistics identifies that the ratios of respondents 

belonging to polytechnic/vocational trade and commerce trade slightly vary from one an 

other. Chi-square results show insignificant level of correlation between trade wise split of 

the respondents' view point and the variable showing suitability of PER(ACR) forms for 

effective performance evaluation. 

Table No.98 (q-42). Suitability of performance appraisal system    
                                  for  effective performance evaluation.           

Gender 

 
Disagree 
    n   (%) 

  Agree 
   n   (%) 

  Total 
  n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

    Male    98 (50.8)   95 (49.2) 193 (100)  
    1.870 
 

  0.172     Female    16 (39)   25 (61)   41 (100) 
      Total  114 (48.7) 120 (51.3) 233 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   15 (55.6)   12 (44.4)    27 (100) 

     8.987   0.029 
(31-40 yrs)   27 (37)   46 (63)   73 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   43 (48.3)   46 (51.7)   89 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   29 (64.4)   16 (35.6)   45  (100) 
      Total 114 (48.7) 120 (51.3) 234  (100) 

  Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  68 (48.9)   71 (51.1) 139 (100) 
      0.058   0.809 Commerce   45 (50.6)   44 (49.4)   89 (100) 

     Total 113 (49.6) 115 (50.4)  228 (100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 
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Gender wise split. The statistics in table 98 shows that out of total 233 respondents, 

120(51.3%) respondents agree with the contention that existing system of performance 

appraisal is suitable for conducting effective performance evaluation. Out of these figures, 

the ratio of female respondents(61% of 41) is moderately higher than male respondents' 

ratio(49.2%). Chi-square results indicate insignificant level of correlation between gender 

wise split of the respondents and the variable showing suitability of existing performance 

appraisal system. 

  Chi-square results(chi-square = 1.870, p-value = 0.172) indicate insignificant level 

of correlation between gender wise split in the view point of respondents and the variable 

showing suitability of performance appraisal system. 

Age wise split. Age wise split of the data shows that the ratio of respondents falling within 

age limit of 31-40 years(63% of 73) is significantly higher than the ratio of respondents 

falling in other age groups. However, the ratio of senior most respondents falling in age 

limit of 51-60 years is markedly lower. This indicates the fact that senior faculty members 

have expressed higher degree of dissatisfaction (64.4%)with existing appraisal system. 

Table No.99 (q-43).Comprehensiveness of PER (ACR) for  
                               effective performance evaluation. 

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

Male   127 (63.5)   73 (36.5) 200 (100)  
    8.374 
 

  0.004 Female    20 (40.8)   29 (59.2)   49 (100) 
Total   147 (59) 102 (41) 249 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   11 (44)   14 (56)     25 (100) 

     9.643   0.022 
(31-40 yrs)   41 (52.6)   37 (47.4)   78 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   57 (59.4)   39 (40.6)   96 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   38 (76)   12 (24)   50  (100) 
Total  147 (59) 102 (41) 249  (100) 

  Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  80 (56.3)   62 (43.7) 142 (100) 
      1.430   0.232 Commerce   64 (64)   36 (36) 100 (100) 

Total 144 (59.5)   98 (40.5)  242 (100) 
Source:- Field Survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 99 shows that out of total 249 respondents, 

147(59%) disagree with the contention about comprehensiveness of the existing 

PER(ACR) forms  covering all aspects/dimensions of faculty members job performance. 

Out of these figures, the ratio of male respondents is 127(63.5% of 200), which is 

significantly higher than the ratio of female respondents (40.8% of 49).  
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  Chi-square results(chi-square = 8.374, p-value = 0.004) indicate significant level of 

correlation between gender wise split of the respondents' view point and the variable 

showing comprehensiveness of PER(ACR) forms for effective performance evaluation. 

Age wise split. Age wise split of the statistics indicates that the ratio of senior most 

respondents falling within age limit of 51-60 years (76% of 50) is significantly higher than 

the ratios of other respondents falling in different age groups with regard to their 

disagreement expressed with view point that the existing PER(ACR) comprehensively 

cover all aspects/dimensions of faculty members’ job performance(q-43). Chi-square 

results(chi-square = 9.643, p-value = 0.022) indicate significant level of correlation 

between age wise split of the respondents' and the variable showing comprehensiveness of 

PER(ACR) forms for effective performance evaluation. 

Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of respondents 

belonging to commerce trade (64% of 100) is moderately higher than the ratio of 

polytechnic/vocational trade (56.3%). Chi-square results indicate insignificant level of 

correlation between trade wise split of the respondents' view point and the variable 

showing comprehensiveness of PER(ACR) forms. 

Table No.100(q-44). Impact of performance appraisal system in  
                                  improving job performance/ productivity.           

Gender 

 
Disagree 
  n   (%) 

Agree 
 n   (%) 

Total 
 n   (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

Male  130 (63.4)   75 (36.6) 205 (100)  
    0.745 
 

  0.388 Female    29 (56.9)   22 (43.1)   51 (100) 
Total  159 (62.1)   97 (37.9) 256 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   16 (59.3)   11 (40.7)    27  (100) 

     7.711   0.052 
(31-40 yrs)   48 (62.3)   29 (37.7)   77  (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   56 (54.9)   46 (45.1)  102 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   39 (78)   11 (22)   50  (100) 
Total 159 (62.1)   97 (37.9) 256  (100) 

 Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  86 (59.7)   58 (40.3) 144  (100) 
      0.928   0.335 Commerce   69 (65.7)   36 (34.3) 105 (100) 

Total 155 (62.2)   94 (37.8)  249 (100) 
Source:- field survey. 

Gender wise / trade wise split. The statistics in table 100 shows that out of total 256 

respondents, 159(62.1%)  disagree with the contention that existing system of performance 

appraisal helps in improving their performance/productivity. Out of these figures, the ratio 

of male respondents (63.4% of 205) is moderately higher than the ratio of female 
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respondents(56.9% of 51).Chi-square results(chi-square = 0.745, p-value = 0.388) indicate 

insignificant level of correlation between gender wise split of the respondents and the 

variable showing role of appraisal system in improving performance/ productivity of 

faculty members. Similarly, trade wise split of the respondents shows insignificant 

difference in the ratios of respondents belong to different trades and the results indicates 

insignificant level of correlation between trade wise split in the respondents' view points 

and the variable showing role of appraisal system in improving performance / productivity 

of the faculty. 

Age wise split.  Trade wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of senior most 

respondents falling within age limit of 51-60 years (78% of 50) is moderately higher than 

the ratio of other respondents falling in other age groups who have expressed their 

disagreement with the contention that existing system of performance appraisal helps in 

improving performance and productivity of the faculty members. Chi- square results(chi-

square = 7.711, p-value = 0.052) show insignificant level of correlation between gender 

wise split in the respondents' view point and the variable showing improvement caused in 

the performance and productivity of faculty as a result of existing  appraisal system. 

Table No.101 (q-45). Impact of performance appraisal system on routine duties.            

Gender 

 
Disagree 
    n    (%) 

Agree 
   n    (%) 

Total 
  n    (%) 

 Chi-Square  P -Value 

Male  116 (61.4)   73 (38.6) 189 (100)  
    1.048 
 

  0.306 Female    25 (53.2)   22 (46.8)   47 (100) 
Total  141 (59.7)   95 (40.3) 236 (100) 

  Age 

(25-30 yrs)   17 (60.7)   11 (39.3)    28 (100) 

     7.634   0.054 
(31-40 yrs)   37 (52.1)   34 (47.9)   71 (100) 
(41-50 yrs)   51 (56.7)   39 (43.3)   90 (100) 

(51-60 yrs)   36 (76.6)   11 (23.4)   47 (100) 
Total 141 (59.7)   95 (40.3) 256  (100) 

Trade 

Polytechnic/ 
Vocational 

  74 (58.7)   52 (41.3) 126 (100) 
      0.000   0.991 Commerce   61 (58.7)   43 (41.3) 104 (100) 

Total 135 (58.7)   95 (41.3)  230 (100) 
Source:- field survey. 

Gender wise split. The statistics in table 101 shows that out of total 236 respondents, 

141(59.7%) respondents disagree with the contention that existing appraisal system has any 

positive  impact on the routine duties of the faculty members. Out of these figures, the ratio 

of male respondents(61.4% of 189) is slightly higher than the ratio of female 

respondents(53.2%). Chi-square results(chi-square = 1.048, p-value = 0.306) show 
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insignificant level of correlation between gender wise split in the respondents’ view point 

and the variable showing positive impact of appraisal system on the routine duties.  

Age wise split. Age wise split of the statistics shows that the ratio of senior most 

respondents (76.6% of 47),falling within age limit of 51-60 years is moderately higher than 

the ratios of  other respondents falling in different age groups. Chi-square results(chi-

square = 7.634, p-value 0.054) show insignificant level of correlation between age wise 

split in the respondents' view point and the variable showing positive  impact of appraisal 

system on the routine duties of faculty members. 

Trade wise split. Trade wise split of the statistics shows that the ratios of respondents 

belonging to polytechnic/vocational trade and commerce trade are the same and chi-square 

results(chi-square = 0.000, p-value 0.991) indicate that there is no correlation between trade 

wise bifurcation of the respondents view point and the variable demonstrating positive 

impact of appraisal system on the routine duties of faculty members. 
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            Part II. 
 

5.13.2                                ASSOCIATION. 
 
          Hypothesis No.1  
   

“Appraisers effectiveness/ styles affects performance Appraisal, Motivation, 
Job satisfaction and performance/productivity positively as well as negatively”. 
 
Table 102. Appraisers’ Effectiveness  Association with Negative Motivation  (q-1 vs. q-6). 

 
  
  

Appraisers Effectiveness (q-1) 
Chi-square P-value       D 

  n    (%) 
      A 
  N    (%) 

Total  D 
  n   (%) 

Negative Motivation 
(q-6) 

D    27 (50)  27  (50) 54 (100) 

    7.921 0.005 
A   47 (29) 115 (71) 162(100) 

Total   74 (34.3) 142 (65.7) 
 
216 (100) 
 

Source:- Field survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 102 shows that out of total 216 respondents, 162 agree with 

contention that appraisers pursue the policy of negative motivational approach by giving 

poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members for their failure to achieve the targets (q-

6),and 142 agree with contention that appraisers possess requisite qualification and 

experience for conducting effective performance evaluations(q-1). Out of these figures, 115 

respondents (71% of 162) agree with view point given in both the variables indicating 

appraisers effectiveness parameters(q-1) and appraisers’ negative motivational approach 

(q-6). However, 27 respondents (50% of 54) agree with the view point pertaining to 

appraisers effectiveness dimension but disagree with the notion showing appraisers’ 

negative motivational tendency. These statistics identify that the ratios of respondents who  

agree or disagree with both the variables is significantly higher as compared to the ratios of 

respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

The chi-square results (chi-square = 7.921, p-value = 0.005) show the existence of 

high level of association between the effectiveness dimension of the appraisers (q-1) and 

negative motivational attitude of appraisers(q-6) pursued by them while appraising faculty 

members' job performance. These findings identify the fact that those appraisers who 

possess the quality of effectiveness for carrying out appraisal will not deviate  from 

resorting  to the propensity of penalizing the faculty members by giving them poor ratings 

of PER(ACR) in case of their failure to achieve the assigned targets.    
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Table 103. (Appraisers’ capability Association with negative motivation) (q-2 vs. q-6) 

 
  
  

Appraisers’ Capability  (q-2) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

 n  (%) 
   A 
n  (%) 

Total  D 
 n (%) 

Negative Motivation 
(q-6) 

D    25 (47.2)  28  (52.8) 53 (100) 

 2.904 0.088 
A   56 (34.1) 108 (65.9) 164(100) 

Total   81 (37.3) 136 (62.7) 
 
217 (100) 
 

Source:- Field survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 103 shows that out of the total 217respondents, 164 agree 

with the view point that appraisers pursue the policy of negative motivational approach by 

giving poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members for their failure to achieve the 

targets (q-6) and  136 (62.7%) respondents  agree with the notion that appraisers possess 

requisite capabilities to make distinction between good performance and poor performance 

while evaluating job performance and output of the faculty members. Out of these figures, 

108 (65.9% of 164) respondents agree with both the variables showing appraisers’ 

capability parameters (q-2) and negative motivational tendency of the appraisers(q-6)  

while 28 (52.8% of 53) respondents agree with appraisers’ capability dimension but 

disagree with negative motivational approach of the appraisers. The  results show that there 

is insignificant difference in the  ratio of respondents who agree or disagree with both the 

variables as compared to those who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with 

the other. 

The chi-square results (chi-square = 2.904, p-value = 0.088) show insignificant 

level of association between the two variables delineating appraisers’ capability dimension 

and appraisers’ negative motivation tendency. Hence, the results indicate that those 

appraisers who are capable enough to carry out effective performance evaluations shun  

negative motivational approach to penalize faculty members for their failure to achieve the 

assigned targets. 

Table.104. Appraisers’ Quantitative approach’s  association with negative motivation, 
                                    (q-3 vs. q-6). 

 
  
  

Appraisers’ quantitative approach (q-3) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

 n  (%) 
   A 
n  (%) 

Total  D 
 n (%) 

Negative Motivation 
(q-6) 

D    25 (45.5)  30  (54.5)   55 (100) 

 5.265 0.022 
A   47 (28.7) 117 (71.3) 164(100) 

Total   72 (32.9) 147 (67.1) 
 
219 (100) 
 

Source:- Field survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 104 identifies that out of the total 219 respondents, 164 

agree and 55 disagree with view point that appraisers pursue the policy of negative 
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motivational approach by giving poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members for 

their failure to achieve the assigned targets (q-6). Similarly, 147 (67.1%) respondents agree 

and 72(32.9%) disagree with view point that appraisers focus on quantitative aspect of 

faculty members job output (q-3). Comparing these figures, it is evident that out of 164 

respondents, 117(71.3) agree with view points given in both the variables relating to 

negative motivational approach and quantitative approach of the appraisers.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 5.265, p-value = 0.022) show that there is moderate 

level of difference between the ratios of respondents who either  agree or disagree with 

both the variables as against those who agree with one variable and disagree with the other. 

Thus, the level of association  established between the two variables depicting appraisers’ 

quantitative approach as against negative motivational propensity pursued by them, is of 

moderate level of significance.  

Table 105. Appraisers’ Qualitative approach’s  association with negative motivation, 
                                 (q-4 vs. q-6). 

 
 
  

Appraisers’ qualitative approach (q-4) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

 n  (%) 
   A 
n  (%) 

Total  D 
 n (%) 

Negative Motivation 
(q-6) 

D    22 (41.5)  31 (58.5)  53 (100) 

 0.006 0.936 
A   67 (42.1)  92 (57.9) 159(100) 

Total   89 (42) 123 (58) 
 
212 (100) 
 

Source:- Field survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

The statistics in table 105 reveals the fact  that out of the total 212 respondents, 159 agree 

with view point that appraisers pursue negative motivational tendency by penalizing faculty  

members through granting them poor ratings of PER (ACR) if they fail to achieve the 

targets (q-6) and 123 agree with view point of that appraisers adopt qualitative approach 

while making evaluations of faculty members’ job performance(q-4). Out the these figures, 

92(57.9% of 159) respondents show agreement with both the variables showing appraisers 

motivational tendency and their qualitative approach, while 31(58.5 % of 53) respondents 

agree with contention laid down in the former variable (q-4) but disagree with view point 

explained in the later variable(q-6). The results identify that the ratio of respondents who 

agree with both the variables is the same as against the ratios of those who agree with one 

variable but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi- square = 0.006, p-value = 936) show that there is no association 

between the variables indicating qualitative approach focused by the appraisers and the 

negative motivational tendency followed by them while making appraisals of faculty 

members’ job performance.  
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Table 106. Appraisers’ annoying evaluation trend’s / attitude’s  association 
                    with negative motivation  (q-5 vs. q-6). 

 
 
  

Annoying evaluation trend/attitude  of 
Appraisers (q-5). 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
  n    (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n   (%) 

Negative Motivation 
(q-6) 

D   19 (40.4)  28 (59.6) 47 (100) 

 16.983 0.000 
A   21 (13.3) 137 (86.7) 158(100) 

Total   40 (19.5) 165 (80.5) 
 
205 (100) 
 

Source:- Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 106 shows that out of the total 205 respondents,158 agree 

with notion that appraisers pursue negative motivational tendency by penalizing faculty 

members through granting them poor ratings of PER (ACR) for their failure to achieve the 

targets (q-6) and 165 agree with contention that appraisers resort to annoying evaluation 

attitude to see poor performance of faculty members(q-5). These figures identify that 137 

(86.7% of 158) of the respondents, agree with both the view points. However, 28 

respondents(59.6% of 47) agree with view point showing annoying evaluation trend 

/attitude displayed by the appraisers (q-5), but disagree with view point of negative 

motivational policy pursued by the appraisers while making appraisal of faculty members 

job performance(q-6). These statistics show that the ratios of respondents who either agree 

or disagree with both the variables are significantly higher than those who agree with either 

of the two variables but  disagree with the other.  

Chi square results (chi-square = 16.983, p-value = 0.000) identify that there is 

significantly higher level of association between the two variables portraying appraisers’ 

annoying attitude (q-5) and appraisers’ negative motivational tendency(q-6). The analysis 

reveals the fact that those appraisers who get annoyed with average or poor performance 

level of faculty members,  make resort to punitive attitude by awarding poor ratings of PER 

(ACR) to the faculty members at the time of  evaluating their job performance.  

Table 107. Autocratic approach of the appraisers’ association with negative motivation, 
                                 (q-5 vs. q-6). 

 
 
  

Appraisers’ autocratic approach (q-10) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

  n   (%) 
   A 
n   (%) 

Total  D 
 n (%) 

Negative Motivation 
(q-6) 

D    31 (56.4)  24(43.6) 55 (100) 

 14.847 0.000 
A   42 (27.5) 111(72.5) 153(100) 

Total   73 (35.1) 135 (64.9) 
 
208 (100) 
 

Source:- Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 107 shows that out of 208 respondents, 153 agree with view 

point that appraisers pursue the policy of negative motivational approach by giving poor 
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ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members for their failure to achieve the targets (q-6) 

and 135(64.9%) respondents agree with the notion that appraisers adopt autocratic 

approach by dictating job objectives to the faculty members(q10). Out of these figures, 

111(72.5% of 153) respondents agree with both the variables pertaining to appraisers’ 

motivational tendency and their autocratic approach. However, 24(43.6% of 55) 

respondents agree with notion of appraisers’ autocratic approach but disagree with view 

point showing appraisers’ motivational tendency. Thus, the ratio of respondents (72.5%) 

who express agreement with both the variables is significantly higher than the ratio of 

respondents (43.6) who agree with view point relating to appraisers autocratic approach  

but disagree with view point showing appraisers motivational tendency.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 14.847, p-value = 0.000) identify highly significant 

level of association between the variable of autocratic approach focused by the appraisers 

assigning job targets/ objectives to the faculty members and the propensity of negative 

motivation followed by them in shape of awarding poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty 

members, if they fail to achieve the assigned targets. 

Table 108. Democratic approach of the appraisers’ association with negative motivation  (q-6 vs q-12).  

 
 
  

Appraisers’ democratic  approach (q-12) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

 n  (%) 
   A 
n  (%) 

Total  D 
 n   (%) 

Negative Motivation 
(q-6) 

D    32 (60.4)  21 (39.6)  53 (100) 

 0.006 0.936 
A   96 (62.3)  58 (37.7) 154(100) 

Total  128 (61.8)  79 (38.2) 
 
207 (100) 
 

Source:- Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 108 shows that out of total 207 respondents,154 agree with 

contention  that appraisers pursue the policy of negative motivational approach by giving 

poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members for their failure to achieve the targets 

while 79 (38.2 %) respondents show their agreement with the view point that appraisers 

adopt democratic approach by letting faculty members to discuss and define their job 

objectives (q-12). Out of these figures, 58 (37.7% of 154) respondents simultaneously 

agree with both the variables showing negative motivational tendency of the appraisers and 

their democratic approach to set define job objectives of faculty members, while 21(39.6% 

of 53) respondents have shown their agreement with view point depicting democratic 

approach of the  appraisers but have disagreed with view point that these appraisers also 

bent upon negative motivational tendency. These statistics identify the fact that there is no 

significant difference in the ratios of respondents who either agree or disagree with both the 
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variables as against those who  agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the 

other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 0.006, p-value = 0.936) reveal non-existence of any 

kind of association between the democratic approach adopted by the appraisers in setting 

job targets for the faculty members and the parallel adoption of negative motivational 

approach by them.  

Table 109. Appraiser’s Effectiveness Association with  Motivational Trend of Evaluation          
      followed by the appraisers   (q-1 vs. q-8). 

 
 
  

Appraisers’ Effectiveness (q-1) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivational Trend  of 
Evaluation (q-8) 

D    82 (61.2)  52 (38.8)  134 (100) 

 66.603 0.000 
A   13 (11.1) 104 (88.9)  117(100) 

Total   95 (37.8)  156 (62.2) 
 
  251 (100) 
 

  Source:- Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 
 

Finding. The statistics in table 109 shows that out of 251 respondents, 117 agree with the 

view point that appraisers make resort to motivational trend of performance evaluation, 

giving due weight age to professional qualifications and experience of faculty members (q-

8) and 156 (62.2%) of  the respondents agree with view point showing effectiveness of the 

appraisers' to carry out effective performance evaluation of faculty members' job 

performance (q-1). Out of these figures, 104(88.9% of 117) respondents have expressed 

their agreement with both the variables. However, 52(38.8% of 134)disagree with the 

contention showing appraisers’ motivational trend of performance evaluation(q-8) but  

agree with view point indicating appraisers’ effectiveness dimension(q-1). These statistics 

identify the fact that there is significant difference in ratios of respondents who either agree 

or disagree with view points given in both the variables as against those respondents who 

agree with either of the variable but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square =66.603, p-value = 0.000) depict highly significant 

level of association between the two variables, that is, appraisers' effectiveness dimension 

based on experience and qualification and the adoption of motivational trend of 

performance evaluation by the appraisers. The results delineate that the more an appraiser 

is effective, the more he will be swayed by the policy of following motivational trend of 

performance evaluation, considering the professional qualifications and experience of 

faculty members.  
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Table 110. Appraisers Capability’s Association with Motivational Trend of Evaluation, 
        (q-2 vs. q-8). 

 
 
  

Appraisers’ Capability Dimension(q-2) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivational Trend  of 
Evaluation (q-8) 

D    66 (56.9)  50  (43.1)  116 (100) 

 46.139 0.000 
A   17 (14.4) 101 (85.6)  118(100) 

Total   83 (35.5)  151 (64.5) 
 
  234 (100) 
 

Source:- Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 
 

The statistics in table 110 shows that out of 234 total respondents, 118 agree with view 

point that appraisers resort to motivational trend of performance evaluation, giving due 

weight age to professional qualifications and experience of faculty members (q-8) and 

151(64.5%) respondents agree with view point that appraisers possess capability to 

differentiate between good performance and poor performance  (q-2). Out of these figures, 

101 (85.6% of 118) respondents agree with both the variables indicating appraisers’ 

capability dimension and appraisers’ motivational trend. However, 50 (43.1% of 116) 

respondents agree with view point pertaining to appraisers’ capability parameter but 

disagree with view point depicting appraisers’ motivational trend. The results illustrate that 

there is highly significant level of difference in the ratios of respondents who either agree 

or disagree both the variables simultaneously, as against those respondents who agree with 

either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 46.139, p-value = 0.000) demonstrate the fact that 

highly significant level of association exists between the two variables ,that is, appraisers 

capability dimension to differentiate between good performance and poor performance, and 

the perusal of motivational trend of performance evaluation giving due weight age to the 

professional qualifications and experience of faculty members. These results exhibit the 

fact that the more an appraiser is capable to make dichotomy between good performance 

and poor performance, the more he will be tilted towards adopting motivational approach 

of performance evaluation by giving higher ratings of PER(ACR) to the out performers as 

against  those who can simply manage to show average or poor performance. 
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Table 111. Appraisers' quantitative Approach’s Association with  Motivational Trend of     
     Evaluation. (q-3 vs. q-8). 

 
 
  

Appraisers’ Quantitative Approach (q-3). 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivational Trend  of 
Evaluation (q-8) 

D    52 (39.7)  79 (60.3)  131 (100) 

 0.226 0.634 
A   43 (36.8)  74 (62.2)  117(100) 

Total   95 (38.3)  153 (61.7) 
 
  248 (100) 
 

    Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 
 
Finding. The statistics given in table 111 shows that out of 248 total respondents, 117 

agree with view point that appraisers pursue motivational trend of performance evaluation 

giving due weightage to professional qualifications and experience of faculty members(q-

8) and 153 (61.7%) agree with view point that appraisers (Reporting Officers) focus on 

quantitative aspect of faculty members job out(q-3). Out of these figures, 74(62.2% of 117) 

respondents agree with both the variables showing appraisers’ quantitative approach and 

appraisers’ motivational trend of evaluation. However,79 (60.3% of 131) respondents  

agree with view point stating that appraisers adopt quantitative approach but they disagree 

with view point stating that appraisers follow motivational trend of evaluation at the time 

of making appraisal of employees’ performance. These results demonstrate the fact that the 

ratios of respondents who either agree or disagree with both the variables are almost 

identical with the ratios of those respondents who agree with either of the two variables but 

disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results(chi-square = 0.226, p-value = 0.634) identify that there is no 

association between the perusal of quantitative approach by the appraisers and adoption of 

motivational trend by them in evaluating the employees’ performance. These results 

unravel the fact that those appraisers who make resort to quantitative approach in making 

faculty members' job assessment are not tilted towards motivational trend by giving 

weightage to professional qualifications and experience of faculty members. 
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Table 112. (Qualitative Approach’s Association with Motivational Trend of Evaluation ) 
       (q-4 vs. q-8). 

 
 
  

Appraisers’ Qualitative Approach (q-4). 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivational Trend of 
Evaluation (q-8) 

D    69 (53.9)  59 (46.1)  128 (100) 

 34.289 0.000 
A   20 (17.5)  94 (82.5)  114(100) 

Total   89 (36.8)  153 (63.2) 
 
  242 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 
 
Finding. The statistics in table 112 shows that out of 242 total respondents, 114 agree with 

view point that appraisers resort to motivational trend of performance evaluation, giving 

due weight age to  professional qualifications and experience of faculty members (q-8) and 

153(63.2%) agree with contention that appraisers admire qualitative aspect of faculty 

members job performance (q-4). Out of these figures, 94 (82.5% of 114) respondents agree 

with both the variables discussed in q-4 and q-8. However, 59 (46.1% of 128) respondents 

agree with view point given in q-4 but disagree with contention given in q-8. The results 

show that the ratios of respondents who either agree or disagree with both the variables are 

significantly higher than the ratios of those respondents who agree with either of the two 

variables  but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 34.289, p-value = 0.000) reveal that highly 

significant level of association exists between the two variables, that is, qualitative 

approach of the appraisers and the adoption of motivational trend of performance 

evaluation by them. The results signify the fact that those appraisers who focus on 

qualitative side of evaluating faculty members’ job performance will also make resort to 

motivational aspect of inducing their subordinate employees to demonstrate excellent 

performance.  

Table 113. Appraisers’ annoying assessment Attitude's association with Motivational Trend of     
                   Evaluation (q-5 vs. q-8). 

 
 
  

Annoying assessment Attitude (q-5) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivational Trend  of 
Evaluation (q-8) 

D    21 (20.4)  82 (79.6)  103 (100) 

 0.011 0.918 
A   23 (19.8)  93 (80.2)  116 (100) 

Total   44 (20.1)  175 (79.9) 
 
  219 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey.  (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 113 shows that out of total 219 respondents, 116 agree with 

the view point that appraisers get very annoyed to see below the mark performance of 

faculty members (q-5) and 175 (79.9%) agree with the view point that appraisers make 
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resort to motivational trend of performance evaluation, giving due weight age to 

professional qualifications and experience of faculty members (q-8). Out of these figures, 

93  (80.2%) respondents have expressed their agreement with both the variables. However, 

82 (79.6% of 103) respondents have shown their agreement with view point showing 

appraisers’ annoying assessment attitude (q-5), but have disagreed with view point that 

appraisers follow motivational trend of evaluation. The results show that ratios of 

respondents who either agree or disagree with both the variables are almost uniform with 

the ratios of those respondents who agree or disagree with either of the two variables and 

disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 0.011, p-value = 0.918) show that there is no 

association  between the annoying assessment attitude manifested by the appraisers to see 

poor performance of faculty members and their motivational trend of performance 

evaluation to consider the professional qualifications and experience of the faculty 

members. These results depict that those appraisers who give importance simply to the 

quantitative results/ output of the faculty members, turn blind eye to the professional 

qualifications and experience of the faculty at the time of making their performance 

evaluation, if their professional qualifications and experience are not backed by tangible 

good results. 

Table 114. Appraisers Autocratic approach's Association with Motivational trend of  
       Evaluation (q-10 vs. q-8). 

   
  

Appraisers’ Autocratic approach (q-10) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivational Trend  of 
Evaluation (q-8) 

D    51 (45.9)  60 (54.1)  111 (100) 

  2.253 0.133 
A   40  (36)  71 (64)  111(100) 

Total    91 (41) 131(59) 
 
  222 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D  =  Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 114 shows that out of total 222 respondents, 111 agree with 

view point that appraisers give due weight age to professional qualifications and experience 

of faculty members while evaluating their performance (q-8) and 131 (59%) agree with 

view point that appraisers adopt autocratic approach by dictating job objectives to faculty 

members (q-10). Out of these figures, 71(64% of 111) respondents agree with both the 

variables showing appraisers’ motivational trend of evaluation and appraisers’ autocratic 

style respectively. However, 60 (54.1% of 111) respondents who disagree with view point 

showing appraisers’ motivational trend but have expressed their agreement with view point 

indicating autocratic style of appraisers. These results show that the ratios of respondents 
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who either agree or disagree with both the variables, that is, autocratic approach of the 

appraisers in setting job objectives for the faculty members (q-10) and adoption of 

motivational trend of evaluation by the appraisers taking into account the professional 

qualifications and experience of faculty members (q-8), are slightly higher than the ratios 

of those respondents who agree with any one of the two variables but disagree with the 

other.  

 Chi-square results (chi-square = 2.253, p-value = 0.133) show that there is 

insignificant level of association between the two variables. These results identify the fact 

that those appraisers who have recourse to autocratic approach in setting job targets for the 

faculty members want the accomplishment of these targets by all means. The professional 

qualifications and experience of the faculty members carry no importance for them, in the 

absence of achievement of tangible targets.  

Table 115. Appraisers Democratic  approach's Association with Motivational  trend of     
      Evaluation  (q-12 vs. q-8). 

 

Appraisers’ Democratic approach (q-12) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivational Trend  of 
Evaluation (q-8) 

D   101 (77.7)  29 (22.3)  130 (100) 

 31.573 0.000 
A   47 (42.3)  64 (57.7)  111(100) 

Total  148 (61.4)  93(38.6) 
 
  241 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 115 shows that out of 241 total respondents, 111 agree with 

view point that appraisers give due weight age to professional qualifications and experience 

of faculty members while evaluating their performance (q-8) and 93 (38.6%) agree with the 

view point that appraisers adopt democratic approach by allowing faculty members to 

discuss and define their job objectives (q-12). Out of these figures, 64(57.7% of 111) 

respondents agree with both the variables showing appraisers motivational trend of 

evaluation and adoption of democratic approach by them. However, 29(22.3% of 130) 

respondents agree with the view point that appraisers pursue democratic approach(q-12) 

but they disagree with the view point that appraisers also fall upon motivational trend of 

evaluation (q-8). These results identify that the ratios of those respondents who agree or 

disagree with both the variables (57.7% & 77.7% respectively) are significantly higher than 

the ratios of those respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with 

the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 31.573, p-value = 0.000) show that there is 

significantly higher level of association between the two variables. These results delineate  
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that those appraisers who adopt democratic approach in setting job objectives for the 

faculty members also adopt motivational trend of evaluation.  

Table 116. Appraiser’s Effectiveness Association with Motivational Attitude (q-1 vs. q-9) 

 

Appraisers’ Effectiveness (q-1) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivational Attitude  
of Appraisers (q-9) 

D    55 (48.7)  58  (51.3)  113 (100) 

  9.245 0.002 
A   43 (30.1) 100 (69.9)  143 (100) 

Total   98 (38.3) 158 (61.7) 
 
 256 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 116 shows that out of total 256 respondents, 143 

respondents agree with view point that appraisers follow motivational trend by awarding 

faculty members with due credit for their excellent performance (q-9) and 158 (61.7%) 

respondents agree with the view point that appraisers possess the requisite qualifications 

and experience to conduct effective performance evaluations (q-1). Out of these figures, 

100 (69.9%) respondents agree with both the variables showing appraisers’ effectiveness 

parameters and their motivational attitude. However, 58 (51.3% of 113) agree with the 

view point pertaining to appraisers effectiveness dimension (q-1), but disagree with view 

point indicating appraisers’ motivational attitude (q-9). These statistics identify the fact that 

the ratios of respondents who either agree or disagree with both the variables given in q-1 

and q-9 (69.9% and 48.7% respectively), are significantly higher than the ratios of 

respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi- square = 9.245, p-value = 0.002) show the existence of 

significant level of association between the appraisers’ effectiveness variable and the 

variable of motivational attitude displayed by the appraisers giving due credit to the faculty 

members to reciprocate their excellent performance. These results signify the fact that those 

appraisers who possess the requisite qualifications and experience, adopt motivational 

attitude and induce the faculty members for best performance through recognizing their 

excellent output.  
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Table 117.  Appraiser’s Capability’s Association with Motivational Attitude  (q-2 vs. q-9). 

 

Appraisers’ Capability dimension (q-2) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivational Attitude  
of Appraisers (q-9) 

D    55 (48.7)  58 (51.3)  113 (100) 

  14.260 0.000 
A   32 (25.2)  95 (74.8)  127(100) 

Total   87 (36.) 153 (63.8) 
 
  240 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree)  
 

Finding. The statistics in table 117 shows that out of 240 total respondents, 127 agree with 

view point that appraisers follow motivational trend by awarding faculty members with due 

credit for their excellent performance and 153 agree with contention that appraisers possess 

the capability to differentiate between good performance and poor performance (q-2). Out 

of these figures, 95 (74.8% of 127) respondents agree with both the variables showing 

appraisers’ capability dimension(q-2) and appraisers’ motivational attitude(q-9). However, 

58(51.3% of 113) agree with view point relating  to appraisers’ capability dimension but 

disagree with view point showing appraisers’ motivational trend. These statistics show that 

the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables (74.8% and 48.7% 

respectively) are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of 

the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 14.260, p-value = 0.000) show that highly 

significant level of association exists between the two variables indicating appraisers’ 

capability parameter (q-2) and appraisers’ motivational attitude(q-9). The results signify the 

fact that those appraisers who possess the capability to dichotomize good performance 

from poor performance, will adopt motivational attitude to induce the faculty members  for 

displaying excellent performance through appreciating their good results.  

Table 118. Appraisers' Quantitative Approach’s Association with Motivational Attitude, 
                                  (q-3 vs. q-9). 

 

Appraisers’ Quantitative Approach (q-3) 
Chi-square P-value        D 

    n  (%) 
      A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivational Attitude  
of Appraisers (q-9) 

D    39 (35.8)  70(64.2)  109 (100) 

  0.283 0.595 
A   57 (39)  89 (61)  146 (100) 

Total   96 (37.6) 159 (62.4) 
 
 255 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 118 shows that out of total 255 respondents, 146 agree with 

view point that appraisers follow motivational trend by awarding faculty members with due 

credit for their excellent performance (q-9) and 159(62.4%) agree with view point that 
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appraisers focus attention on quantitative aspect of faculty members’ job performance(q-3). 

Out of these figures, 89(61%) respondents agree with both the variables showing 

quantitative approach of the appraisers and their motivational attitude. However, 70 (64.2% 

of 109) respondents agree with view point relating to appraisers’ capability dimension but 

disagree with contention relating to appraisers’ motivational attitude(q-9). These results 

identify the fact that there is slight difference in the ratios of respondents who agree or 

disagree with both the variables against the ratios of respondents who agree with either of 

the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 0.283, p-value = 0.595) show that there is no 

association between the two variables, that is, appraisers’ focus on quantitative side of 

faculty members’ job output and the adoption of motivational attitude by the appraisers to 

appreciate good performance shown by the faculty members.  

Table 119. Appraisers’ Qualitative Approach’s Association with Motivational Attitude, 
                  (q-4 vs. q-9). 

 

Appraisers’ Qualitative Approach (q-4) 
Chi-square P-value        D 

    n  (%) 
      A 
  n   (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivational Attitude  
of Appraisers (q-9) 

D    72 (67.3)  35  (32.7)  107 (100) 

  62.741 0.000 
A   25 (17.7) 116 (62.3)  141(100) 

Total   97(39.1)  151 (60.9) 
 
 248 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 119 shows that out of the total 248 respondents, 141 agree 

with view point that appraisers focus on qualitative side of the faculty job output while 

evaluating their performance (q-4) and 151(60.9%) respondents agree with view point that 

appraisers adopt motivational attitude and award faculty members with due credit to 

appreciate their excellent performance (q-9). Out of these figures, 116 (62.3% of 141)  

respondents agree with both the variables depicting appraisers’ qualitative approach and 

appraisers’ motivational attitude. However, 35(32.7% of 107) respondents agree with view 

point given in q-4 but disagree with contention given in q-9. These results identify the fact 

that the ratios of respondents who either agree or disagree with both the variables are 

significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two 

variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 62.741, p-value = 0.000) demonstrate that highly 

significant level of  association exists between the two variables pertaining to appraisers’ 

qualitative approach(q-4) and appraisers’ motivational attitude(q-9). The results reveal the 

fact that those appraisers who evaluate employees’ performance qualitatively, make resort 
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to motivational approach by appreciating employees’ excellent performance to induce them 

for showing further outstanding  of performance.     

Table 120.  Appraisers’ Autocratic Approach’s Association with Motivational Attitude, 
                     (q-10 vs. q-9). 

 

Autocratic  Approach (q-10). 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivational Attitude  
of Appraisers (q-9). 

D    51(46.4)  59 (53.6)  110 (100) 

  3.881 0.049 
A   40(33.6)  79 (66.4)  119(100) 

Total   91(39.7) 138 (60.3) 
 
  229 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey.(D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 120 shows that out of total 229 respondents, 119 agreed 

with the view point that appraisers adopt motivational attitude (q-9) and 138 agreed with 

view point that appraisers adopt autocratic approach by dictating job objectives to the 

faculty members (q-10). Out of these figures, 79 (66.4% of 119) respondents have 

expressed their agreement with both the variables indicating appraisers’ motivational 

attitude and their autocratic approach. However, 59(53.6% of 110) respondents  agree with 

view point that appraisers adopt autocratic style but disagree with contention that 

appraisers make resort to motivational attitude. These results show that the ratios of 

respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables (66.4% and 46.4% respectively) 

are moderately higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two 

variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results(chi-square = 3.881, p-value = 0.049) identify moderately 

significant level of association between appraisers autocratic bent of mind in setting 

(dictating )job objectives to the faculty members and the adoption of motivational attitude 

to award due credit to the excellent performers. The results reveal that appraisers who 

adopt  autocratic style in setting job targets for the faculty members also make resort to 

motivational attitude occasionally. But their main focus is on the achievement of targets set 

by them. 
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Table 121. Democratic Approach’s Association with Motivational Attitude(q-12 vs q-9). 

 

Appraisers’ Democratic Approach (q-12) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivational Attitude  
of Appraisers (q-9) 

D    89 (79.5)  23 (20.5)  112 (100) 

  27.208 0.000 
A   63 (47)  71 (53)  134 (100) 

Total  152 (61.8)  94 (38.2) 
 
  246 (100) 
 

 Source:- Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 121 shows that out of total 246 respondents, 134 agree with 

the view point that appraisers display motivational attitude (q-9) and 94(38.2%) agree with 

view point that appraisers adopt democratic style by allowing faculty members to discuss 

and define their job objectives (q-12). Out of these figures,71(53% of 134) respondents 

agree with both the variables indicating appraisers’ motivational attitude and appraisers’ 

democratic style. However, 23(20.5% of 112) respondents agree with the view point that 

appraisers adopt democratic style in setting job objectives but disagree with view point that 

appraisers adopt motivational attitude. These results show that the ratios of respondents 

who agree or disagree with both the variables discussed in q-12 and q-9 (53 % and 79.5% 

respectively) are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of 

the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results(chi-square = 27.208, p-value = 0.000) show that there is highly 

significant level of association between the variables depicting democratic style adopted by 

the appraisers in setting job targets for the faculty members and the motivational attitude 

resorted to by them in appreciating faculty members' excellent job performance. These 

results identify the fact that those appraisers who are tilted towards democratic approach 

(giving opportunity to the faculty members to discuss and define their job objectives) are 

also motivational in their attitude with their subordinates. They give due credit to the 

employees by giving them higher ratings of PER(ACR) to reciprocate the display of  

excellent performance by them. 
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Table 122. Appraisers Effectiveness’s Association with Penalizing attitude of assessment, 
                   (q-1  vs. q-21). 

 

Appraisers’ Effectiveness (q-1). 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Penalizing attitude of 
assessment (q-21). 

D    37(37.8)  61(62.2)   98 (100) 

  0.288 0.592 
A   50(41.3)  71 (58.7)  121(100) 

Total   87(39.7) 132 (61.3) 
 
 219(100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey.(D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics given in table 122 shows that out of 219 respondents, 121 

respondents agree with view point that appraisers adopt penalizing attitude of assessment if 

the faculty members fail to achieve the assigned targets (q-21) and 132 (61.3%) 

respondents agree with the view point that their appraisers possess the requisite 

qualification and experience to conduct effective performance appraisal (q-1). The results 

identify that there is a slight difference in the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree 

with both the variables given in q-1 and q-21 as against the ratios of respondents who agree 

with either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 0.288, p-value = 0.592) show that there is no association 

between the two variables indicating appraisers’ effectiveness and appraisers’ penalizing 

attitude of assessment. The results portray the fact that effective appraisers avoid having 

recourse to penalizing attitude of assessment or negative motivational tendency to punish 

faculty members for their failure to achieve the assigned targets. 

Table 123. Appraisers Capability's Association with Penalizing attitude of appraisers. 
                   (q-2 vs. q-21). 

 

Appraisers’ Capability Dimension (q-2) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Penalizing attitude of 
assessment (q-21) 

D    25(29.1)  61 (70.9)   86 (100) 

  5.244 0.022 
A   55(44.7)  68 (55.3)  123(100) 

Total   80(38.3) 129 (61.7) 
 
 209(100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 123 shows that out of total 209 respondents, 123 agree with 

view point   that appraisers posses the capability to differentiate between good performance 

and poor performance(q-2) and 129 (61.7%) of the respondents agree with view point that 

appraisers make resort to penalizing attitude while making assessment of faculty members 

job performance(q-21). These results show that the ratios of respondents who either agree 

or disagree with both the variables identifying appraisers capability dimension  and 

appraisers penalizing attitude of assessment (55.3% and 29.1% respectively) are 
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moderately lower than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two variables 

but disagree with the other. Chi-square results( chi-square = 5.244, p-value = 0.022) show 

that there is moderate level of association between the two variables. These results signify 

the fact that those appraisers who possess the capability of making distinction between 

good performance and poor performance will avoid penalizing the faculty members in case 

of their failure to achieve the assigned targets. 

Table 124. Appraisers Quantitative Approach’s Association with   penalizing attitude of  
      assessment, (q-3 vs. q-21). 

 

Appraisers’ Quantitative Approach(q-3) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
   n     (%) 

Penalizing attitude of 
assessment (q-21) 

D    48(52.2)  44(47.8)   92  (100) 

  20.664 0.000 
A   28(22.4)  97 (77.6)  125 (100) 

Total   76(35) 132 (65) 
 
 217 (100) 
 

Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 
 

Finding. The statistics in table 124 shows that out of total 217 respondents, 125 agree with 

view point that appraisers adopt penalizing attitude of assessment while making evaluation 

of faculty members job performance (q-21) and 132(65%) respondents agree with the view 

point  that appraisers focus on quantitative side of faculty members job performance/ 

output while making appraisal (q-3). Out of these figures, 97(77.6% of 125) respondents 

agree with both the variables and 48(52.2% of 92) respondents disagree with both the 

variables indicating appraisers’ tilt towards quantitative approach and appraisers’ adoption 

of penalizing attitude of assessment. However, 44(47.8%) respondents agree with view that 

appraisers focus on quantitative approach but disagree with view point that appraisers 

adopt penalizing attitude of assessment. These results demonstrate that the ratios of 

respondents who either agree or disagree with both the variables are significantly higher 

than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with 

the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 20.664, p-value = 0.000) identify that there is 

highly significant level of association between the two variables, i.e., quantitative approach 

of the appraisers and adoption of penalizing assessment attitude by them. The results 

signify the fact that those appraisers who focus on quantitative aspect of faculty members' 

job performance will make resort more towards penalizing attitude of assessment, giving 

punishment to the employees if they fail to achieve the targets. 
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Table 125. Appraisers qualitative approach’s Association with penalizing attitude of  
      assessment (Negative Motivational Approach) (q-4 vs. q-21). 

 

Appraisers’ Qualitative approach (q-4) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
   n    (%) 

Total  D 
    n     (%) 

Penalizing attitude of 
assessment (q-21) 

D    26 (28)  67 (72)   93 (100) 

  11.409 0.001 
A   62 (50.8)  60 (49.2)  122(100) 

Total   88 (40.9) 127 (59.1) 
 
 215(100) 
 

Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 
 

Finding. The statistics given in table 125 show that out of total 215 respondents, 122 

respondents agree with view point that appraisers adopt penalizing attitude of assessment 

while making evaluation of faculty members job performance (q-21)  and 127 respondents 

agree with view point that appraisers focus on qualitative aspect of faculty members job 

performance (q-4). Out of these figures, 60(49.2% of 122) respondents agree with the 

contention given in both the variables displaying appraisers’ qualitative approach and 

appraisers’ penalizing attitude of assessment. and 26 (28% of 93) disagree with both the 

variables. However,  67(72% of 93) respondents agree with view point relating to 

appraisers’ qualitative approach but disagree with contention pertaining to appraisers’ 

penalizing attitude of evaluation. The results indicate that the ratios of respondents who 

agree or disagree with both the variables are significantly lower than the ratios of 

respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 11.409, p-value = 0.001) show that significantly 

higher level of negative association exists between the two variables. The results 

demonstrate the fact that those appraisers who are more tilted towards qualitative approach 

in evaluating faculty members job performance will be less inclined towards penalizing 

attitude of assessment to evaluate employees’ job output and achievement of targets.   

Table 126. Appraisers autocratic approach’s Association with   penalizing attitude of  
      assessment. (q-10 vs. q-21). 

 

Appraisers’ Autocratic  approach (q-10) 
Chi-square P-value        D 

    n  (%) 
      A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Penalizing attitude of 
assessment (q-21) 

D    41 (50)  41 (50)   82 (100) 

  12.058 0.001 
A   32 (26.2)  90 (73.8) 122 (100) 

Total   73 (35.8) 131(64.2) 
 
 204 (100) 
 

Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 
 

Finding. The statistics in table 126 shows that out of total 204 respondents, 122 agree with 

view point that appraisers adopt penalizing attitude of performance assessment and 

evaluation (q-21) and 131 agree with view point that appraisers adopt autocratic approach 
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in setting job objectives for the faculty members (q-10). Out of these figures, 90(73.8% of 

122) respondents agree with both the variables depicting appraisers’ autocratic approach 

and appraisers penalizing attitude of assessment. However, 41(50% of 82) respondents 

agree with view point that appraisers make resort to autocratic approach but disagree with 

contention that appraisers adopt penalizing attitude of assessment. The results show that the 

ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both the variable (73.8% and 50% 

respectively) are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of 

the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 12.058, p-value = 0.001) indicate that there is 

highly significant level of association between the two variables. The results demonstrate 

the fact that those appraisers who are swayed by the influence of autocratic policy are also 

inclined towards the penalizing attitude of assessment in evaluating employees' job 

performance and they will "get on the back of those faculty members who fail to achieve 

the assigned job objectives and show poor performance and results." These appraisers give 

punishment in the form of awarding poor ratings of PER (ACR) to those faculty members 

who display below the mark performance.  

Table 127. Appraisers Democratic approach’s Association with  penalizing attitude of  
     assessment  (q-12 vs. q-21). 

 

Appraisers’ Democratic  approach (q-12) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Penalizing attitude of 
assessment (q-21) 

D    58(61.1)  37(38.9)   95 (100) 

   0.964 0.326 
A   81(67.5)  39 (32.5)  122(100) 

Total  139(64.7)  76 (35.3) 
 
 215(100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D  =  Disagree, A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 127 shows that out of 215 respondents, 122 agree with the 

view point that appraisers (Reporting Officers) will get on the back of faculty members if 

they fail to achieve the targets(q-21) and 76(35.3%) respondents agree with view point that 

appraisers adopt democratic approach by giving an opportunity to the faculty members to 

discuss their job targets and objectives(q-12). Out of these figures,39 (32.5% of 122) agree 

with both  the variables and 58(61.1% of 95) disagree with both the variables. However, 37 

(38.9% of 95) agree with view point that appraisers adopt democratic style but disagree 

with contention that appraisers adopt penalizing attitude of assessment. These results show 

that there is slight difference in the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both 

the variables as against those who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with 

the other.  
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Chi-square results (chi-square = 0.964, p-value = 0.326) show that there is no 

association between the two variables demonstrating appraisers democratic approach and 

appraisers penalizing attitude of assessment. The statistics identify that those respondents 

who adopt penalizing attitude of assessment and performance evaluation desist from 

adopting democratic approach in setting job objectives. 

Table 128.  Appraisers’ Effectiveness’s Association with positive motivation (q-1 vs. q-22) 

 

Appraisers Effectiveness (q-1) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Positive Motivational 
Approach (q-22). 

D    68 (57.6)  50 (42.4)  118 (100) 

    52.622 0.000 
A   14 (12.5)  98 (87.5)  112(100) 

Total    82 (35.9) 148 (64.1) 
 
 230(100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. 

Finding. The statistics in table 128 depicts that out of total 230 respondents, 112 agree with 

opinion that appraisers resort to positive motivational approach by giving higher ratings of 

PER(ACR) to award the employees for display of excellent performance (q-22) and 

148(64.1%) respondents agree with opinion that appraisers possess the requisite 

qualifications and experience to effectively evaluate job performance of faculty members 

(q-1). Out of these figures, 98(87.5% of 112) respondents agree with both the variables and 

68(57.6% of 118) disagree with both the variables. However, 50 (42.4% of 118) 

respondents agree with the view point that  appraisers possess experience and qualification 

to carry out effective evaluation(q-1) but disagree with view point that appraisers make 

resort to positive motivational approach(q-22). These results illustrate that the ratios of 

respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables are significantly higher than the 

ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 52.622, p-value = 0.000) identify that highly 

significant level of association exists between the two variables pertaining to appraisers’ 

effectiveness dimension and positive motivational approach of the appraisers. The results 

delineate the fact that those appraisers who possess the requisite qualification and 

experience to effectively evaluate employees job performance are more inclined towards 

positive motivational approach. 
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Table 129.  Appraisers’ Capability’s Association with positive motivation (q-2 vs. q-22). 

 

Appraisers’ Capability (q-2). 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
   n    (%) 

Total  D 
   n     (%) 

Positive Motivational 
Approach (q-22). 

D    65 (57.6)  50 (42.4)  118 (100) 

    45.131 0.000 
A   17 (12.5)  98 (87.5)  112(100) 

Total    82 (35.9) 148 (64.1) 
 
 225(100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 129 shows that out of total 225 respondents, 112 agree with 

view point regarding the appraisers’ tendency to adopt positive motivational approach by 

awarding faculty members with higher ratings of PER(ACR) to appreciate their excellent 

performance (q-22) and 148(64.1%) respondents agree with the view point that the 

appraisers are well qualified and experienced  to differentiate between good performance 

and poor performance while making performance appraisals of faculty members’ job 

output (q-2). Out of these figures, 98 (87.5% of 112) respondents agree with both the 

variables indicating appraisers’ capability and appraisers’ motivational approach. However, 

50 (42.4% of 118) respondents agree with contention relating to appraisers’ capability 

dimension but disagree with view point relating to appraisers’ motivational approach. The 

results show that the ratios of respondents who either agree or disagree (87.5% and 57.6% 

respectively) with both the variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents 

who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 45.131, p-value = 0.000) demonstrate highly 

significant level of association between the two variables. The results manifest that those 

appraisers who are capable to differentiate between good performance and poor  

performance will have the propensity to adopt motivational approach, thereby awarding the 

excellent performers with higher ratings of PER (ACR) to boost up their level of 

commitment and efforts with the task in hand. 

Table 130. (Appraisers quantitative approach’s Association with positive motivation) 
                   (q-3 vs. q-22). 

 

Appraisers’ Quantitative Approach (q-3) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Positive Motivational 
Approach (q-22). 

D    36 (31.3)  79 (68.7)  115 (100) 

    2.000 0.368 
A   44 (38.9)  69 (61.1)  113(100) 

Total    80 (34.9) 148 (65.1) 
 
 228(100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D  = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 130 shows that out of  total 228 respondents, 113 agree with 

view point that appraisers adopt positive motivational approach by giving higher ratings of 
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ACR/PER to faculty members to reciprocate their good performance(q-22) and 148 (65.1) 

respondents agree with contention that appraisers adopt quantitative approach by focusing 

attention on the quantitative aspect of faculty members job output(q-3). Out of these 

figures, 69 (61.1% of 113)  respondents agree and 36 (31.3% of 115) disagree with both the 

variables relating to appraisers’ qualitative approach and appraisers’ positive motivational  

approach. However, 79 (68.7% of 115) respondents agree with view point relating to 

appraisers’ quantitative approach but disagree with view point showing appraisers’ positive 

motivational approach. These results reveal that there is a slight difference in the ratios of 

respondents who either agree or disagree with both the variables as compared to the ratios 

of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with other.  

Chi-square results(chi-square = 2.000, p-value = 0.368) identify that there is no 

association in the two variables, that is., appraisers’ focus on quantitative aspect of 

employees’ job output and adoption of positive motivational approach to award  higher 

ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members to appreciate their excellent performance.  

        Table 131.Appraisers’ Qualitative Approach’s Association with positive motivation (q-4 vs. q-22).          

 

Appraisers’ Qualitative Approach (q-4). 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Positive Motivational 
Approach (q-22). 

D    75 (67)  37 (33)  112 (100) 

   67.882 0.000 
A   14 (13)  94 (87)  108 (100) 

Total    89 (40.7) 131 (59.3) 
 
  220 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 
 
Finding. The statistics in table 131 shows that out of total 220 respondents, 108 

respondents agree with view point that appraisers adopt positive motivational approach by 

giving higher ratings of ACR/PER to faculty members to reciprocate their good 

performance(q-22) and 131(59.3%) respondents agree with view point that appraisers focus 

on qualitative side of employees’ job performance while evaluating their job out put (q-4). 

Out of these figures, 94 (87% of 108) agree with both the variables and 75 (67% of 112) 

respondents disagree with both the variables, whereas 37 (33% of 112) respondents agree 

with view point relating to appraisers’ qualitative approach but disagree with contention 

relating to appraisers positive motivational approach. The results show that the ratios of 

respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables are significantly higher than the 

ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 67.882, p-value = 0.000) identify that there is 

highly significant level of association between the two variables specifying appraises’ 
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qualitative approach  and appraisers’ positive motivational approach. It is evident from the 

findings that those appraisers who focus on qualitative side of appraisees' job output also 

resort to adoption of motivational tendency to appreciate their excellent performance by 

awarding them higher ratings of PER(ACR). 

  Table 132. Appraisers Annoying Attitude’s Association with positive motivation (q-5 vs. q-22). 

 

Appraisers’ Annoying Attitude (q-5). 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Positive Motivational 
Approach (q-22). 

D    22 (21.4)  81 (78.6)  103 (100) 

   0.623 0.732 
A   20 (18)  91 (82)  111 (100) 

Total   42 (19.5) 172 (80.5) 
 
  214 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey.(D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 132 shows that out of total 214 respondents, 111 agree with 

view point that appraisers (ROs) resort to positive motivational approach by awarding 

faculty members, granting them higher ratings of PER(ACR) in recognition of their good 

performance(q-22),and 172(80.5%) agree with opinion that appraisers(ROs) adopt 

annoying attitude to see poor performance of faculty members (q-5). Out of these figures, 

91(82% of 111) respondents  agree  and 22(21.4% of 103) respondents disagree with both 

the variables specifying appraisers’ annoying attitude and  appraisers’ positive motivational 

approach respectively. However, 81(78.6% of 103) respondents agree with view point 

relating to appraisers’ annoying attitude (q-5) but disagree with contention relating to 

appraisers positive motivational approach (q-22). The results indicate that there is a slight 

difference in the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables as 

against the ratios of those respondents who agree with either of the two variables but 

disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 0.623, p-value = 0.732) indicate that there is no 

association between the two variables describing appraisers’ annoying attitude and 

appraisers’ positive motivational tendency. The results show that those appraisers who 

resort to penalizing assessment attitude will avoid adoption of positive motivational 

tendency to give higher ratings of PER(ACR) if they show good performance. These 

appraisers only punish the poor performers.  
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 Table 133. Appraisers’ Autocratic Approach’s Association with positive motivation, 
                   (q-10 vs. q-22). 

 

Appraisers’ Autocratic Approach (q-10) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Positive Motivational 
Approach (q-22). 

D    46 (43)  61 (57) 107 (100) 

   2.890 0.236 
A   33 (18)  67 (82) 109 (100) 

Total   82 (37.8) 134 (62.2) 
 
216  (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 133 indicates that out of total 216 respondents, 109 agree 

with view point that appraisers adopt positive motivational approach by awarding faculty 

members with higher ratings to reciprocate their good performance(q-22) and 134(62.2%) 

agree with view point that appraisers adopt autocratic approach by dictating job objectives 

to the faculty members (q-10). Out of these figures, 67(82% of 109) respondents agree and 

46(43% of 107) disagree with both the variables showing appraisers’ autocratic style and 

appraisers’ positive motivational tendency. The results indicate that the ratios of 

respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables are moderately higher than the 

ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 2.890, p-value = 0.236) indicate that there is 

insignificant level of association between appraisers autocratic approach and the perusal of 

positive motivational dimension. Research demonstrates that those appraisers who make 

resort to dictatorial approach will desist from adopting positive motivational approach. 

Table 134. Appraisers’ Democratic Approach’s Association with positive motivation. (q-12 vs. q-22) 

 

Appraisers’ Democratic approach (q-12) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Positive Motivation 
 (q-22) 

D    96 (82.8)  20 (17.2) 116 (100) 

   52.676 0.000 
A   37 (35.2)  68 (64.8) 105 (100) 

Total  133 (60.2)  88 (39.8) 
 
  221(100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 134 indicates that out of total 221 respondents, 105 agree 

with view point that appraisers adopt positive motivational approach by awarding faculty 

members with higher ratings to reciprocate their good performance (q-22) and 88(39.8%) 

agree with view point appraisers adopt democratic approach by letting faculty members to 

discuss and define their job objectives/targets(q-12). Out of these figures, 68 (64.8% of 

105) respondents agree and 96 (82.8% of 116) disagree with both the variables discussed in 

q-12 and q-22 respectively. However, 20 (17.2% of 116) respondents agree with view point 

relating to appraisers’ democratic style (q-12) but disagree with contention relating to 
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appraisers positive motivational tendency(q-22). The results show that the ratios of 

respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables are significantly higher than the 

ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 52.676, p-value = 0.000) identify that a highly 

significant level of association exists between the two variables showing appraisers’ 

positive motivational approach by awarding faculty members with higher ratings to 

reciprocate their good performance, and appraisers’ adopt democratic approach by letting 

faculty members to discuss and define their job objectives/targets. Results demonstrate that 

those appraisers who adopt motivational tendency to award the faculty members with 

higher grading of PER(ACR) to appreciate their excellent performance are found to be 

more democratic in their approach by allowing faculty members to participate in job 

objectives/targets setting process, so that they may own the objectives/targets. 

            Table 135. Appraisers’ Effectiveness Association with Job satisfaction of faculty (q-1vs q-26). 

 

Appraisers’ Effectiveness (q-1). 
Chi-square  P-value     D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Job satisfaction of 
faculty (q-26). 

D    29 (36.7)   50 (63.3)  79 (100) 

   0.465 0.495 
A   49 (32.2) 103 (67.8) 152 (100) 

Total   78 (33.8) 153 (66.2) 
 
  231 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D  =  Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 135 shows that out of total 231 respondents, 152 

respondents agree with the view point that satisfaction level of faculty members get 

enhanced when appraisers (ROs) reward them for good performance (q-26). 153 (66.2%) 

respondents agree with view point that appraisers are well qualified and experienced to 

effectively evaluate employees performance(q-1). Out of these figures, 103 (67.8% of 152) 

respondents agree and 29(36.7% of 79) disagree respectively  with view points given in 

both the variables indicating appraisers’ effectiveness parameters (q-1) and job satisfaction 

dimension of faculty members(q-26). However, 50 (60.3% of 79) respondents agree with 

view point outlining appraisers effectiveness parameters (q-1) but disagree with contention 

elaborating faculty’s job satisfaction (q-26). The results identify the fact that the ratios of 

respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables is slightly higher than the ratio 

of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results(chi-square = 0.465, p-value = 0.495) indicate that there is no 

association between the two variables showing appraisers effectiveness parameters and 

enhancement of faculty members’ satisfaction level. It means that enhancement of faculty 
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members’ job satisfaction level is not associated with appraisers’ effectiveness dimension 

based on their experience and qualification. 

Table 136. Appraisers’ Capability’s Association with Job satisfaction of faculty (q-2 vs q-26). 

 

Appraisers’ Capability (q-2) 
Chi-square P-value         D 

    n  (%) 
      A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Job satisfaction of 
faculty. (q-26) 

D    31 (40.3)   46 (59.7)   77 (100) 

   1.207 0.272 
A   49 (32.9) 100 (67.1) 149 (100) 

Total   80 (35.4) 146 (64.6) 
 
  226 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 136 shows that out of total 226 respondents, 149 agree with 

view point that satisfaction level of faculty members get enhanced when appraisers (ROs) 

reward them for good performance (q-26) and 146 (64.6%) respondents agree with view 

point that appraisers possess the capability to differentiate between good performance and 

poor performance(q-2). Out of these figures, 100 (67.1% of 149) respondents agree and 

31(40.3% of 77) respondents disagree with both the variables indicating appraisers 

capability dimension (q-2) and faculty members’ job satisfaction(q-26) respectively. 

However, 46 (59.7% of 77) respondents agree with view point showing appraisers’ 

capability but disagree with contention showing enhancement of satisfaction level of 

faculty. The results exhibit the fact that the ratio of respondents who agree or disagree with 

both the variables is slightly higher than the ratio of respondents who agree with either of 

the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (Chi-square = 1.207, p-value = 0.272) indicate that that there is 

no association between appraisers’ capability dimension and enhancement of appraisees’ 

satisfaction level. The results show that inspite of appraisers capability to differentiate 

between good performance and poor performance, they pay no attention to elevating the 

satisfaction level of appraisees through rewarding them for good performance. 

Table 137. Appraisers’ Quantitative Approach’s Association with Job satisfaction of faculty, 
          (q-3 vs. q-26). 

 

Appraisers’ Quantitative approach (q-3) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Job satisfaction of 
faculty. (q-26) 

D    40 (51.3)   38 (48.7)  78 (100) 

   16.909 0.000 
A   36 (24.2) 113 (75.8) 149 (100) 

Total   76 (33.5) 151 (66.5) 
 
  227 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 137 indicates that out of total 227 respondents, 149 agree 

with view point that appraisers enhance the satisfaction level of appraisees by appreciating 
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their job performance (q-26). 151(66.5%) respondents agree with view point that appraisers 

evaluate quantitative side of appraisees' job out put (q-3). Out of these figures, 113 (75.8% 

of 149) respondents agree and 40(51.3% of 78) respondents disagree with both the 

variables showing appraisers quantitative approach (q-3) and job satisfaction of faculty (q-

26)respectively. The results indicate that the ratio of  respondents who agree or disagree 

with both the variables is significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with 

either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square =16.909, p-value = 0.000) manifest that highest level 

of association exists between appraisers’ quantitative approach and job satisfaction 

dimension of the appraisees’. The results reveal that those appraisers who are quantity 

conscious and evaluate the quantitative aspect of appraisees’ job output also pay attention 

to the satisfaction side of the appraisees by rewarding the excellent performers with higher 

ratings. 

Table 138. Appraisers Qualitative Approach’s Association with Job satisfaction of faculty, 
        (q-4 vs. q-26). 

 

Appraisers’ Qualitative approach (q-4) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Job satisfaction of 
faculty. (q-26) 

D    24 (68.6)   11 (31.4)  35 (100) 

   15.579 0.000 
A   66 (33.3) 132 (66.7) 198 (100) 

Total   90 (38.6 143 (61.4) 
 
  233 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 138 indicates that out of total 233 respondents, 198 agree 

with view point due reward for good performance enhance the satisfaction level of faculty 

members (q-26) and 143(61.4%) agree with view point that appraisers focus on qualitative 

aspect of faculty members job performance /out put(q-4). Out of these figures, 132 (66.7% 

of 198) respondents agree and 24(68.6% of 35) respondents disagree with both the 

variables portraying appraisers’ qualitative approach (q-4) and job satisfaction of faculty(q-

26). However, 11(31.4% of 35) respondents agree with view point relating to appraisers’ 

qualitative approach but disagree with job satisfaction parameter of faculty. The results 

indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables is 

significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of  the two 

variables but disagree   with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 15.579, p-value = 0.000) demonstrate that highly 

significant level of association exists between the two variables demonstrating appraisers’ 

qualitative and job satisfaction parameter of faculty members. It means that those 
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appraisers who focus on quality side of the appraisees’ job output pay due weightage to the  

job satisfaction dimension of the appraisees.  

Table 139. Appraisers’ annoying assessment Attitude’s association  with job satisfaction of  
      faculty (q-5 vs. q-26). 

 

Appraisers’ Annoying Attitude (q-5) 
Chi-square P-value        D 

    n  (%) 
       A 
  n    (%) 

Total D 
  n     (%) 

Job satisfaction of 
faculty. (q-26) 

D    29 (39.2)   45 (60.8)  74 (100) 

    26.247 0.000 
A   14 (9.9) 128 (90 .1) 142 (100) 

Total    43 (19.9) 173 (90.1) 
 
  216 (100) 
 

       Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 139 indicates that out of total 216 respondents,142 

respondents agree with view point that appraisees' satisfaction level is enhanced when  

appraisers reward them for good performance (q-26) and 173 (90.1%) respondents agree 

with view point that appraisers get annoyed with faculty members to see their poor 

performance(q-5). Out of these figures 128(90.1%of 142) respondents agree and 29(39.2% 

of 74) respondents disagree with both the variables relating to appraisers’ annoying attitude 

and job satisfaction parameter of faculty. However, 45(60.8% of 74) respondents agree 

with contention that appraisers’ adopt annoying assessment attitude (q-5) but disagree with 

view point showing appraisees’ job satisfaction of faculty (q-26). The results indicate that 

the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables are significantly 

higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but 

disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 26.247, p-value = 0.000) manifest highest level of 

association between the two variables showing appraisers’ annoying attitude and 

appraisees’ job satisfaction dimension. The results indicate that those appraisers who get 

annoyed at the poor performance of the faculty members also pay attention to their 

satisfaction dimension by awarding the excellent performers. 
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Table 140. Appraisers’  Autocratic Approach’s Association with Job  satisfaction of  faculty, 
                   (q-10 vs. q-26). 

 

Appraisers’ Autocratic Approach (q-10). 
Chi-square P-value        D 

    n  (%) 
      A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Job satisfaction of 
faculty. (q-26) 

D    18(62.1)   11 (37.9)  29 (100) 

     7.044 0.008 
A   68 (36.2) 120 (63.8) 188 (100) 

Total    86 (39.6) 131(60.4) 
 
  217 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 140 indicates that out of total 217 respondents, 188 agree  

with the view point that appraisers resort to autocratic approach in setting job objectives for 

faculty members(q-10) and 131 (60.4%) respondents agree with view point that their 

satisfaction level is enhanced if the appraisers give them reward for good performance(q-

26). Out of these figures, 120 (63.8% of 188) respondents agree and 18 (62.1% of 29) 

respondents disagree with both the variables showing appraisers autocratic style(q-10) and 

job satisfaction dimension of (q-26). However,11(37.9% of 29) respondents agree with 

view point given in q-10 but disagree with view point given in q-26. The results indicate 

that the ratios of respondents who either agree or disagree with both the variables are 

significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two 

variables disagree with other.  

Chi-square results(chi-square = 7.044, p-value = 0.008) show significant level of 

association between the two variables demonstrating appraisers’ autocratic approach (q-10) 

and appraisees’ satisfaction dimension (q-26). The results portray the fact that appraisers 

who adopt autocratic style by dictating job objectives also give importance to the 

satisfaction dimension of the appraisees’ by granting them higher ratings of PER(ACR) if 

they show good  performance. Research proves that autocratic appraisers (ROs) enhance 

satisfaction level of those faculty members by granting them higher ratings of PER(ACR) 

who succeed in achieving the stated objectives/goals. 
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Table 141. Appraisers Democratic Approach’s Association with Job satisfaction of faculty, 
                     (q-12 vs. q-26) 

 

Appraisers’ Democratic  Approach (q-12)
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Job satisfaction of 
faculty. (q-26) 

D    27(62.1)    6 (37.9)  33 (100) 

     7.571 0.006 
A  113 (36.2)   87 (63.8) 200 (100) 

Total  140 (39.6)   93 (60.4) 
 
 233 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 141 indicates that out of total 233 respondents, 200 agree 

with view point that satisfaction level of faculty members is enhanced when their good 

performance is rewarded(q-26) and 93(60.4%) respondents agree with view point that 

appraisers adopt democratic style giving an opportunity to the appraisees to set and define 

their job objectives(q-12). Out of these figures, 87(63.8% of 200) respondents agree with 

view point that appraisers adopt democratic style in setting job objectives for faculty 

members but they disagree with the contention that satisfaction level of appraisees is 

enhanced when their good performance is rewarded. The  results demonstrate that the ratios 

of respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables is significantly higher than the 

ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 7.571, p-value = 0.006) demonstrate the fact that 

significant level of association exists between the two variables pertaining to enhancement 

of faculty members satisfaction level due to appreciation and adoption of democratic style 

by the appraisers. 

             Table 142. Appraisers’  Effectiveness  Association with Motivation level of  faculty (q-1 vs. q-2 

 

Appraisers’ Effectiveness (q-1). 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivation Level  of 
faculty. (q-27) 

D    31(67.4)   15 (32.6)  46 (100) 

     17.689  0.000 
A   70 (33.8) 137 (66.2) 207 (100) 

Total  101(39.9) 152 (60.1) 
 
  253 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 142 shows that out of total 253 respondents, 207 agree with 

view point that their motivation level get raised when their excellent performance is 

appreciated by appraisers (q-27) and 152(60.1%) respondents are of the view that 

appraisers possess the requisite qualification and experience for conducting effective 

performance appraisal (q-1). Out of these figures, 137 (66.2 % of 207) respondents agree 

and 31(67.4% of 46) respondents disagree with both the variables respectively. However, 

15 (32.6% of 46) respondents agree with appraisers’ effectiveness dimension but disagree 
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with the variable relating to enhancement of appraisees’ motivational level as a result of 

due appreciation of their excellent performance. The results depict that the ratios of 

respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables are significantly higher than the 

ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 17.689, p-value = 0.000) indicate the highest level 

of association between the two variables relating to appraisers’ effectiveness dimension and 

enhancement of appraisees’ motivation level. 

Table 143. (Appraisers Capability’s Association with Motivation level of faculty ) (q-2 vs. q-27) 

 

Appraisers’  Capability (q-2) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivation Level  of 
faculty. (q-27) 

D    37(75.5)   12 (24.5)  49 (100) 

     37.612 0.000 
A   52 (27.8) 135 (72.2) 187 (100) 

Total    89 (37.7) 147 (62.3) 
 
  236 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 
 

Finding. The statistics in table 143 shows that out of total 236 respondents, 187 agree the 

view point that due appreciation of faculty members’ job performance enhance their 

motivational level (q-27) and 147(62.4%) agree with  the view point that appraisers possess 

the capability to differentiate between good performance and poor performance(q-2).Out of 

these figures,135(72.2% of 187) respondents agree with both the variables i.e., capability 

dimension of the appraisers as well as enhancement of motivational level of faculty as a 

result of due appreciation of their good performance. However, 37(75.5% of 49) 

respondents disagree with both the variables and 12 (24.5% of 49) agree with view point 

relaying to appraisers capability parameter (q-2) but disagree with view point indicating 

enhancement of motivational level of faculty members(q-27). The results indicate that the 

ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables are significantly higher 

than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with 

the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square =37.612, p-value = 0.000) demonstrate highly 

significant level of association between the two variables depicting capability parameter of 

appraisers and lifting up of motivational level of faculty members. The results show that 

capable appraisers pay attention to boost up the motivation level of appraisees through 

appreciation of their job performance so that they may be induced to further improve their 

performance/ output.  
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Table 144. Appraisers’ Quantitative Approach’s Association with motivation  level of faculty,  
                (q-3 vs. q-27). 

 

Appraisers’ Quantitative Approach (q-3). 
Chi-square P-value         D 

    n  (%) 
      A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivation Level  of 
faculty  (q-27). 

D    21(46.7)   24 (53.3)  45 (100) 

      2.710 0.100 
A   69 (33.7) 136 (66.3) 205 (100) 

Total    90 (36)  160 (64) 
 
 250 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree,  A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 144 shows that out of 250 respondents, 205 agree with view 

point that appraisers focus on evaluating quantitative side of the appraisees’ job out put (q-

3)and 160(64%) respondents agree with view point that due appreciation of faculty 

members’ performance enhance their motivational level to further improve their 

performance(q-27). Out of these figures, 136 (66.3% of 205) respondents agree and 

21(46.7% of 45) disagree with view points discussed in both the variables. However, 

24(53.3% of 45) respondents agree with view point showing quantitative evaluating 

tendency of the appraisers but disagree with contention dilating on the point relating to 

enhancement of motivation level of faculty members. The results show that the ratios of 

respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables are moderately higher than the 

ratios of other respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the 

other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 2.710, p-value = 0.100) show insignificant level of 

association between the two variables. It is evident from the results that those appraisers 

who evaluate faculty members’ job performance quantitatively pay least attention to the 

their motivational side by neglecting to give them due appreciation for excellent display of 

work. 

Table 145. Appraisers Qualitative Approach’s Association with Motivation level of faculty, 
                      (q-4 vs. q-27). 

 

Appraisers’ Qualitative Approach (q-4) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivation Level  of 
faculty. (q-27) 

D    24 (50)   24 (50)  48 (100) 

      3.230 0.072 
A   70 (35.9) 125 (64.1) 195 (100) 

Total    94 (38.7) 149 (61.3) 
 
  243 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 145 shows that out of total 243 respondents, 195 agree with 

view point that motivation level of faculty members is enhanced when their performance 

get appreciation (q-27) and 149 (61.3%) respondents agree with view point that appraisers 
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evaluate qualitative dimension of faculty members’ job performance/output (q-4). Out of 

these figures, 125(64.1% of 195) respondents agree and 24 (50% of 48) respondents 

disagree with both the variables. However, 24 (50% of 48) agree with view point showing 

qualitative approach of the appraisers (q-4) but disagree with view point reflecting 

motivational level of faculty (q-27). The results indicate that the ratios of respondents who 

agree or disagree with both the variables are slightly higher than the ratios of respondents 

who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 3.230, p-value = 0.072) indicate moderate level of 

association between appraisers’ qualitative approach of performance evaluation and 

enhancement of motivation level of faculty due to appreciation of their job performance. 

Table 146.  Appraisers annoying assessment Attitude’s Association with Motivation       
                                   level of   faculty (q-4 vs. q-27). 

 

Appraisers’ annoying  attitude (q-5). 
Chi-square P-value         D 

   n  (%) 
       A 
   n    (%) 

Total  D 
   n     (%) 

Motivation Level  of 
faculty (q-27). 

D    21(55.3)   17 (44.7)  38 (100) 

   35.427 0.000 
A   23 (12.7) 158 (87.3) 181 (100) 

Total   44 (20.1) 175 (79.9) 
 
 219 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 146 shows that out of total 219 respondents, 181 agree with 

view point of enhancement of faculty's motivation level(q-27) and 175 (79.9% ) agree with 

view point that appraisers demonstrate annoying assessment attitude if the performance of 

appraisees is average/poor(q-5). Out of these figures, 158 (87.3% of 181) respondents agree 

and 21(55.3% of 38) respondents disagree with both the variables relating to enhancement 

of faculty motivation level (q-27) and showing annoying assessment attitude of the 

appraisers’(q-5). However, 17(44.7% of 38) respondents agree with view point depicting 

appraisers’ annoying assessment attitude but disagree with view point indicating 

enhancement of motivation level of faculty members as a result of due appreciation of their 

job. The results indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both the 

variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with 

either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 35.427, p-value = 0.000) show highly  significant level of 

association between the two variables pertaining to appraisers annoying assessment attitude 

and enhancement of faculty members’ motivation level being the outcome of due 

appreciation for demonstration of excellent performance. 
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Table 147. Appraisers’ Autocratic Approach’s Association with Motivation level of  
                    faculty  (q-10 vs. q-27). 

 

Appraisers’ Autocratic Approach (q-10). 
Chi-square P-value        D 

    n  (%) 
      A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Motivation Level of 
faculty (q-27). 

D    28(65.1)   15 (34.9)  43 (100) 

   14.886 0.000 
A   60 (33.1) 121 (66.9) 181 (100) 

Total   88 (39.3) 136 (60.7) 
 
 224 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 147 shows that out of total 224 respondents, 181 

respondents agree with contention that appraisers adopt autocratic approach in setting job 

objectives for the faculty(q-10) and 136(60.7%) respondents agree with view point that due 

appreciation of appraisees job performance enhance their level of motivation (q-27). Out of 

these figures, 121(66.9% of 181) respondents agree and 28(65.1% of 43) respondents 

disagree with both the variables revealing appraisers autocratic style(q-10) and 

enhancement of faculty members motivation level (q-27). However, 15(34.9% of 43) 

respondents agree with view point showing appraisers autocratic style but disagree with 

contention  relating to enhancement of faculty’s motivation level. The results identify that 

the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables are significantly 

higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but 

disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 14.886, p-value = 0.000) show highly significant 

level of association between appraisers autocratic approach in dictating job objectives and 

the enhancement of motivation level of faculty as a result of due appreciation of their 

excellent job. 

Table 148. Appraisers’ Democratic Approach’s Association with    motivation level of faculty,  
      (q-12 vs. q-27). 

 

Appraisers’ Democratic Approach (q-12).
Chi-square P-value        D 

    n  (%) 
       A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  N     (%) 

Motivation Level of 
faculty (q-27). 

D    34  (79.1)   9  (21.9)  43 (100) 

    6.887 0.009 
A  114 (57.6)  84 (42.4) 198 (100) 

Total  148 (61.4)  93 (38.6) 
 
 241 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D =  Disagree,  A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 148 shows that out of total 241 respondents, 198 

respondents agree with view point that due appreciation of faculty members’ job 

performance motivate them to show higher level of performance (q-27) and 93(38.6%) 

respondents agree with view that appraisers adopt democratic style in allowing the faculty 
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members to discuss and define their job objectives (q-12). Out of these figures, 84(42.4% 

of 198) respondents agree with both the variables showing appraisers’ democratic style (q-

12) and motivation level of faculty(q-27). However, 9(21.9% of 43) respondents agree with 

view point relating to appraisers’ democratic style (q-12) but disagree with view point 

showing motivation level of faculty (q-27). These results show that the ratios of 

respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables are significantly higher than the 

ratios of those respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the 

other.  

Chi-square(chi-square = 6.887, p-value = 0.009) higher level of association between 

the two variables showing appraisers’ adoption of democratic approach and enhancement 

of faculty members’ motivation level as a consequence of due appreciation of their 

performance.  

Table 149.  Appraisers’ Effectiveness, Association with appraisers motivating Attitude, 
                                   (q- 1 vs. q-29). 

 

Appraisers’ Effectiveness (q-1). 
Chi-square P-value          D 

    n  (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total D 
  n     (%) 

Appraisers Motivating 
attitude (q-29). 

D   62  (47)   70  (53) 132(100) 

  27.804  0.000 
 
A  11 (12.6)   76 (87.4)  87 (100) 

Total   73 (33.3) 146(66.7)  219(100) 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 149 shows that out of total 219 respondents, 87 respondents 

agree with contention that appraisers adopt motivating attitude in evaluating job 

performance of faculty by giving them higher grades of PER(ACR), inducing them to show 

higher level of performance(q-29). 146 (66.7%) respondents agree with contention that 

appraisers possess requisite qualification and experience to effectively evaluate faculty 

members job performance(q-1). Out of these figures, 76(87.4% of 87) agree and 62(47% of 

132) disagree with both the variables elaborated in q-2 and q-29 respectively. However, 

70(53% of 132) respondents agree with appraisers effectiveness dimension but disagree 

with view point showing adoption of motivating attitude by the appraisers. The results 

indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables are 

significantly higher than the ratios of those respondents who agree  with either of the two 

variables but disagree with the other. 

 Chi-square results(chi-square = 27.804, p-value = 0.000) indicate highly significant 

level of association between the variables showing appraisers effectiveness and the 

adoption of motivating attitude by them. The results indicate that effective appraisers focus 
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on motivational parameters of their subordinate employees for the purpose to induce them 

for higher level of performance and achievement. 

Table 150. Appraisers’ Capability’s Association with Appraisers Motivating Attitude, 
                                 (q- 2 vs. q-29). 

 

Appraisers’ Capability (q-2) 
Chi-square P-value      D 

    n  (%) 
   A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Appraisers Motivating 
attitude  (q-29). 

D    66 (50)   66  (50)  132 (100) 

    30.509 0.000 
A   12 (13.6)  76 (86.4)     88 (100) 

Total   78 (35.5) 142 (64.5) 
 
  220 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 150 shows that out of total 220 respondents, 88 agree with 

the contention that appraisers adopt motivating attitude by giving higher grading of 

PER(ACR) to the faculty members to induce them for displaying higher level of 

performance(q-29). Similarly, 142 respondents agree with the contention that appraisers 

possess the capability to set apart good performance from poor performance(q-2). Out of 

these figures, 76(86.4% of 88) respondents agree and 66 (50% of 132) respondents disagree 

with both the variables showing appraisers’ capability dimension (q-2) and appraisers’ 

motivating attitude(q-29). However, 66(50% of 132) respondents agree with appraisers' 

capability dimension but disagree with the contention reflecting appraisers’ motivating 

attitude. These results indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with 

both the variables  are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with 

either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 30.509,   p-value = 0.000) show the higher level of 

association between the two variables depicting  appraisers’ capability and their motivating 

attitude of performance evaluation. The results manifest the fact that those appraisers who 

possess the capability to make dichotomy between good performance and poor 

performance will be influenced by the tendency to motivate their subordinate employees, 

for demonstrating excellent performance, by awarding them highest ratings of PER (ACR). 
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Table 151. Appraisers’ Quantitative Approach’s Association with Appraisers’ Motivating        
                            Attitude. (q- 3 vs. q-29). 

 

Appraisers’ Quantitative Approach (q-3). 
 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n  (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Appraisers Motivating 
attitude  (q-29). 

D    41 (31.3)   90 (68.7)   131 (100) 

     1.026 0.311 
A   33 (37.9)   54 (62.1)     87 (100) 

Total    74 (33.9) 144 (66.1) 
 
   218(100) 
 

 Source:-Field Survey.  (  D = Disagree,  A   = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 151 shows that out of total 218 respondents, 87 respondents 

agree with view point that appraisers adopt motivating attitude of performance evaluation 

by awarding higher grading of PER(ACR) to the faculty members to induce them for 

showing higher level of performance(q-29). Similarly, 144 (66.1%) respondents agree with 

the view point that appraisers adopt quantitative approach by evaluating faculty members 

job performance quantitatively. Out of these figures, 90(68.7% of 131)respondents agree 

and 41(31.3% of 131) respondents disagree with both the variables displaying appraisers’ 

quantitative approach and appraisers’ motivating attitude. However, 90(68.7% of 

131)respondents agree with view point pertaining to appraisers quantitative approach but 

disagree with contention exhibiting the adoption of motivating attitude by the appraisers. 

These results show that the ratios of respondents who either agree or disagree with both the 

variables are slightly different from the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the 

two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 1.026, p-value = 0.311) identify that the two 

variables showing appraisers’ quantitative approach and appraisers’ motivational attitude  

has got no association with each other. It shows that those appraisers’ who are swayed by 

the quantitative tendency, pay least attention to the motivational side of appraisees. 

Table 152. Appraisers' Qualitative Approach’s Association   with Appraisers’ Motivating  
                                 Attitude (q- 4 vs. q-29). 

 

Appraisers’ Qualitative Approach. (q-4) 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n  (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Appraiser’s Motivating 
attitude (q-29). 

D    70 (53.4)   61 (46.6)   131 (100) 

   27.101 0.000 
A   15 (17.9)   69 (82.1)     84 (100) 

Total    85 (39.5) 130 (60.5) 
 
   215 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D  =  Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 152 shows that out of total 215 respondents, 84 respondents 

agree with view point depicting appraisers’ motivating attitude (q-29) and 130 respondents 

agree with view point that appraisers adopt qualitative approach while evaluating faculty 
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members’ job performance (q-4). Out of these figures, 69(82.1% of 84) respondents agree 

and 70(53.4% of 131)disagree with both the variables discussed above. However, 

61(46.6%) respondents agree with appraisers' qualitative dimension but disagree with 

contention of appraisers' adoption of motivating attitude at the time of making performance 

appraisal. The results indicate that the ratios of respondents who either agree or disagree 

with both the variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who either 

agree or disagree with any of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results(chi-square = 27.101, p-value = 0.000) indicate that there is 

significantly higher level of association between the variable relating to appraisers’ 

qualitative approach and the variable showing appraisers’ motivating attitude. It means that 

those appraisers who are quality conscious focus attention on the motivational aspect of 

employees so  that they may be induced to further improve the quality of their performance 

and output. 

Table 153. Appraisers annoying Assessment Attitude’s Association  with Appraisers’        
                    Motivating Attitude  (q- 5 vs. q-29). 

 

Appraisers  annoying  Assessment 
Attitude (q-5). 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n  (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Appraisers Motivating 
attitude  (q-29). 

D    28 (23.3)   92 (76.7)   120 (100) 

    2.945 0.086 
A   12 (13.8)   75 (86.3)     87 (100) 

Total    40(19.3) 167 (80.7) 
 
   207 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D  =  Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 153 shows that out of total 207 respondents, 87 respondents 

agree with view point that appraisers adopt motivating attitude of evaluation by granting 

higher ratings of PER (ACR) to the faculty members to induce them for showing higher 

level of performance(q-29). 167(80.7%) respondents agree with view point that appraisers 

adopt annoying assessment attitude to see average/poor performance of faculty members(q-

4). Out of these figures, 75(86.3% of 87) respondents agree and 28(23.3% of 120) disagree 

with both the variables portraying appraisers’ motivating attitude and appraisers’ annoying 

attitude. However, 92(76.7% of 120)respondents agree with view point of appraisers' resort 

to annoying assessment attitude but disagree with the other view point that appraisers adopt 

motivating attitude of evaluation.  

The above results show that that ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both the 

variables are slightly (insignificantly) higher than the ratios of respondents who agree or 

disagree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 
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Chi-square results(chi-square = 2.945, p-value = 0.086) reveal moderate level of 

association between the two variables relating to appraisers’ annoying assessment attitude 

and appraisers’ motivating attitude  of performance evaluation respectively. 

Table 154. Appraisers’ Autocratic Approach’s Association with Appraiser’s  Motivating Attitude  (q- 10 vs q-29). 

 

Appraisers' Autocratic Approach (q-10). 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n  (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Appraisers' Motivating 
attitude (q-29). 

D    49 (38.9)   77 (61.1)   126 (100) 

    0.009 0.926 
A   34 (39.5)   52 (60.5)     86 (100) 

Total    83 (39.2) 129 (60.8) 
 
   212 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 154 shows that out of total 212 respondents, 86 respondents 

agree with view point that appraisers make resort to adopting motivating attitude by 

granting higher ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members to induce them to display 

higher level of performance(q-29). Similarly, 52(60.5% of 86) respondents agree with view 

point that appraisers adopt autocratic approach by dictating job objectives/ setting job 

targets for the faculty members(q-10). Out of these figures, 52(60.5% of 86) respondents 

agree and 49(38.9% of 126) respondents disagree with both the variables relating 

appraisers autocratic attitude and appraisers motivating attitude. However, 77(61.1% of 

126) agree with view point that appraisers adopt autocratic attitude but disagree with view 

point that appraisers adopt motivating attitude in awarding higher grading of PER(ACR) to 

the faculty members. 

The above results show that the ratios of respondents who either agree or disagree with 

both the variables are almost the same as the ratios of respondents who agree with either of 

the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results(chi-square = 0.009, p-value = 0.926) indicate that there is no 

association between the two variables showing appraisers’ autocratic approach and 

appraisers motivating attitude. The results reveal that appraisers who are swayed by 

autocratic bent of mind are mainly concerned with getting accomplished the stated tasks 

and they are least concerned with motivating the employees to show better performance. 

The don’t believe on carrot and stick policy rather they are more influenced by 

imperialistic mechanism. 
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Table 155. Appraisers' Democratic  Approach’s Association with Appraisers’ Motivating Attitude  (q- 12 vs. q-29).
     

 

Appraisers’ Democratic Approach (q-12).
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n  (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Appraisers' Motivating 
Attitude. (q-29) 

D   107 (84.3)   20 (15.7)   127 (100) 

   93.533 0.000 
A   15 (17.4)   71 (82.6)     86 (100) 

Total  122 (57.3)   91 (42.7) 
 
   213 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 155 shows that out of total 213 respondents,86 respondents 

agree with view point that appraisers adopt motivating attitude by granting  higher ratings 

of PER(CR) to the faculty members to impel them for showing higher level of 

performance(q-29). Similarly,91 (42.7%) respondents agree with view point that appraisers 

adopt democratic approach by giving an opportunity to the appraisees to participate and 

take share  in the  job objectives setting process(q-12). Out of these figures,71(82.6% of 

86) respondents agree and 107(84.3% of 127) respondents disagree with both the variables 

discussed in q-12 and q-29. However,20(15.7% of 127) agree with view point that 

appraisers adopt democratic approach but disagree with the contention that appraisers adopt 

motivating attitude of performance evaluation. These results show that the ratios of 

respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables are significantly higher than the 

ratios of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results(chi-square = 93.533, p-value = 0.000) indicate significantly 

higher level of association between the variable showing appraisers’ democratic approach 

and the variable showing appraisers’ motivating attitude of performance evaluation. The 

results reveal that those appraisers who have the tendency to adopt democratic approach in 

setting job objectives for the faculty also resort to adopting motivating attitude in 

evaluating faculty members job performance by granting them higher ratings of PER 

(ACR) so as to enhance their level of performance and productivity.  
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Table 156.  Appraisers’ Effectiveness Association with Performance’s /Productivity’s     
                     Improvement  of faculty. ( q-1 vs. q-44). 

 

Appraisers’ Effectiveness (q-1). 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
      A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity 
Improvement(q-44) 

D    86 (56.2)   67 (43.8)  153  (100) 

   46.567 0.000 
A   12 (12.6)   83 (87.4)     95 (100) 

Total   98 (39.5)  150 (60.5) 
 
   248 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 156 indicates that out of 248 respondents, 95 respondents 

agree with view point that existing system of performance appraisal helps in improvement 

of performance and productivity of faculty members (q-44).150(60.5% of 248) respondents 

agree with view point that appraisers possess the requisite qualification and experience to 

effectively evaluate faculty members job performance (q-1). Out of these figures, 83(87.4% 

of 95) agree and 86(56.2% of 153) respondents disagree with both the variables that 

appraisers possess effectiveness for conducting appraisal and that the existing system of 

performance appraisal system helps in improving the performance and productivity of 

faculty members. However,67(43.8% of 153) respondents agree with the variable showing 

appraisers effectiveness dimension but disagree with the variable showing that present 

system of performance appraisal helps in improving the performance and productivity.  

The above results show that the ratios of respondents who either agree or disagree with 

both the variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with 

either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results = 46.567, p-value = 0.000) indicate significantly higher level of 

association between the two variables relating to appraisers’ effectiveness and system 

effectiveness in improving job performance and productivity of faculty members. The 

results show that those appraisers who possess the requisite qualification and experience to 

conduct effective performance appraisal will contribute towards improving the 

performance and productivity of faculty members. In other words, the results show that the 

existing system of performance appraisal will prove helpful in improving the 

performance/productivity of faculty members subject to the condition that appraisers are 

endowed with effectiveness parameters to carry out performance appraisal in the effective 

manner. Thus, it is evident that for the effectiveness of appraisal system, the effectiveness 

of appraisers is the indispensable pre-requisite.  
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           Table 157. Appraisers Capability’s Association with improvement of Performance / Productivity  
      of   faculty (q- 2 vs. q-44). 

 

Appraisers’ Capability (q-2) 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity 
Improvement (q-44). 

D    76 (52.8)   68 (47.2)  144  (100) 

   39.002 0.000 
A   11 (12.2)   79 (87.8)     90 (100) 

Total   87 (39.5)  147 (60.5) 
 
   234(100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree,  A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 157 shows that out of total 234 respondents, 90 respondents 

agree with view point the existing system of performance appraisal helps in improving the 

performance and productivity of faculty members(q-44) and 147 (60.5%) respondents are 

of the view that the appraisers possess the capability to differentiate between good 

performance and poor performance(q-2). Out of these figures, 79(87.8% of 90) respondents 

agree and 76(52.8% of 144) respondents disagree with both the variables indicating 

appraisers capability and system’s effectiveness respectively. However, 68 (47.2% of 144) 

respondents agree with view point relating to appraisers’ capability dimension but disagree 

with contention specifying the role of appraisal system in improving faculty members job 

performance. The above results indicate that the ratios of respondents who either agree or 

disagree with both the variables discussed above are significantly higher than the ratios of  

those respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

 Chi-square results(chi-square = 39.002, p-value = 0.000) indicate highly significant 

level of association between the two variables indicating appraisers’ capability dimension 

and improvement of faculty members’ job performance/output as a result of existing 

system of performance appraisal. 

The results reveal that those appraisers who are capable enough to dichotomize 

between good performance and poor performance, will be capable to carry out effective 

performance appraisals which, in turn, will leave positive impact on the job performance 

and productivity of faculty members.   
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Table 158.  Appraisers’ Quantitative Approach’s Association with improvement of 
                     Performance/ Productivity of faculty  (q- 3 vs. q-44).   

 

Appraisers’ Quantitative Approach(q-3). 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity 
Improvement(q-44). 

D    52 (34.4)   99 (65.6)  151  (100) 

   0.894 0.344 
A   38 (40.4)   56 (59.6)     94 (100) 

Total   90 (36.7)  155 (63.3) 
 
   245(100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 158 shows that out of total 245 respondents, 94 respondents 

agree with the contention that the existing system of performance appraisal helps in 

improving the performance and productivity of faculty members(q-44) and 155(63.3%) 

respondents agree with the contention that appraisers resort to quantitative approach to 

evaluate faculty members’ job performance(q-3). Out of those figures, 56(59.6% of 94) 

respondents agree and 52(34.4% of 151) respondents disagree with both the variables 

indicating appraisers’ quantitative approach and system’s effectiveness. However, 

99(65.6% of 151) respondents agree with appraisers' quantitative approach in evaluating 

job performance/output of faculty but disagree with the contention that existing appraisal 

system helps in improving performance/productivity of the faculty. The above results 

indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables 

discussed above are slightly different than the ratios of respondents who agree with either 

of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 0.894, p-value = 0.344) signify that there is no 

association between the variable showing appraisers’ quantitative approach and the 

variable showing performance appraisal system's role in improving appraisees’ 

performance/productivity. The results reveal the fact that those appraisers who stick to 

quantitative side of performance evaluation carry out ineffective performance appraisals 

which have no role in improving the performance and productivity of faculty. The results 

manifest the fact that quantity conscious appraisers may succeed in getting accomplished 

the results in quantitative terms but overall performance of employees under their 

administrative control remains below the mark. Thus, it is evident that quantitative 

evaluation of performance and fetching improvement in performance move in the divergent 

directions. 
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Table 159.  Appraisers’ Qualitative Approach’s Association with improvement of      
      Performance/ Productivity of faculty (q- 4 vs. q-44). 

 

Appraisers’ Qualitative Approach.(q-4). 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity 
Improvement (q-44). 

D    73 (50.3)   72 (49.7)  145  (100) 

  25.787 0.000 
A   17 (17.9)   78 (82.1)     95 (100) 

Total   90 (37.5)  150 (62.5) 
 
   240 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 159 shows  that out of total 240 respondents, 95 respondents 

agree with the view point that the existing performance appraisal system helps in 

improving performance and productivity of the faculty(44) and 150(62.5%) respondents are 

of the view that appraisers adopt qualitative approach in evaluating the performance of the 

faculty(q-44). Out of these figures, 78(82.1% of 95) respondents agree and 73(50.3% of 

145) disagree with both the variables pertaining to appraisers’ qualitative approach and 

improvement of performance/productivity of the appraisees as a result of existing 

performance appraisal system. However, 72(49.7% of 145) respondents agree with view 

point pertaining to appraisers’ qualitative approach but disagree with other variable 

showing appraisals system's impact to improve performance/productivity of the appraisees.  

The above results show that the ratios of respondents who either agree or disagree 

with both the variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree 

with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 25.787, p-value = 0.000) indicate highly significant 

association between the two variables showing appraisers’ qualitative inclination and 

system’s effectiveness to contribute towards uplifting appraisees’ 

performance/productivity. It is vivid from the results that appraisers who focus on 

qualitative side of appraisees' performance/ output will carry out effective appraisal, which 

in turn, will have positive impact on the performance/productivity of the faculty members. 
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Table 160.  Appraisers’ Annoying  Assessment Attitude’s Association with improvement of       
       Performance / Productivity of faculty (q- 5 vs. q-44). 

 

Appraisers’ annoying assessment 
attitude (q-5). 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity 
Improvement (q-44).  

D    32 (24.4)   99 (75.6)  131  (100) 

   4.118 0.042 
A   12 (13.3)   78 (86.7)     90 (100) 

Total   44 (19.9)  177 (80.1) 
 
   221 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 
 

Finding. The statistics in table 160 shows that out of total 212 respondents, 90 respondents 

agree with view point that performance/productivity of faculty members get improved due 

to present appraisal system(q-44) and 177(80.1%) respondents agree with view point that 

appraisers adopt annoying assessment attitude to see poor performance of faculty 

members(q-5). Out of these figures, 78(86.7% of 90) respondents agree and 32(24.4% of 

131) respondents disagree with both the variables discussed in q-5 and q-44 respectively. 

However, 99(75.6% of 131) respondents agree with view point that appraisers adopt 

annoying assessment attitude to see poor performance of faculty members but disagree 

with the contention that faculty members' performance/productivity is improved due to 

present appraisal system. 

The above results indicate that there is significant  level of variation in the ratios of 

respondents who agree or disagree with both the variables than the ratios of respondents 

who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 4.118, p-value = 0.042) reveal that there is 

significant level of association between appraisers' annoying assessment attitude and 

improvement of faculty members' job performance/productivity. The results prove that 

faculty members work hard to improve their performance and productivity on the job so as 

to avoid the wrath of those appraisers who adopt annoying assessment and evaluation 

attitude in the wake of   poor performance/ productivity of the faculty. 
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Table 161. Appraisers’ Autocratic Approach’s Association with improvement of performance/  
                    Productivity of faculty  (q-10  vs. q-44). 

 

Appraisers' Autocratic Approach (q-10). 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity 
Improvement 
(q-44) 

D    59 (44.4)   74 (56.6)  133  (100) 

   6.594 0.010 
A   24 (27.3)   64 (72.7)     88(100) 

Total   83 (37.6)  138 (62.4) 
 
   221 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D  =  Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 161 indicates that out of total 221 respondents, 88 

respondents agree with view point the present system of performance appraisal helps in 

improving performance/productivity of faculty(q-44) and 138(62.4%) respondents agree 

with view point that appraisers adopt autocratic approach by dictating job objectives to the 

faculty members(q-10). Out of these figures, 64(72.7% of 88) respondents agree and 

59(44.4% of 133) respondents disagree with both the variables relating to appraisers’ 

autocratic approach and system’s effectiveness. However, 74(56.6% of 133) respondents 

agree with view point showing appraisers’ autocratic approach but disagree with the notion 

showing present system’s effectiveness.  

The above results show that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with 

contention relating to appraisers' adoption of autocratic approach and the contention 

relating to improvement of performance/ productivity of faculty members due to existing 

appraisal system are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with 

either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 6.594, p-value = 0.010) identify significant level of 

association between appraisers’ autocratic approach to dictate job targets to the faculty and 

subsequent improvement of performance/productivity of the faculty members. The faculty 

members who know that their appraisers will not accept the output less than the assigned 

targets, work hard to achieve the desired objectives which, in turn, improve their 

performance and productivity on the job. 
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Table 162. Appraisers’ Democratic Approach’s Association with improvement  of     
     performance/  Productivity of faculty.  (q-12  vs. q-44). 

 

Appraisers’ Democratic Approach (q-12).
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity 
Improvement (q-44). 

D   123 (82.4)   26 (17.6)  149  (100) 

   70.277 0.000 
A    25 (28.1)   64 (71.9)     89 (100) 

Total  148 (62.2)   90 (37.8) 
 
   238 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 162 shows that out of total 238 respondents, 89 respondents 

agree with view point that appraisers adopt democratic approach by giving an opportunity 

to the faculty members to discuss and define their job objectives/targets(q-12) and 

90(37.8%) respondents agree with view point that present system of performance appraisal 

improves the performance and productivity of faculty(q-44). Out of these figures, 64 

(71.9% of 89) respondents agree and 123 (82.4% of 149) respondents disagree with both 

the variables showing appraisers’ democratic(participative management) approach and 

existing appraisal systems’ effectiveness. However, 26 (17.6% of 149) respondents agree 

with view point that appraisers adopt democratic approach in setting job objectives of the 

faculty but disagree with view point the present system of performance appraisal improves 

the performance/productivity of the faculty.  

The above results show that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with 

both the variables discussed above are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents 

who agree or disagree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 70.277, p-value = 0.000) indicate significantly 

higher level of association between appraisers' democratic(participative management) 

approach in setting job objectives for the faculty and the improvement of faculty members 

job performance/productivity. The results identify  the fact that appraisers adopt democratic 

approach by allowing the faculty members to  discuss and  set their  job objectives, which 

in turn, creates in them the sense of ownership of the objectives, inducing  to exert higher 

level of efforts the ultimate offshoots of which appear in the shape of and improved 

performance / productivity. 
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B. Hypothesis no.2.  

“A timely feedback of the performance appraisal  is must to the appraisees    
for   improvement of performance and output”. 
 
Table 163.  Verbal Feedback's  association with improvement of Performance/Productivity of 

                                   faculty.   (q-13  vs. q-44)   

 

Verbal Feedback (q-13). 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity 
Improvement. 
(q-44) 

D   112 (73.7)   40 (26.3)  152 (100) 

   61.653 0.000 
A    21 (22.3)   73 (77.7)     94 (100) 

Total  133 (64.3)  113 (35.7) 
 
   246 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 163 shows that out of total 246 respondents, 94 respondents 

agree with view point that existing system of performance appraisal helps in improving the 

performance/ productivity of faculty members (q-44) and 113 (35.7%) respondents agree 

with view point that appraisers give verbal feedback to the faculty members by discussing 

their job objectives (q-13). Out of these figures, 73 (77.7% of 94) respondents agree and 

112 (73.7% of 152) disagree with both the variables showing verbal feedback dimension of 

the appraisers and improvement of performance/productivity of faculty, respectively. 

However, 40 (26.3% of 152) respondents agree with view point that appraisers give verbal 

feedback but disagree with the view point that existing system of performance appraisal 

improves the performance/productivity of the faculty.  

The above results show that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with 

both the variables pertaining to verbal feedback and improvement of 

performance/productivity of faculty members are significantly higher than the ratios of 

respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 61.653, p-value = 0.000) show significantly higher 

level of association between the two variables indicating verbal feedback by the appraisers 

and improvement of performance/ productivity of the faculty members. The results show 

that the verbal feedback by the appraisers give opportunity to the appraisees to discuss their 

performance and know their shortcomings, which in turn, give them a chance to strive hard 

and improve their performance/productivity. 
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Table 164.  Written Feedback's association with improvement of  Performance/Productivity of  
faculty  (q-14  vs q-44). 

 

Written Feedback (q-14) 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity 
Improvement (q-44). 

D   119 (77.8)   34 (22.2)  153 (100) 

   32.269 0.000 
A    38 (41.8)   53 (58.2)     91 (100) 

Total  157 (64.3)   87 (35.7) 
 
   244 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D =  Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 164 shows that out of total 244 respondents, 91 respondents 

agree with the view point that existing performance appraisal system helps in improving 

the performance/ productivity of the faculty (q-44) and 87(35.7%) respondents agree with 

view point that appraisers give written feedback to the faculty members (q-14). Out of 

these figures, 53 (58.2% of 91) respondents agree and 119 (77.8% of 153) respondents 

disagree with both the variables that appraisers give written feedback and present system of 

performance appraisal helps in improving the performance/productivity of the faculty. 

However, 34 (22.2% of 153) respondents agree with contention written feedback by the 

appraisers but disagree with view point pertaining to improvement of 

performance/productivity of faculty. 

The above results indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree with both the 

variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the 

two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 32.269, p-value = 0.000) reveal significantly higher 

level of association between the variable relating to written feedback by the appraisers and 

role of existing system in improving the performance/productivity of the faculty. The 

results show that those appraisers who convey in writing the performance/results to the 

faculty members, give them a chance to improve their performance and productivity. 

Table 165.  Indirect Feedback's  Association with improvement of   Performance/Productivity              
       of faculty  (q-15  vs. q-44). 

 

Indirect Feedback (q-15) 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity 
Improvement. 
(q-44) 

D    82 (53.2)   72 (46.8)  154 (100) 

   10.189 0.001 
A    27 (31.8)   58 (68.2)     85 (100) 

Total  109 (64.3)  130 (35.7) 
 
   239 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. 

Finding. The statistics in table 165 shows that out of total 239 respondents, 85 respondents 

agree with the view point that existing performance appraisal system helps in improving 
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the performance/ productivity of the faculty (q-44) and 130(35.7%) respondents agree with 

view point that appraisers give indirect feedback to the faculty members through their co-

workers if their performance turn out to be poor(q-15). Out of these figures, 58 (68.2% of 

85) respondents agree and 82 (53.2% of 154) respondents disagree with both the variables 

that appraisers give indirect feedback and present system of performance appraisal helps in 

improving the performance/productivity of the faculty. However, 72 (46.8% of 154) 

respondents agree with contention that appraisers give indirect feedback but disagree with 

view point that existing system proves helpful in improving performance / productivity of 

faculty. 

The above results indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree with both the 

variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the 

two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 10.189, p-value = 0.001) demonstrate the existence 

of  significantly higher level of association between the variable relating to indirect 

feedback by the appraisers and role of existing system in improving the 

performance/productivity of the faculty. The results show that those appraisers who convey 

the performance/results to the faculty members through their co-workers if they are poor, 

give them an opportunity to improve their performance and productivity by creating a sense 

of competition among them. 

Table 166.  Feedback Relevancy’s Association with improvement of Performance/Productivity  
       of faculty  (q-17  vs. q-44). 

 
 

Relevant Feedback (q-17) 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
      A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity 
Improvement 
(q-44). 

D   109 (73.6)   39 (26.4)  148 (100) 

   45.343 0.000 
A    27 (29.3)   65 (70.7)     92 (100) 

Total  136 (56.7)   104(43.3) 
 
   240 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree,  A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 166 shows that out of total 240 respondents, 92 respondents 

agree with the view point that existing performance appraisal system helps in improving 

the performance/ productivity of the faculty (q-44) and 104 (43.3%) respondents agree with 

view point that appraisers give feedback that relates to things done by them at work 

place(q-17). Out of these figures, 65 (70.7% of 92) respondents agree and 109 (73.6% of 

148) respondents disagree with both the variables that appraisers give relevant feedback 

and present system of performance appraisal helps in improving the 
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performance/productivity of the faculty. However, 39 (26.4% of 148) respondents agree 

with contention contained in q-17 but disagree with view point contained in q-44. 

The above results indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree with both the 

variables showing relevancy of feedback and improvement of performance / productivity  

respectively, are significantly higher than the ratios of other respondents who agree with 

either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 45.343, p-value = 0.000) show that there is 

significantly higher level of association between the two variables pertaining to relevancy 

of feedback given by appraisers and improvement of performance/productivity of the 

faculty members. 

Table 167.  Sufficient  Feedback’s Association with improvement of  Performance/Productivity            
      of faculty  (q-18  vs. q-44). 

 

Sufficient Feedback (q-18) 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity 
Improvement (q-44). 

D   117 (75)   39 (25)  156 (100) 

   51.551 0.000 

A    24 (27.6)   63 (72.4)     87 (100) 

Total  141 (58)  102 (42) 
 
   243 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D  =  Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 167 shows that out of total 243 respondents, 87 respondents 

agree with the view point that existing performance appraisal system helps in improving 

the performance/ productivity of the faculty (q-44) and 102 (42%) respondents agree with 

view point that appraisers give feedback that is relevant and sufficient enough to overcome 

their performance shortcomings(q-18). Out of these figures, 63 (72.4% of 87) respondents 

agree and 117 (75% of 156) respondents disagree with both the variables, that appraisers 

give relevant and sufficient feedback and present system of performance appraisal helps in 

improving the performance/productivity of the faculty, respectively. However, 39 (25% of 

156) respondents agree with contention contained in q-18 but disagree with view point 

contained in q-44. 

The above results indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree with both the 

variables showing relevancy and sufficiency of feedback (q-18) and improvement of 

performance / productivity respectively, are significantly higher than the ratios of other 

respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 51.551, p-value = 0.000) show that there is 

significantly higher level of association between the two variables pertaining to 
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relevancy/sufficiency of feedback given by appraisers and improvement of 

performance/productivity of the faculty members. 

Table168. Appraiser’s written Appreciation's  Association with improvement  
                  of performance / productivity of faculty  (q-19  vs. q-44). 

 

Written appreciation by appraisers.(q-19)
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity 
Improvement (q-44). 

D   114 (82.6)   24 (17.4)  138 (100) 

   32.133 0.000 
A    40 (41.8)   46 (58.2)    86 (100) 

Total  154 (68.8)   70 (31.2) 
 
   224 (100) 
 

Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 168 shows that out of total 224 respondents, 86 respondents 

agree with the view point that existing performance appraisal system helps in improving 

the performance/ productivity of the faculty (q-44) and 70 (31.2%) respondents agree with 

view point that appraisers appreciate in writing the excellent performance of faculty 

members (q-19). Out of these figures, 46 (58.2% of 86) respondents agree and 114 (82.6% 

of 138) respondents disagree with both the variables that appraisers give due recognition 

/appreciation of faculty members excellent performance and present system of performance 

appraisal helps in improving the performance/productivity of the faculty. However, 24 

(17.4% of 138) respondents agree with contention showing appreciating attitude of the 

appraisers’ but disagree with the  view point  pertaining to improvement of 

performance/productivity. 

The above results indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree with both the 

variables specifying written appreciation by the appraisers and improvement of 

performance/productivity are significantly higher than the ratios of other respondents who 

agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 32.133, p-value = 0.000) show that there is 

significantly higher level of association between the two variables pertaining to recognition 

of faculty members excellent performance given by appraisers and improvement of 

performance/productivity of the faculty members. 
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Hypothesis No.3.  
 
 “ Absence of Hygiene factors (satisfiers) at work place leads to ineffectiveness of 
motivators to improve the performance” (q-7, 11,24,25,47,48,49). 
 

Table 169. Consideration of work place problems (Satisfiers) Association with  
                   Recognition of good   work by appraisers (Motivators) (q-7 vs. q-24). 

 

Appraisers’ consideration of work place 
problems (satisfiers). (q-7) 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
    n    (%) 

Total  D 
    n     (%) 

Recognition of good 
work by appraisers 
(Motivator) (q-24). 

D   103 (69.6)   45 (30.4)  148 (100) 

   33.537 0.000 
A    25 (30.1)   58 (69.9)     83 (100) 

Total  128 (55.4)  103 (44.6) 
 
   231 (100) 
 

Source:- Field Survey.  ( D  =  Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 169 shows that out of total 231 respondents, 83 

respondents agree with view point that appraisers consider motivating factors by 

giving due recognition to the faculty members on achievement of job objectives (q-

24). 103 (44.6%)respondents agree with view point that appraisers give due weight 

age to hygiene factors(satisfiers) by taking into account potential problems on the 

job which negatively affect faculty members job performance, while carrying out 

performance evaluation(q-7). Out of these figures, 58 (69.9% of 83) respondents 

agree and 103 (69.6% of 148) respondents disagree with both the variables that 

appraisers give due consideration to work place problems having negative impact 

on faculty members job performance and also give due consideration to the 

recognition of faculty members excellent performance by achieving their job 

objectives. However, 45 (30.4% of 148) respondents agree with view point relating 

to consideration of work place problems by the appraisers but disagree with view 

point that appraisers give due recognition to the faculty members excellent 

performance.  

The above results show that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree 

with both the variables are significantly higher than the ratios of those respondents 

who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 33.537, p-value = 0.000) show highly 

significant level of association between the two variables relating to consideration 

of work place problems by the appraisers and recognition of faculty members' 

achievement of job objectives. 
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Table 170.  Provision of work place facilities (Satisfiers) Association with Recognition of good  
                    work by  appraisers. (Motivators) (q-11 vs. q-24). 

 

Provision of work place facilities 
(satisfiers). (q-11) 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Recognition of good 
work by appraisers 
(Motivator) (q-24). 

D   103 (72)   40 (28)  143 (100) 

   36.476 0.000 
A    29 (31.9)   62 (68.1)     91 (100) 

Total  132 (55.4)  102 (44.6) 
 
   234 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 170 shows that out of total 234 respondents, 91 respondents 

agree with view point that appraisers consider motivating factors by giving due recognition 

to the faculty members for achievement of job objectives by them(q-24).102 (44.6%) 

respondents agree with view point that appraisers give due weight age to hygiene 

factors(satisfiers) by providing requisite facilities on the job to the faculty members to 

improve their performance(q-11). Out of these figures, 62 (68.1% of 91) respondents agree 

and 103 (72%% of 143) respondents disagree with both the variables that appraisers take 

practical steps to provide requisite facilities to the faculty members to improve their 

performance and also give due consideration to the recognition of faculty members' 

excellent performance on the job by achieving the assigned objectives. However, 40 (28% 

of 143) respondents agree with view point relating to provision  of work place  facilities to 

the faculty members, but disagree with view point that appraisers give due recognition to 

the faculty members for their achievement of job objectives.  

The above results show that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with 

both the variables showing provision of on the job facilities (q-11) and appraisers 

recognition of faculty members achievement of job objectives(q-24) are significantly 

higher than the ratios of those respondents who agree with either of the two variables but 

disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 36.476, p-value = 0.000) show highly significant 

level of association between the two variables relating to provision of work place facilities 

by the appraisers and recognition of faculty members' achievement of job objectives. 

 



 240

Table 171. Conducive working environment (Satisfiers) Association with  
                                  Recognition of good   work by appraisers. (Motivator) (q-24 vs. q-25). 

 

 Conducive  working environment 
(satisfiers) (q-25). 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Recognition of good 
work by appraisers 
(Motivator) (q-24). 

D   104 (70.7)   43 (29.3)  147 (100) 

   49.266 0.000 
A    23 (24.5)   71 (75.5)     94 (100) 

Total  127 (52.7)  114 (47.3) 
 
   241 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree,  A =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 171 shows that out of total 241 respondents, 94 respondents 

agree with that appraisers give due consideration to the recognition of faculty members 

excellent job performance for achieving their job objectives (q-24). 114 respondents agree 

with view point that appraisers pay due attention to the creation of conducive working 

environment to improve their performance (q-25). Out of these, 71(75.5% of 94) 

respondents agree and 104 (70.7% of 147) respondents disagree with both the variables 

relating to recognition of appraisees' good performance and creation of conducing working 

environment for the faculty members.  However, 43 (29.3% of 147) respondents agree with 

contention relating to creation of conducing working environment but disagree with view 

point that appraisers give due recognition to faculty members' achievement of job 

objectives.  

These results indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both 

the variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree 

with either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 49.266, p-value = 0.000) indicate that highly 

significant level of association between the two variables discussed above. 

Table 172.  Consideration of appraisees personal problems by the appraisers (Satisfiers), Association    
                      with Recognition of good work by appraisers (Motivator).  (q-24 vs. q-47). 

 

 Consideration of appraisees personal 
problems (satisfiers) (q-47). 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
   n    (%) 

Total  D 
    n     (%) 

Recognition of good 
work by appraisers. 
(Motivator) (q-24). 

D   123 (84.8)   22 (15.2)  145 (100) 

   73.441 0.000 
A    27 (29.7)   64 (70.3)     91 (100) 

Total  150 (63.6)    86 (36.4) 
 
   236 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 172 shows that out of total 236 respondents, 91 respondents 

agree with the view point that appraisers give adequate recognition to the faculty members 

for achievement of job objectives by them (q-24). 86 (36.4%) respondents agree with the 
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view point that appraisers give due consideration to the personal problems of the faculty 

members which negatively affects their performance (q-47). Out of these figures, 64 

(70.3% of 91) respondents agree and 123 (84.8 % of 145) respondents disagree with both 

the variables relating to consideration of faculty members' personal problems by the 

appraisers and recognition of faculty members' achievement of job objectives by the 

appraisers. However, 22 (15.2% of 145) respondents agree with view point contained in q-

47 but disagree with contention contained in q-24. 

The above results show that the rations of respondents who agree or disagree with 

both the variables discussed above are significantly higher than the ratios of respondent 

who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 73.441, p-value = 0.000) indicate highly significant 

level of association between the two variables relating to recognition of faculty members 

good performance and consideration of appraisees personal problems by the appraisers. 

Table 173.  Availability of resources to the appraisers (Satisfiers) Association with  
                                 Recognition of  good work by appraisers (Motivator).  (q-24 vs. q-49). 

 

Availability of resources to the 
Appraisers  (satisfiers) (q-49). 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Recognition of good 
work by appraisers 
(Motivator) (q-24). 

D    89 (69.5)   39 (30.5)  128 (100) 

   14.980 0.000 
A    40 (43.5)   52 (56.5)     92 (100) 

Total  129 (58.6)    91 (41.4) 
 
   220 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D = Disagree, A =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 173 shows that out of total 220 respondents, 92 respondents 

agree with the view point appraisers give adequate recognition to the faculty members for 

accomplishment of job objectives (q-24) and 91(41.4%) respondents agree with the view 

point that sufficient resources are available to the faculty members to accomplish their job 

objectives(q-49). Out these figures, 52 (65.5% of 92) respondents agree and 89 (69.5% 

128) respondents disagree with both the variables explained in q-24 and q-49 above. 

However, 39 (30.5% of 128) respondents agree with view point pertaining to availability of 

resources to the faculty members(q-49) but disagree with contention showing grant of 

recognition by the appraisers to the faculty members for excellent performance (q-24).  

The above results show that the results show that the ratios of respondents who 

agree or disagree with both the variables are significantly higher than the ratios  of 

respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  
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Chi-square results (chi-square = 14.980, p-value = 0.000) depict highly significant 

level of association between the two variables pertaining to the  availability of resources to 

the faculty members and recognition of faculty members' excellent  performance to achieve 

job objectives. 

            Hypothesis No.4  
  

 “Biased attitude of the appraisers overridingly influence his evaluation      
decisions, which affects performance / output and causes job stress to the 
appraisees.” 
 
Table 174.  Weightage to personal loyalty by the appraisers (Biasness) , Association  

                                     with Job  stress of the Appraisees  (q-31 vs. q-34). 

 

Personal loyalty biasness(q-31) 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Job stress of the 
Appraisees (q-34). 

D    64 (74.4)   22 (25.6)     86 (100) 

   41.742 0.000 
A    40 (29.9)   94 (70.1)   134 (100) 

Total  104 (47.3)  116 (52.7) 
 
   220 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree). 

Finding. The statistics in table 174 shows that out of total 220 respondents, 134) 

respondents agree with the contention that biased attitude of the appraisers causes job stress 

to them(q-34) and 116 (52.7%) respondents agree with the view point that appraisers give 

due weightage to the personal loyalty of faculty members with them, while evaluating their 

job performance(q-31). Out of these figures, 90 (70.1% of 134) respondents agree with 

both the variables and 64 (74.4% of 86) respondents disagree with both the variables 

relating to personal loyalty biasness appraisers  and job stress factor of the faculty members 

respectively. However, 40 (29.9 % of 134) respondents agree with job stress factor of the 

appraisees but disagree with the notion that appraisers give due consideration to the 

personal loyalty parameter of the faculty members. 

The above results indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with 

both the variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with 

either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results(chi-square = 41.742, p-value = 0.000) indicate highly significant 

level of association between the two variables relating to biasness shown by the appraisers 

on account of  personal loyalty of the faculty members and job stress factor of the faculty 

members. The research findings demonstrates the fact that personal biasness of the 

appraisers cause adversely affects the satisfaction level of faculty members. 
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Table 175.    Discriminatory treatment  by the appraisers (Biasness),  
                                   Association with Job stress of the Appraisees  (q-32 vs. q-34) 

 

Appraisers discriminatory treatment  
(q-32). 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Job stress of the 
Appraisees (q-34). 

D    43 (50)   43 (50)     86 (100) 

   9.792 0.002 
A   42 (29.4)  101 (70.6)   143 (100) 

Total    85 (37.1)  144 (62.9) 
 
   229 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey.  (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 175 shows that out of total 229 respondents, 143 

respondents agree with the view point that biased attitude of the appraisers, while 

evaluating employees job performance, is a potent source of job stress for the faculty 

members(q-34). Similarly, 144(62.9%) respondents agree with the view point that 

appraisers adopt discriminatory attitude with the faculty members by treating them all at 

equal footings regardless of difference in their level of performance and out put(q-32). Out 

of these figures, 101 (70.6% of 143) respondents agree with both the variables and 43(50% 

of 86) respondents disagree with both the variables relating to appraisers discriminatory 

treatment with faculty members and job stress factor of the faculty members, respectively. 

However, 43 (50% of 86) respondents agree with view point pertaining to appraisers 

discriminatory treatment but disagree with the contention that biased attitude of the 

reporting officers is a potent source of job stress for the faculty members. 

The results indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both 

the variables showing appraisers discriminatory treatment with faculty members and job 

stress factor of the faculty members are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents 

who agree with either of the two variables and disagree with the other or vice versa. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 9.792, p-value = 0.002) delineate highly significant 

level of association between the two variables relating to discriminatory treatment of 

appraisers and job stress factor of the faculty members. 
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Table 176. Weight age to personal loyalty by the appraisers (Biasness), Association   with  
       negative impact on  out put  of the Appraisees  (q-31 vs. q-35). 

 

Personal loyalty biasness(q-31). 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Negative Impact of 
biasness on out put 
(q-35). 

D    34 (69.4)   15 (30.6)     49 (100) 

   41.742 0.000 
A   59 (35.5) 107 (64.5)   166 (100) 

Total   93 (43.3)  122 (56.7) 
 
   215 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree). 

Finding. The statistics in table 176 shows that out of total 215 respondents, 166 agree with 

view point that biased attitude of the appraisers negatively affects the performance and out 

put of faculty members(q-35) and 122(56.7%) respondents agree with contention that 

appraisers admire personal loyalty of the appraisees more than their job performance and 

output(q-31). Out of these figures, 107(64.5% of 166) agree and 34(69.4% of 49) disagree 

with both the variables relating to consideration of personal loyalty by the appraisers and 

negative impact of appraisers biasness on output of the faculty members. However, 

15(30.6% of 49) agree with view point that appraisers give more weight age to  personal  

loyalty of the faculty members than considering their job performance and output but 

disagree with the contention that biased attitude of the appraisers negative impact on the 

performance and productivity of faculty members. 

These results indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both 

the variables discussed above are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who 

agree with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 41.742, p-value = 0.000) indicate highly significant 

level of association between the two variables pertaining to consideration of personal 

loyalty of the faculty members by the appraisers and negative impact of appraisers' biased 

attitude on the performance and productivity of the faculty members. 

Table 177. Personal annoyance  by the appraisers  Association with low out put of  the         
      Appraisees  (q-33 vs. q-35) 

 

Personal annoyance biasness (q-33). 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
     n     (%) 

Negative Impact of 
appraisers' biasness 
on output of faculty 
 (q-35). 

D    49 (86)   08  (14)    57 (100) 

   60.167 0.000 
A   49(27.7) 128 (72.3)   177 (100) 

Total   98 (41.9)  136 (58.1) 
 
   234 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree). 

The statistics in table 177 shows that out of   total 234 respondents, 177 respondents agree 

with contention that biased attitude of faculty members negatively affects performance and 
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productivity of faculty members (q35) and 136 (58.1%) respondents agree with the view 

point that that personal annoyance of the appraisers with the faculty members induce them 

to give them poor ratings of PER (ACR) by turning blind eye to their actual performance 

(q-33). Out of these figures, 128 (72.3% of 177) agree and 49 (86% of 57) disagree with 

the both the variables relating to personal annoyance of the appraisers and negative impacts 

of appraisers biasness on the performance/productivity of faculty members. However, 49 

(27.7% of 177) respondents disagree with variable showing personal annoyance of the 

appraisers but agree with variable showing negative impacts of appraisers biased attitude 

on the performance and productivity of faculty members.  

The above statistics show that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with 

both the variables is significantly higher than the ratios of those respondents who agree  

with either of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 60.167, p-value = 0.000) show that there is highly 

significant level of association between the two variables showing personal annoyance of 

appraisers and negative impacts of appraisers biased attitude on the performance and 

productivity of faculty members. 

Table 178.  Personal likes & dislikes by the appraisers (favoritism, nepotism ),      
                                  Association with low out put of  the Appraisees  (q-38 vs. q-35). 

 

Personal likes, dislikes (biasness)  
(q-38). 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Negative Impact of  
appraisers' biasness 
on output of faculty 
 (q-35). 

D    47 (82.5)   10 (17.5)    57 (100) 

   55.095 0.000 
A   46(26.7) 126 (73.3)   172 (100) 

Total   93 (40.6)  136 (59.4) 
 
   229 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree). 

Finding. The statistics in table 178 shows that out of total 229 respondents, 172 

respondents agree with the view point that biased attitude of the appraisers negatively 

affects performance and productivity of the faculty members(q-35), and 136(59.4%) 

respondents agree with the view point that appraisers are swayed by personal likes and 

dislikes of the faculty members while giving performance ratings to them(q-38). Out of 

these figures, 126(73.3% of 172) respondents agree and 47(82.5% of 57) respondents 

disagree with both the variables showing personal likes and dislikes (favoritism, nepotism) 

of the appraisers and negative impact appraisers biasness on output of faculty members. 

However, 10(17.5% of 57) respondents agree with variable showing appraisers' personal 
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likes and dislikes but disagree with the variable showing negative impact of appraisers' 

biasness on the productivity of faculty members. 

The above results show that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with 

both variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either 

of the two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results(chi-square = 55.095, p-value = 0.000) indicate highly significant 

level of association between the two variables showing personal likes and dislikes of the 

appraisers and negative impact of appraisers biased attitude on the performance and 

productivity of faculty members. 

Table 179. Negative performance evaluation’s  impact on promotion, association with low  
     out put of  the Appraisees  (q-39 vs. q-35). 

 

Negative performance evaluation's 
impact on promotion of faculty.(q-39) 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Negative Impact of 
appraisers' biasness 
on output of faculty. 
 (q-35) 

 

D    20 (37.7)   33 (62.3)    53 (100) 

   20.727 0.000 
A   19(10.9) 156 (89.1)   175 (100) 

Total   39 (17.1)  189 (82.9) 
 
   228 (100) 
 

Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree). 

Finding. The statistics in table 179 shows that out of total 228 respondents,175 respondents 

agree with the contention contained  that biased attitude of the appraisers leave negative 

impact on the performance and productivity of the faculty members(q-35), and 189 

(82.9%) respondents agree with view point that negative performance evaluation by the 

appraisers can deprive the faculty members of promotion chance(q-39). Out of these 

figures, 156(89.1% of 175) respondents agree and 20( 37.7% of 53) respondents disagree 

with both the variables showing negative impact of negative performance evaluation on 

promotion of faculty and negative impact of appraisers' biased  attitude on the out put of 

faculty members. However, 33(62.3% of 53) respondents agree with the contention that 

negative performance evaluation by appraisers can deprive faculty members from 

promotion chance but disagree with view point showing negative impact of appraisers 

biasness on the output of faculty members. 

The above results indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with 

both the variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with 

either of the two variables but disagree with the other.  

Chi-square results (chi-square = 20.727, p-value = 0.000) show highly significant 

level of association between two variables pertaining to negative impact of adverse 
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performance evaluation on promotion of faculty and adverse impact of appraisers' biased 

attitude on the out put of  faculty members. 

Table 180.     Discrimination in comparison of job out put of the appraisees by the appraisers      
        (biasness), Association with low out put of  the Appraisees  (q-40 vs. q-35). 

 

Discrimination in comparison of job out 
put of the appraisees. (q-40) 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Negative Impact of 
appraisers' biasness 
on output of faculty. 
 (q-35) 

D    34 (61.8)   21 (38.2)    55 (100) 

   23.410 0.000 
A   44(26) 125 (74)   169 (100) 

Total   78 (34.8)  146 (65.2) 
 
   224 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree). 

Finding. The statistics in table 180 shows that out of total 224 respondents, 169 

respondents agree with contention that biased attitude of appraisers leave negative impact 

on the performance and productivity of the faculty members(35), and 146 (65.2%) 

respondents agree with the view point that appraisers remain biased in comparing 

performance outcomes/ results of faculty members among themselves (q-39). Out of these 

figures, 125(74% of 169) respondents have expressed their agreement and 34(61.8% of 55) 

respondents have expressed their disagreement with both the variables discussed in q-35 

and q-39 respectively. However, 21 (38.2% of 55) respondents agree with view point that 

appraisers show biasness in comparing performance results of different faculty members 

but disagree with the contention of appraisers' biasness leave negative impacts on faculty 

members' job out put.  

The above results indicate that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with 

both the variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with 

either of the two variables but disagree with the other and vice versa. 

Chi-square results (chi-square = 23.410, p-value = 0.000) show highly significant 

level of association between the two variables showing negative impacts of appraisers' 

biased attitude on the performance/ output of faculty members and discriminatory attitude 

of the appraisers in comparing performance out comes/ results of different faculty members 

with each other. 
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HYPOTHESIS NO. 5. 
 
 “Credibility of performance appraisal and improvement of job   performance 
depends  on the effectiveness of performance appraisal system”. 

 
Table 181. PER (ACR) form's suitability for performance evaluation, association with  
      performance/ productivity improvement of faculty.  (q-41 vs. q-44) 

 

PER (ACR) forms suitability. 
 (q-41) Chi-square P- value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity’s 
Improvement. 
 (q-44). 

D   104 (75.4)   34 (24.6)    138 (100) 

   56.282 0.000 
A   20  (23.8)   64 (76.2)      84 (100) 

Total  124 (55.9)   98 (44.1) 
 
    222 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 181 shows that out of total 222 respondents, 84 respondents 

agree with the view point that exiting system of performance appraisal helps in 

improvement of performance/productivity of faculty members(q-44). 98 ( 44.1%) 

respondents agree with view point that existing PER(ACR) forms meets the requirements 

for effective performance evaluation. Out of these figures, 64(76.2% of 84) respondents 

agree and 104 (75.4% of 138) respondents disagree with both the variables relating to 

suitability of PER(ACR) form and role of existing system of performance appraisal in 

improvement of performance and productivity of faculty. However, 34(24.6% of 138) 

respondents agree with PER(ACR) suitability option but disagree with option that existing 

system helps in improvement of performance and productivity.  

The results show that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both the 

variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the 

two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results(chi-square = 56.282, p-value = 0.000) indicate significantly 

higher level of association between the two variables relating to PER(ACR) forms' 

suitability for performance evaluation and role of appraisal system in improvement of 

performance/ productivity of faculty members. 
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Table 182.  Performance appraisal system's suitability, association with performance/productivity  

    improvement of faculty (q-42 vs q-44) 

 

Performance appraisal system's 
suitability (q-42) Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
Productivity’s 
improvement  
(q-44). 
  

D    88 (67.2)   43 (32.8)    131 (100) 

   50.661 0.000 

A   17  (18.7)   74 (81.3)      91 (100) 

Total  105 (47.3)  117 (52.7) 
 
    222 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. ( D  =  Disagree,  A  =  Agree) 

Finding. The statistics in table 182 shows that out of total 222 respondents, 91 respondents 

agree with the view point that exiting system of performance appraisal helps in 

improvement of performance/productivity of faculty members(q-44).117 (52.7%) 

respondents agree with view point that existing appraisal system meets the requirements for 

proper job description of faculty members performance. Out of these figures, 74(81.3% of 

91) respondents agree and 88 (67.2% of 131) respondents disagree with both the variables 

relating to suitability of in vogue appraisal system for proper job description of faculty 

members  and role of existing system of performance appraisal in improvement of 

performance and productivity of faculty. However, 43(32.8% of 131) respondents agree 

with appraisal systems' suitability option but disagree with option that existing system 

helps in improvement of performance and productivity.  

The results show that the ratios of respondents who agree or disagree with both the 

variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the 

two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results(chi-square = 50.661, p-value = 0.000) indicate significantly 

higher level of association between the two variables relating to  suitability of existing 

performance appraisal system for effective job description  and role of appraisal system in 

improvement of performance/ productivity of faculty members. 
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Table 183.  Comprehensiveness of PER (ACR), association with performance/productivity  
                     performance depends on the effectiveness of performance appraisal system. 

 

Comprehensiveness of PER (ACR) 
forms.(q-43) 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

Performance/ 
productivity 
improvement 
 (q-44) 

D  127 (85.8)   21 (14.2)    148 (100) 

  114.572 0.000 
A   15 (16.1)   78 (83.9)      93 (100) 

Total  142 (58.9)   99 (41.1) 
 
    241 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree). 

Finding. The statistics in table 183 shows that out of total 241 respondents, 142 (58.9%) 

respondents disagree and 99(41.1%) respondents agree with view point relating to 

comprehensiveness of PER (ACR) forms enfolding all aspects/ dimensions of faculty 

members job performance (q-43). Similarly, 148 respondents disagree with view point that 

the existing system of performance appraisal helps in improving the performance and 

productivity of faculty members(q-44).  Out of these figures, 127 (85.8% of 148) 

respondents disagree with both the variables relating to comprehensiveness of PER (ACR) 

forms for effective performance evaluations and role of existing appraisal system in the 

improvement of performance and productivity of faculty members. However, 15(16.1% of 

93) respondents agree with the view point showing role of appraisal system in the 

improvement of performance/productivity but disagree with the contention relating to 

comprehensiveness of PER(ACR)forms for proper performance evaluation. 

The above results show that the ratio of respondents who disagree is significantly 

higher than the ratio of respondents who agree with either of the two variables but disagree 

with the other.  

Chi-square results(chi-square = 114.572, p – value= 0.000) indicate significantly 

higher level of association between un-comprehensiveness dimension of PER(ACR) forms 

and ineffective role of existing appraisal system in improving performance and productivity 

of the faculty members. The results identify the fact that neither the PER(ACR) forms are 

comprehensive to embrace all dimensions of faculty members job performance nor the 

existing system of performance appraisal  has got any positive role in improvement of on 

the job performance and productivity of faculty members. 
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Table 184.  PER (ACR) forms suitability's association with system’s impact on job duties of     
      faculty.(q-41-45) 

 

 PER (ACR) forms suitability. (q-41) 
Chi-square P-value       D 

   n   (%) 
     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

PER (ACR) system's 
impact on job duties. 
(q-45) 

D     91 (74.6)   31 (25.4)    122 (100) 

   43.086 0.000 
A    23 (28)   59 (72)      82 (100) 

Total  114 (55.9)    90 (44.1) 
 
    204 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree). 

Finding. The statistics in table 184 shows that out of total 204 respondents, 114(55.9%) 

respondents disagree and 90(44.1%) respondents disagree with view point that the existing 

PER (ACR) forms are suitable for effective for performance evaluation(q-41). Similarly, 

122 respondents disagree and 82 respondents agree with view point that PER(ACR) system 

has got any impact on routine duties of faculty members(q-45). Out of these figures, 

91(74.6%of 122) respondents disagree with both the variables relating to PER forms 

suitability and PER system's impact on job duties of faculty. However, 23(28% of 82) 

respondents agree with variable pertaining to PER system's impact on job duties of faculty 

but disagree with PER(ACR) forms' suitability option. 

The above results show that the ratios of respondents who disagree with both the 

variables are significantly higher than the ratios of respondents who agree with either of the 

two variables but disagree with the other. 

Chi-square results(chi-square = 43.086, p-value = 0.000) show highly significant 

level of association between the variables showing PER)ACR) forms' suitability for 

performance evaluation and appraisal system's impact on routine duties of faculty 

members. The results indicate the fact that existing PER(ACR) forms' are neither suitable 

nor the appraisal system has any impact on routine duties of the faculty.  

Table 185.  Comprehensiveness of PER (ACR) forms, association with appraisal system's  
             impact on    job duties of faculty members.(q-43-45). 

 

Comprehensiveness of PER (ACR) 
forms.(q-43) 

Chi-square P-value 
      D 
   n   (%) 

     A 
  n    (%) 

Total  D 
  n     (%) 

PER (ACR) system's 
impact on job duties. 
(q-45) 

D   108 (80.6)   26 (19.4)    134 (100) 

   70.788 0.000 
A    20 (23.3)   66 (76.7)      86 (100) 

Total  128 (58.2)   92 (41.8) 
 
    220 (100) 
 

 Source: Field Survey. (D = Disagree, A = Agree). 
Finding. The statistics in table 185 show that 108 respondents (80.6% of 134)  disagree 

with contention that the existing PER(ACR) system has any positive impact on their 

routine duties on the job(q-45). They also disagree with the contention regarding 
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comprehensiveness of PER (ACR) system to be covering all aspects/ dimensions of faculty 

members job performance at the eve of their job performance evaluation(q-43). The ratio of 

respondents who disagree with both the variables is significantly higher than those 

respondents 20 (23.3%) who disagree with view point pertaining to comprehensiveness of 

PER(ACR) forms but agree with opinion showing  positive impact of  PER(ACR) system 

on routine duties of faculty members.  

 Chi-square results (chi-square = 70.788, p-value = 000) identify the fact that highly 

significant level of association (correlation) exists between the variables given in the above 

two questions, which in turn demonstrate that the existing system of performance appraisal 

is neither comprehensive nor has it any impact on the routine duties of the respondents 

(faculty members). 
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5-15              Part III         CO-EFFICIENT OF CORRELATION 
 
Table 186.  Correlation  Coefficient.    

 Source: Field Survey.   (Cor. = Correlation, Sig. = Significance)  

 The statistics in table 186 shows the following findings: 

               Level of correlation/ significance 

Finding  (q-1). Appraisers qualification and  

experience to effectively evaluate faculty members' 

job performance has got correlation with:-                    

            (a)  Appraisers(reporting officers) capability to 

       differentiate between good  performance  

       and poor performance(q-2)                                High/ Highly significant    

(b) Quantitative approach of the appraisers  

      to evaluate faculty members job  

       performance(q-3).                                    No correlation / highly Insignificant.  

 

                

 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 

 
 
Q1 
 
Q2 
 
Q3 
 
Q4 
 
Q5 
 
Q6 
 
Q8 
 
Q9 
 
Q10 
 
Q12 

Cor. Sig. 

1.000        -- 
 
0.848    0.000  
 
0.017    0.789 
 
0.315    0.000 
 
0.118 0.076 
 
0.191    0.005 
 
0.515 0.000 
 
0.190 0.002 
 
0.014    0.835 
 
0.482    0.000 
 
 

Cor. Sig.   

0.848 0.000 
 
1.000     ---- 
 
-0.068  0.294 
 
0.453 0.000 
 
0.172   0.010 
 
0.116 0.089 
 
0.444   0.000 
 
0.244 0.000 
 
0.032    0.631 
 
0.546    0.000 

Cor. Sig.   

0.017    0.789 
 
-.068     0.294 
 
1.000      ---- 
 
-0.056   0.381 
 
0.218 0.001 
 
0.155  0.022 
 
0.30 0.635 
 
-0.033   0.596 
 
0.204 0.002 
 
-0.005  0.932 

Cor. Sig.   

0.315    0.000 
 
0.453     0.000 
 
-0.056    0.381  
 
1.000      ----  
 
0.069     0.307 
 
-0.006    0.936  
 
0.376 0.000 
 
0.503 0.000 
 
-0.036    0.594 
 
0.439     0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

0.118 0.076 
 
0.172    0.010 
 
0.218 0.001 
 
0.069     0.307 
 
1.000     ---- 
 
 0.288   0.000 
 
0.007     0.918 
 
-0.096    0.155
 
0.262 0.000 
 
0.218     0.000 
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 Level of correlation / significance.   

     (c )  Qualitative approach focused by  the 

 appraisers in evaluating faculty members' 

  job performance(q-4).                                            Weak / Highly significant    

     (d)  Appraisers annoying attitude to see poor 

             performance of faculty members (q-5).                         Weak/ Highly insignificant.                 

      (f)  Evaluation trend of the appraisers to give  

       weight age to faculty member professional  

            qualifications and experience(q-8).                              Average  / highly significant. 

Finding  (q-2). Appraisers capability to  

differentiate between good performance and  

poor performance has got correlation with: - 

(a) Quantitative approach of the appraisers  

      to evaluate faculty  members job performance(q-3).   Negative ./Insignificant 

(b) Qualitative approach focused by   

      the appraisers in  evaluating faculty  

       members' job performance(q-4).                             Average / Highly significant                        

( c) Appraisers annoying attitude to see  

       poor performance of faculty members (q-5).             Weak / significant. 

 (d)   Evaluation trend of the appraisers to give  

                weight age to faculty members' professional  

                    qualifications and experience(q-8).                           Weak / Highly significant. 

Finding (q-3). Appraisers' quantitative approach 

to focus attention on evaluating faculty members' job 

performance quantitatively is correlated with :- 

  (a)  Appraisers' qualitative approach to evaluate faculty  

           members' job performance qualitatively (q-4).              Negative / Insignificant. 

   (b)  Appraisers annoying attitude to see  

                  poor performance of faculty members (q-5)                Weak / Highly significant.                      

    (c) Evaluation trend of the appraisers to give  

           weight age to faculty members' professional  

               qualifications and experience(q-8).                               Poor / insignificant.    
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           Level of correlation / significance.   

Finding (q-4). Appraisers qualitative approach 

to focus attention on the qualitative aspect of faculty  

members' job performance is correlated with:- 

(a) Appraisers' annoying attitude to see poor  

      performance of faculty members (q-5).                            Poor / insignificant.                 

 Table187.  Correlation  Coefficient.   
 Q6 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q12 

 
 
Q1 
 
Q2 
 
Q3 
 
Q4 
 
Q5 
 
Q6 
 
Q8 
 
Q9 
 
Q10 
 
Q12 
 

0.190 0.005 
 
0.116 0.089 
 
0.030    0.635 
 
-0.006  0.936 
 
0.288 0.000 
 
1.0 ---- 
 
0.019    0.780 
 
-.012    0.854 
 
0.267 0.000 
 
-0.018  0.800 

Cor. Sig. 

0.515   0.000 
 
0.444 0.000 
 
0.030   0.635 
 
0.376 0.000 
 
0.007   0.918 
 
0.019   0.780 
 
1.00    ---- 
 
0.457 0.000 
 
0.101    0.134 
 
0.362    0.000 
 

Cor. Sig. 

0.190   0.002 
 
0.244 0.000 
 
-0.033   0.596 
 
0.503 0.000 
 
-0.096  0.155 
 
-0.012  0.854  
 
0.457 0.000  
 
1.0     ----      
 
0.130 0.049 
 
0.333    0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

0.014    0.835   
 
0.31 0.631 
 
0.204 0.002 
 
-0.036  0.594 
 
0.262 0.000 
 
0.267 0.000 
 
0.101 0.134 
 
0.130 0.049 
 
1.0 --- 
 
0.098    0.139 

Cor. Sig. 

0.482 0.000 
 
0.546 0.000 
 
-0.005   0.932 
 
0.439 0.000 
 
0.218 0.001 
 
-0.018    0.800 
 
0.362 0.000 
 
0.333 0.000 
 
0.098      0.139 
 
1.00          -- 

Cor. Sig. 

Source: Field Survey. (Cor. = Correlation, Sig. = Significance) 
 

The statistics in table 187 indicates the under mentioned findings:-  

Finding (q-1). Appraisers' experience and qualification to  

effectively evaluate faculty members' job performance is  

correlated with :-          Level of correlation/ significance. 
(a) Appraisers penalizing approach to award  

           poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty  

             members  if they fail to achieve the targets(q-6).     Weak / highly insignificant 

(b) Appraisers performance evaluation trend to give  

           weight age to professional qualifications and  

           experience of faculty members(q-8).                     Weak / highly significant. 
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                Level of Correlation/ Significance 

(c) Motivational approach of the appraisers 

          to award faculty members for 

           excellent performance(q-9).                            Weak / highly significant. 

(d)  Appraisers' autocratic approach to 

         dictate job objectives / targets to the  

          faculty members (q-10).                                Highly poor / highly insignificant. 

(e)  Appraisers' democratic approach 

              in setting job objectives for the  

                   faculty members(q-12).                                    Weak / highly significant.  

Finding (q-2). Appraisers' capability 

 to differentiate between good performance 

and poor performance is correlated with: - 

 (a)  Appraisers penalizing approach to award  

               poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty 

              members if they  fail to achieve the targets(q-6).       Weak /insignificant.                  

(b)  Appraisers performance evaluation trend to  

                   give weight age to professional qualifications  

                   and experience of faculty members(q-8).               Weak / highly significant.   

(c)  Motivational approach of the appraisers  

       to award faculty members for 

        excellent performance(q-9).                               Weak / highly significant. 

(d )  Appraisers' autocratic approach  

       to dictate job objectives / targets to  

       the faculty members (q-10).                              Poor / moderately insignificant. 

(e)  Appraisers' democratic approach in  

                  setting job objectives for the faculty  

       members(q-12).                                                  Moderate / highly significant. 

(f)  Negative motivational approach  

     of the appraisers to punish the faculty  

      members for their failure to  

       achieve job targets (q-21).                                   Negative  / significant.  
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                   Level of Correlation/ Significance 

(f)  Positive motivational approach of the appraisers 

     to award faculty members by granting them higher 

    ratings of PER(ACR) for their good performance(q-22)Weak/ Highly significant
                      
Finding (q-3). Quantitative approach of the appraisers  

 to evaluate faculty members job out put is correlated with:-                            

         (a)  Appraisers penalizing approach to award  

      poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty  

      members if they fail to achieve the targets(q-6).                   Weak / significant.                        

          (b)  Appraisers performance evaluation trend to  

      give weight age to professional qualifications  

     and experience of faculty members(q-8).                     Poor/ Highly insignificant. 
          (c)  Motivational approach of the appraisers to award 

      faculty members for excellent performance(q-9).Negative / Highly insignificant. 
          (d )  Appraisers' autocratic approach to dictate job 

      objectives / targets to the faculty members (q-10).     Weak / significant. 
          (e)  Appraisers' democratic approach in setting job 

      objectives for the faculty members(q-12).          No correlation / no significance. 
          (f)  Negative motivational approach of the  

    appraisers' to punish the faculty members for 

     their failure to achieve job targets (q-21).               Weak/ highly significant.  

          (g)  Positive motivational approach of the  

    appraisers to award faculty members by  

    granting them higher ratings of PER(ACR) 

    for their good  performance(q-22).                             Negative / insignificant. 

Finding (q-4). Appraisers' qualitative approach 

to focus attention on qualitative aspect of faculty members'  

job performance evaluation is correlated with:- 

(a)  Appraisers penalizing approach to award poor ratings  

      of PER(ACR) to the faculty members if they fail to  

       achieve the targets(q-6).                                      No correlation/ no significance. 

(b)  Appraisers performance evaluation trend to 

       give weight age to professional qualifications  

       and  experience of faculty members(q-8).         Weak / highly significant.  
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Level of correlation / significance. 

(c)  Motivational approach of the appraisers to award 

      faculty members for excellent performance(q-9). Average / highly significant.   
 (d)  Appraisers' autocratic approach to  

      dictate job objectives / targets to the 

       faculty members (q-10).                              Negative/ moderately insignificant                  

(e)  Appraisers' democratic approach in setting job 

      objectives for the faculty members(q-12).                  Weak / highly significant. 
Finding (q-5). appraisers' annoying attitude to see average / 

poor performance of faculty members is correlated with:- 

(a) Appraisers’ penalizing approach to award poor 

     ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members if 

     they fail to achieve the targets(q-6).                    Weak / highly significant.  

Finding (q-8). Appraisers performance evaluation  

  trend to give  weight age to professional qualifications  

 and experience of faculty members is correlated with:-   

(a)  Appraisers’ penalizing approach to award poor ratings  

      of PER(ACR) to the faculty members if they fail to  

       achieve the targets(q-6).                                Poor / highly insignificant.  

(b)  Motivational approach of the appraisers to award 

      faculty members for excellent performance(q-9).     Average / highly significant
                 
(c )  Appraisers' autocratic approach to dictate job 
      objectives / targets to the faculty members (q-10).      Weak /  insignificant. 
(d)  Appraisers' democratic approach in setting job 

      objectives for the faculty members(q-12).                    Weak / highly significant. 
Finding (q-9). Motivational approach of the appraisers 

to award faculty members with due credit for good  

performance is correlated with:- 

(a)  Appraisers penalizing approach to award poor ratings  

      of PER(ACR) to the faculty members if they fail to  

       achieve the targets(q-6).                     Negative / highly insignificant 

(b)  appraisers performance evaluation trend to give  

      weight age to professional qualifications and  

                    experience of faculty members(q-8).                  Average  / highly significant  
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                              Level of Correlation/ Significance.  

 (c)  Appraisers' autocratic approach to dictate job 

      objectives / targets to the faculty members (q-10).   Weak/ significant. 
(d)  Appraisers' democratic approach in setting job 

      objectives for the faculty members(q-12).                 Weak / highly significant. 
Finding (q-10). appraisers' autocratic approach to  

 dictate job objectives / targets to the faculty members 

 is correlated with :- 

 (a)  Appraisers’ penalizing approach to award poor ratings  

      of PER(ACR) to the faculty members if they fail to  

       achieve the targets(q-6).                               Weak / highly significant.  

(b) Appraisers performance evaluation trend to give  

      weight age to professional qualifications and  

      experience of faculty members(q-8).                            Weak /  insignificant. 
         
(c) Appraisers' democratic approach in setting job 

objectives for the faculty members(q-12).                     Poor /  insignificant.    
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Table188. Correlation  Coefficient.  
 Q21 Q22 Q23 Q24 

 
 
Q1 
 
Q2 
 
Q3 
 
Q4 
 
Q5 
 
Q6 
 
Q8 
 
Q9 
 
Q10 
 
Q12 
 

-0.036 0.593 
 
-0.158 0.022 
 
0.308 0.000 
 
-0.230 0.001 
 
0.147 0.039 
 
-0.152 0.033 
 
-0.049 0.481 
 
-0.051 0.457 
 
0.243 0.001 
 
-0.067  0.327 

Cor. Sig. 

0.453 0.000 
 
0.422 0.000 
 
-0.073 0.272 
 
0.531 0.000 
 
0.046   0.499 
 
0.003   0.970 
 
0.553 0.000 
 
0.497 0.000 
 
0.108   0.110 
 
0.471   0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

0.045   0.496 
 
0.073   0.273 
 
0.273 0.000 
 
0.098   0.146 
 
0.349 0.000 
 
0.207 0.003 
 
0.167 0.013 
 
0.107 0.107 
 
0.330 0.000 
 
0.032   0.631 
 

Cor. Sig. 

0.379 0.000 
 
0.430 0.000 
 
0.054    0.409 
 
0.380 0.000 
 
0.106 0.122 
 
0.090    0.193 
 
0.450 0.000 
 
0.464 0.000 
 
0.155 0.021 
 
0.583    0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

     Source: Field Survey.(Cor = Correlation, Sig. = Significance) 

The statistics in table 188 shows the following findings:- 

     Level of correlation / significance. 

Finding (q-1). Appraisers' experience and  

qualification to effectively evaluate faculty 

 members' job performance is correlated with :-  

(a)  Negative motivational approach of the  

       appraisers' to punish the faculty members  

       for their failure to  achieve job targets (q-21).     Negative/ highly insignificant.   

           (b)  Positive motivational approach of the  

       appraisers to award faculty members by 

       granting them higher ratings of PER 

       (ACR) for their good performance(q-22).               Average / highly significant. 

(c)  Appraisers taunting style to reprimand  

      faculty members for their poor performance (q-23).  Poor / insignificant 
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                Level of Correlation/ Significance. 

(d)  Motivating style of the appraisers to  

       appreciate faculty members' achievement  

       of job objectives.(q-24).                                           Weak / highly significant. 

Finding  (q-2). Appraisers' capability to differentiate  

between good performance and poor performance 

 is correlated with:- 

(a)  Negative motivational approach of the appraisers' 

      to punish the faculty members for their failure to  

      achieve job targets (q-21).                                            Negative /  significant.  
           (b)  Positive motivational approach of the  

       appraisers to award faculty members by 

       granting them higher ratings of PER(ACR)  

        for their good performance(q-22).                             Weak / highly significant. 

(c)  Appraisers’ taunting style to reprimand  

      faculty members for their poor performance (q-23).     Weak / insignificant 

(d)  Motivating style of the appraisers to  

      appreciate faculty members' achievement  

       of job objectives.(q-24).                                               Weak / highly significant.     

Finding (q-3). Appraisers' quantitative approach  

to focus Attention on quantitative aspect of faculty  

members' job performance is correlated with:-  

            (a)  Negative motivational approach of the appraisers' 

      to punish the faculty members for their failure to  

      achieve job targets (q-21).                                            Weak / highly significant.  
(b)  Positive motivational approach of the  

       appraisers to award faculty members by  

       granting them higher ratings of PER(ACR) 

       for their good performance(q-22).                               Negative / insignificant. 

 (c)  Appraisers taunting style to reprimand faculty  

       members for their poor performance (q-23).               Weak/ highly insignificant 

(d)   Motivating style of the appraisers to appreciate 

      faculty members' achievement of job objectives.(q-24).  Poor / insignificant. 
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                             Level of correlation / significance. 

Finding (q-4). Appraisers' qualitative approach  

to focus attention on qualitative aspect of faculty  

members' job performance is correlated with:-  

(a)  Negative motivational approach of the appraisers' 

      to punish the faculty members for their failure to  

      achieve job targets (q-21).                                             Weak / highly significant.  
(b)  Positive motivational approach of the appraisers 

     to award faculty members by granting them higher 

     ratings of PER(ACR) for their good performance(q-22). Negative / insignificant. 

(c)  Appraisers taunting style to reprimand  

     faculty members for their poor performance (q-23).     Poor / highly insignificant 

(d)  Motivating style of the appraisers to 

       appreciate faculty members' achievement  

       of job objectives.(q-24).                                               Weak / highly significant. 

Finding (q-5). appraisers' annoying attitude to see average / 

poor performance of faculty members is correlated with:- 

(a)  Negative motivational approach of the appraisers' 

      to punish the faculty members for their failure to  

      achieve job targets (q-21).                                                 Weak / significant. 

           (b)  Positive motivational approach of the  

      appraisers to award faculty members by  

      granting them higher ratings of PER(ACR) 

       for their good performance(q-22).                             Poor / highly insignificant. 

            (c)  Appraisers taunting style to reprimand faculty  

      members for their poor performance (q-23).                 Weak / highly significant 

(d)  Motivating style of the appraisers to appreciate 

 faculty members' achievement of job objectives.(q-24).    Weak /  insignificant. 

Finding  (q-6).appraisers' penalizing approach to award  

poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members for  

their failure to achieve the targets is correlated with:- 

(a) Negative motivational approach of the appraisers' 

      to punish the faculty members for their failure to  

      achieve job targets (q-21).                                                  Weak / significant.  
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            Level of correlation / significance. 

(b) Positive motivational approach of the  

     appraisers to award faculty members by  

     granting them higher ratings of PER(ACR)  

      for their good performance(q-22).                    No correlation / No significance. 

 (c) Appraisers taunting style to reprimand faculty  

      members for their poor performance (q-23).     Weak / highly significant.                            

(d)  Motivating style of the appraisers to 

      appreciate faculty members' achievement 

       of job objectives.(q-24).                                       Poor / highly insignificant. 

Finding  (q-8). appraisers performance evaluation  

 trend to give  weight age to professional qualifications 

  trend experience of faculty members is correlated with:-   

           (a) Negative motivational approach of the appraisers' 

      to punish the faculty members for their failure to  

      achieve job targets (q-21).                             Negative / moderately insignificant.  
           (b) Positive motivational approach of the  

     appraisers to award faculty members by 

     granting them higher  ratings of PER(ACR)  

      for their good performance(q-22).                      Moderate / highly significant. 

(c) Appraisers taunting style to reprimand faculty  

      members for their poor performance (q-23).          Weak / significant  

(b)  Motivating style of the appraisers to appreciate 

            faculty members' achievement of job objectives.(q-24).Weak/ highly significant. 

Finding (q-9). Motivational approach of the  

appraisers to award faculty members for 

excellent performance is correlated with :-  

(a)  Negative motivational approach of the  

     appraisers' to punish the faculty members  

      for their failure to achieve job targets (q-21).       Negative / highly insignificant.  

(b) Positive motivational approach of the  

      appraisers to award faculty members 

      by granting them higher ratings of PER  

       (ACR)for their good performance(q-22)                Average  / highly significant. 
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       Level of correlation / significance. 

(c) Appraisers taunting style to reprimand faculty  

       members for their poor performance (q-23).              Weak/ insignificant 

(d)  Motivating style of the appraisers  

      to appreciate faculty members'  

      achievement of job objectives.(q-24)                         Weak / highly significant. 

Finding (q-10). appraisers' autocratic approach  

to dictate job objectives / targets to the faculty  

members is correlated with:-  

(a)  Negative motivational approach of the appraisers' 

      to punish the faculty members for their failure to  

      achieve job targets (q-21).                                            Weak / highly significant 
            (b)  Positive motivational approach of the appraisers 

     to award faculty members by granting them higher 

     ratings of PER(ACR) for their good performance(q-22).  Weak / insignificant. 

            (c)  Appraisers taunting style to reprimand faculty members  

       for their poor performance (q-23).                                 Weak/ highly significant 

(d)  Motivating style of the appraisers to appreciate 

             faculty members' achievement of job objectives.(q-24).     Weak / significant 

Finding (q-12). appraisers' democratic  

approach to set job objectives / targets to  

the faculty members is correlated with:- 

(a) Negative motivational approach of the  

     appraisers' to punish the faculty members     

      for their failure to achieve job targets (q-21).      Negative  / highly insignificant.  
 (b) positive motivational approach of the  

     appraisers to award faculty members by  

    granting them higher ratings of PER 

     (ACR)for their good performance(q-22).              Average / highly significant.                           

            (c) Appraisers’ taunting style to reprimand faculty 

     members for their poor performance (q-23).          Poor/ highly insignificant 

(d)  Motivating style of the appraisers to 

      appreciate Faculty members' achievement 

      of job objectives.(q-24).                                         Moderate /highly significant. 
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               Table 189.  Correlation  Coefficient.  
 Q26 Q27 Q29 Q44 

 
 
Q1 
 
Q2 
 
Q3 
 
Q4 
 
Q5 
 
Q6 
 
Q8 
 
Q9 
 
Q10 
 
Q12 
 

0.164 0.011 
 
0.207 0.002 
 
0.210   0.001 
 
0.259 0.000 
 
0.416 0.000 
 
0.240 0.001 
 
0.037   0.570  
 
0.175 0.007 
 
0.180 0.008 
 
0.180   0.006 

Cor. Sig. 

0.263 0.000 
 
0.399 0.000 
 
0.102 0.100 
 
0.115 0.073 
 
0.402 0.000 
 
0.271 0.000 
 
0.046    0.476 
 
0.042    0.507 
 
0.258 0.000 
 
0.169    0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

0.356 0.000 
 
0.372 0.000 
 
-0.069   0.312 
 
0.355 0.000 
 
0.119 0.087 
 
-0.022   0.754 
 
0.367 0.000 
 
0.303 0.000 
 
-0.006    0.925
 
0.663     0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

0.433 0.000 
 
0.408 0.000 
 
-0.060   0.345 
 
0.328 0.000 
 
0.137 0.043 
 
0.095     0.170 
 
0.450 0.000 
 
0.405 0.000 
 
0.173 0.010 
 
0.543     0.000 

 Cor.  Sig. 

               Source: Field Survey. (Cor. = Correlation, Sig. = Significance) 
 

The statistics in table 189 shows the following findings:- 
                     

    Level of correlation / significance. 
  Finding (q-1). Appraisers' experience and 

             qualification to effectively evaluate faculty 

              members' job performance is correlated with :-  

 (a) Enhancement of faculty members' job   

                  satisfaction  level (q-26).                    Weak/  significant.   

             (b)  Enhancement of faculty members' motivation  

                   level which induce them for higher level of  

                   efforts and  performance (q-27).           Weak / highly significant.  

(c)  Positive motivational style of the appraisers to induce  

            faculty members for higher level of performance by  

                  granting them higher grades of PER (ACR)(q-29).     Weak / highly significant.  

   (d)  Improvement of performance/productivity of  

              faculty members (q-44).            Weak/ highly significant. 
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            Level of correlation / significance. 

Finding (q-2). Appraisers' capability to differentiate  

             between good performance and poor performance is  

             correlated with:-    

           (a) Enhancement of faculty members'  

                 job satisfaction level (q-26).                       Weak / highly significant.   

           (b) Enhancement of faculty members' motivation  

                  level which induce him for higher level of  

                  efforts and performance (q-27).                                   Weak / highly significant. 

(c)  Positive motivational style of the appraisers to induce  

      faculty members for higher level of performance by  

     granting them higher grades of PER (ACR)(q-29).      Weak / highly significant.  

(d) Improvement of performance/productivity  

      of faculty members (q-44).                                          Weak / highly significant            

Finding (q-3). Appraisers' quantitative approach  

to focus Attention on quantitative aspect of faculty 

 members' job performance is correlated with:-  

(a) Enhancement of faculty members'  

      job satisfaction level (q-26).            Weak / highly significant.   

(b) Enhancement of faculty members' motivation  

      level which induce him for higher level  

     of efforts and performance (q-27).            Weak/ highly insignificant.  

(c) Positive motivational style of the appraisers  

       to induce   faculty members for higher  

       level of performance by  granting them 

      higher grades  of PER (ACR)(q-29).                   Negative / highly insignificant.  

(d) Improvement of performance/productivity  

      of faculty members (q-44).                                   Negative/ highly insignificant. 

Finding (q-4). Appraisers' qualitative approach  

to focus attention on qualitative aspect of faculty 

members' job performance is correlated with:-  

 (a) Enhancement of faculty members' job   

      satisfaction level when  rewarded by the 

      appraisers for good performance(q-26).               Weak / highly significant.                           
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      Level of correlation / significance. 

(b) Enhancement of faculty members'  

     motivation level which induce him for  

      higher level of efforts and  performance (q-27).         Weak/  insignificant.  

 (c) Positive motivational style of the appraisers to  

induce  faculty members for higher level of performance  

by  granting them higher grades of PER (ACR)(q-29).      Weak / highly significant.  

(d)  Improvement of performance/productivity  

      of faculty members (q-44).             Weak / highly significant. 

Finding (q-5). appraisers' annoying attitude to see 

average /poor performance of faculty members is correlated with:-  

(a) Enhancement of faculty members' job   

     satisfaction level (q-26).                        Weak/ highly significant.  

         (b)  Enhancement of faculty members' motivation  

      level which induce him for higher level of  

       efforts and performance (q-27).             Weak / highly significant.  

           (c)  Positive motivational style of the appraisers to induce  

      faculty members for higher level of performance by  

     granting them higher grades of PER (ACR)(q-29).       Weak / insignificant.  

(d)  Improvement of performance/productivity  

     of faculty members (q-44).          Weak / significant. 

Finding (q-6).appraisers' penalizing approach to  

award poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members 

 for their failure to achieve the targets is correlated with:-  

 (a) Enhancement of faculty members' job satisfaction   

      level (q-26).              Weak / highly significant.   

 (b) Enhancement of faculty members' motivation  

       level which induce them for higher level  

      of efforts and performance (q-27).             Weak/ highly significant.  

(c) Positive motivational style of the appraisers  

                 to induce  faculty members for higher level  

                 of performance by   granting them higher 

      grades of PER (ACR)(q-29).                                  Negative/ highly insignificant.                  
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           Level of correlation / significance. 

(d) Improvement of performance/productivity  

      of faculty members (q-44).                    Poor / highly insignificant. 

  Finding  (q-8). appraisers performance evaluation  

  trend to give  weight age to professional qualifications  

 and experience of faculty members is correlated with:-   

 (a)  Enhancement of faculty members'   

       job satisfaction level (q-26).                      Poor / highly insignificant.  

            (b)  Enhancement of faculty members' motivation  

      level which induce him for higher level of  

       efforts and  performance (q-27).                       Poor / highly insignificant  

(c)  Positive motivational style of the appraisers to induce  

      faculty members for higher level of performance by  

      granting them higher grades of PER (ACR)(q-29).       Weak/ highly significant  

(d)  Improvement of performance/productivity  

      of faculty  members (q-44).             Weak / highly significant 

Finding (q-9). Motivational approach of the  

appraisers to award faculty members for  

excellent performance is correlated with :-  

           (a) Enhancement of faculty members' job  

    satisfaction   level due to reward by  

     appraisers for good performance(q-26).       Weak / insignificant.  

(b) Enhancement of faculty members'  

                  motivational level which induce him for  

      higher level of performance (q-27).                    Poor / insignificant.  

(c)  Positive motivational style of the appraisers  

     to induce faculty members for higher level  

     of performance by granting them higher 

        grades of PER (ACR)(q-29).                                      Weak /Highly significant 

 (d)  Improvement of performance/productivity  

      of faculty members (q-44).            Weak / Highly significant 
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           Level of correlation / significance. 

Finding  (q-10). appraisers' autocratic approach  

to dictate job objectives / targets to the faculty  

members is correlated with:-                        

(a)  Enhancement of faculty members' job  

      satisfaction level when rewarded by the  

      appraisers  for good performance(q-26).                        Poor / insignificant.  

(b)  Enhancement of faculty members' motivation  

      level which induce them for higher level  

       of efforts and performance (q-2 ).                              Weak / Highly significant. 

 (c)  Positive motivational style of the  

      appraisers to induce faculty members for  

       higher level of performance by granting  

       them higher grades of PER (ACR)(q-29).         No correlation / No significance.  

(d)  Improvement of performance/productivity  

       of faculty  members (q-44).                        Weak / significant 

Finding (q-12). appraisers' democratic  

approach to let faculty members participate 

in setting job objectives is correlated with:- 

 (a) Enhancement of faculty members' job  

      satisfaction  level (q-26).                   Weak /  insignificant.   

 (b) Enhancement of faculty members' 

      motivation level which induce him for  

      higher level of efforts and  performance (q-27).       Weak / insignificant.      

(c)  Positive motivational style of the appraisers  

      to induce faculty members for higher level  

     of performance by granting them higher 

       grades of PER (ACR)(q-29).                                   High/ Highly significant  

(d) Improvement of performance/productivity  

      of faculty members (q-44).       Weak / Highly significant.              
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 Hypothesis No.2.   A timely feedback to the appraisees is must for improvement  
                                 of their performance and productivity. (q-13-15, 17-20, 44). 
 

Table 190. Correlation  Coefficient.  
          

            
 
       
 
 
        
                                           

                                                                                                                                                            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Field Survey. (Cor. = Correlation, Sig. = Significance) 
 
The statistics in table 190 shows the following findings: 

                                                                                          Level of correlation/ significance. 

            Finding (q-13). Verbal feedback given by the  

            appraisers to the faculty members is correlated with:-        

(a) Written feed back to the faculty members 

      for their excellent performance(q-14).                     Moderate/ highly significant 

(b) Indirect feedback to the faculty members  

     through co-workers for their poor performance(15)  Weak/ highly significant  

(c ) Job relevant feedback to the faculty members(q-17).Moderate/highly significant  

Finding (q-14). written feed back to the   

 faculty members for their excellent  

 performance is correlated with:-  

(a) Indirect feedback to the faculty members  

through co-workers for their poor performance(15).         Weak / highly significant 

(b) Job relevant feedback to the faculty members(q-17).Moderate/highly significant  

Finding (q-15). Indirect feedback to the faculty 

 members through co-workers for their poor 

 performance is correlated with :-   

 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q17 

 
 
Q13 
 
Q14 
 
Q15 
 
Q17 
 
Q18 
 
Q19 
 
Q20 
 

Cor. (Sig). 

1.00     --- 
 
0.629 0.000 
 
0.300 0.000 
 
0.581 0.000 
 
0.601 0.000 
 
0.535 0.000 
 
-0.125  0.055 

Cor. (Sig).   

0.629 0.000 
 
1.000   ---- 
 
0.377 0.000 
 
0.532   0.000 
 
0.575 0.000 
 
0.566 0.000 
 
-0.097   0.141 

Cor. Sig.   

0.300 0.000 
 
0.378 0.000 
 
1.000   ---- 
 
0.196 0.000 
 
0.256 0.000 
 
0.268 0.000 
 
0.097    0.146 

Cor. (Si
g). 

 

0.581 0.000 
 
0.531 0.000 
 
0.196 0.003  
 
1.00        --- 
 
0.807 0.000 
 
0.337    0.000 
 
-.0.027  0.000 
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                                                                             Level of correlation/ significance. 

(a) Job relevant feedback to the faculty members(q-17).   Weak / significant .                          

Finding (q-18). Relevant and sufficient  

feedback to overcome faculty members  

performance short comings is correlated with:- 

(a) Verbal feedback given by  the appraisers 

      to the faculty members(q-13).                            Weak / highly significant.                                 

(b) Written feed back to the faculty members 

      for their excellent performance(q-14).                Moderate/ highly significant  

(c)  Indirect feedback to the faculty members 

      through co-workers for their poor performance(15).Weak / highly significant   

(c )  Job relevant feedback to the faculty members(q-17). High / highly significant 

Finding (q-19). Feedback admiring excellent 

performance of faculty members is correlated with:- 

(a) Verbal feedback given by  the appraisers 

      to the faculty members(q-13).                                 Weak / highly significant.                             

(b)  Written feed back to the faculty members 

      for their excellent performance(q-14).                     Moderate / highly significant  

 (c)  Indirect feedback to the faculty members 

      through co-workers for their poor performance(15).   Weak / highly significant    

(c )  Job relevant feedback to the faculty members(q-17). Weak / highly significant  

(d)   Relevant and sufficient feedback to overcome  

       faculty members' performance short comings(q-18).    Weak / highly significant 

Finding (q-20). Need for more feedback by the faculty 

members to accomplish job objectives is correlated with:- 

           (a) Verbal feedback given by  the appraisers 

      to the faculty members(q-13).                                         Negative /  insignificant.                       

(b)  Written feed back to the faculty members 

      for their excellent performance(q-14).                            Negative /  insignificant.  

(c)  Indirect feedback to the faculty members 

      through co-workers for their poor performance(15).       Poor/  insignificant.    

(d ) Job relevant feedback given to the faculty  

      members by appraisers(q-17).     Negative/ highly insignificant  
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                                                                                          Level of correlation/ significance. 

(e)  Relevant and sufficient feedback to overcome  

     faculty members' performance short comings(q-18).    Poor / highly significant.                        

(d) Feedback, admiring excellent performance  

      of the faculty members (q-19).                                    Weak / insignificant. 

       Table 191.  Correlation  Coefficient.  
 Q18 Q19 Q20 Q44 

 
 
Q13 
 
Q14 
 
Q15 
 
Q17 
 
Q18 
 
Q19 
 
Q20 
 

(Cor)    ( Sig) 
 
0.601   0.000 
 
0.575   0.000 
 
0.256 0.000 
 
0.807 0.000 
 
1.0 0.000 
 
0.422 0.000 
 
0.031    0.929 

(Cor)    ( Sig) 
 
0.532   0.000 
 
0.566 0.000 
 
0.269 0.000 
 
0.337 0.000 
 
0.423 0.000 
 
1.0        --- 
 
0.114    0.091 
 
 

(Cor)    ( Sig) 
 
-0.125  0.055 
 
-0.097  0.141 
 
0.097    0.146 
 
-0.027  0.687 
 
0.032    0.629 
 
0.114    0.091 
 
1.00       ---- 

(Cor)    ( Sig) 
 
0.501    0.000 
 
0.364    0.000 
 
0.206    0.000 
 
0.435    0.000 
 
0.461    0.000 
 
0.379    0.000 
 
0.005    0.936 

(Cor)  =  Correlation,    (Sig)     =   Significance. 

The statistics in table 191 shows the following findings:-    

                       Level of correlation/ significance. 

Finding (q-13,14,15,17,18,19).  

Verbal feed back, written feedback, indirect feedback, 

relevant feedback, sufficient feedback and admiring  

feedback respectively, given to the  faculty members  

by the appraisers has got correlation with:- 

(a) Improvement of performance/productivity of  

     faculty members(q-44).               Weak/ Highly significant. 

Finding (q-20). Need for more feedback  

by the faculty members is correlated with:- 

(a). Improvement of performance/productivity  

    of  faculty members(q-44).                                    No correlation / no significance.  
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(The result indicates that when there is need for more feedback, the existing 

feedback is insufficient and hence insufficiency of feedback has got no correlation 

with improvement of performance and productivity of the appraisees).  

                                                                                          Level of correlation/ significance. 

Finding (q-18). Relevant and sufficient feedback  

to overcome performance shortcomings of faculty  

members is correlated with:-  

(a) Admiring feedback to the faculty members(q-19).       Weak / highly significant. 

Hypothesis  No.3. Absence of hygiene factors(satisfiers ) leads to ineffectiveness              
          of motivators, ( q-7,11,24,25,47-49). 

                Table 192.  Correlation  Coefficient.  
 Q7 Q11 Q24 Q25 

 
 

Q7 
 

Q11 
 

Q24 
 

Q25 
 

Q47 
 

Q48 
 

Q49 
 

(Cor)     (Sig) 
 
1.00     ---- 

 
0.564    0.000 

 
0.381 0.000 

 
0.691 0.000 

 
0.480    0.000 

 
0.498    0.000 

 
0.434    0.000

(Cor)     (Sig) 
 

0.564    0.000 
 

1.00        --- 
 

0.395    0.000 
 

0.597    0.000 
 

0.502    0.000 
 

0.550    0.000 
 

0.379    0.000 

(Cor)     (Sig) 
 
0.381    0.000 

 
0.395 0.000 

 
1.0 ---- 

 
0.451    0.000 

 
0.558    0.000 

 
0.437    0.000 

 
0.000 

 

(Cor)     (Sig) 
 
0.692 000 

 
0.597 0.000 

 
0.451 0.000 

 
1.0 0.000 

 
0.557     0.000 

 
0.573     0.000 

 
0.335     0.000 

     Source  = Field Survey  ( Cor. = Correlation, Sig. = Significance) 

The statistics in table 192 shows the following findings:-  

            Level of correlation/ significance.                     

Finding (q-7). Consideration of work place 

 problems(hygiene factors) by the appraisers which  

negatively affects performance of faculty members 

 is correlated with:-     

          (a) Provision of work place facilities (hygiene factor) 

   by the appraisers to the faculty members to      

    improve their performance(q-11).                              Moderate/ highly significant. 

(b) Recognition of faculty members' achievement  

     of  job objectives(motivator).(q-24)                           Weak / highly significant. 
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(c) Creation of conducive working environment  

     by the appraisers for  the faculty members to  

     improve their performance (hygiene factor).(q-25).     High/Highly significant.   

 

Level of Correlation / Significance. 

Finding  (q-11)Provision of work place facilities  

(hygiene factor)by the appraisers to the faculty members  

to improve their performance is correlated with:-  

(a)  Recognition of faculty members' achievement of 

      Job objectives by the appraisers (motivator).(q-24)       Weak / highly significant  

(b)  Creation of conducive working environment by  

      the appraisers for  the faculty members to improve  

      their performance (hygiene factor).(q-25).               Moderate/ highly significant.   

Hypothesis No.4.  Biased attitude of the appraisers overridingly influence his evaluation  decisions,    
           which affects performance/ out put and causes job stress to the appraisees.   

Table 193.  Correlation  Coefficient. 
 Q31 Q32 Q33 Q34 Q35 

 
 
Q31 
 
Q32 
 
Q33 
 
Q34 
 
Q35 
 
Q36 
 
Q37 
 
Q38 
 
Q39 
 
Q40 
 

1.00      --- 
 
0.240   0.000 
 
0.485   0.000 
 
0.436   0.000 
 
0.287   0.000 
 
0.345   0.000 
 
-0.211  0.003 
 
0.457    0.000 
 
0.233    0.001 
 
0.510    0.000 
 

Cor. Sig. 

0.240    0.000 
 
1.000    ---- 
 
0.290    0.000 
 
0.207    0.002 
 
0.165    0.013 
 
0.153    0.019 
 
0.098    0.158 
 
0.167    0.011 
 
0.021    0.752 
 
0.127   0.058 

Cor. Sig. 

0.485    0.000 
 
0.290   0.000 
 
1.00       --- 
 
0.564   0.000 
 
0.507   0.000 
 
0.284   0.000 
 
-0.284  0.000  
 
 0.524  0.000 
 
 0.342  0.000 
 
0.392   0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

0.436    0.000 
 
0.207    0.002 
 
0.564    0.000 
 
1.00        --- 
 
0.481    0.000 
 
0.390    0.000 
 
-0.137   0.049 
 
0.317     0.000 
 
0.401     0.000 
 
0.610    0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

0.287    0.000 
 
0.165    0.013 
 
0.507    0.000 
 
0.481    0.000 
 
1.00      --- 
 
0.448    0.000 
 
-0.018   0.798 
 
0.491     0.000 
 
0.302     0.000 
 
0.323     0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

Source: Field Survey.  (Cor. = Correlation, Sig.  = Significance) 

The statistics in table 193 shows  the following findings:- 
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    Level of Correlation/ Significance. 

Finding (q-31). Appraisers biasness to admire personal 

 loyalty of faculty members more than their performance/  

out put on the job is correlated with:-                                  

(a) Discriminatory treatment of the appraisers to treat 

     all faculty members at an equal footings regardless of  

    difference in their level of performance/out put(q-32).   Weak/ highly significant. 

(b)  Personal annoyance of the appraisers to give poor ratings 

     of PER(ACR) to the faculty members by turning blind  

     eye to their good performance(q-33).                              Average / significant. 

 (c )  Job stress of the faculty members due to biased  

         attitude of the appraisers(q-34).                                  Weak/ highly significant. 

 (d)  Negative affects of the appraisers biasness on the  

      performance and out put of faculty members(q-35).      Weak/ highly significant.  

          Finding (q-32).Discriminatory treatment of the  

appraisers to treat all faculty members at an equal 

 footings regardless of  difference in their level  

of performance/out put is correlated with:-  

(a) Personal annoyance of the appraisers to give poor 

 ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members by  

 turning blind eye to their good performance(q-33).         Weak / highly significant. 

(b )  Job stress of the faculty members due to 

         biased attitude of the appraisers (q-34).                    Weak / highly significant. 

(c)  Negative affects of the appraisers biasness on the  

     performance and out put of faculty members(q-35).      Weak / highly significant.  

Finding (q-33). personal annoyance of the appraisers 

 to give poor ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty  

 members by turning blind eye to their good  

 performance is correlated with:-  

 (a ) Job stress of the faculty members due  

       to biased attitude of the appraisers(q-34).                    Weak / highly significant. 

(b)  Negative affects of the appraisers biasness on the  

     performance and out put of faculty members(q-35).      Weak / highly significant.   
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                                                                             Level of correlation / significance. 

Finding (q-36). Unbiased attitude of the  

appraisers boosts faculty members to show  

higher level of performance is correlated with:-                      

(a)  Appraisers biasness to admire personal  

     loyalty of faculty members more than  

     their performance/out put on the job(q-31).                  Weak / highly significant                        

(b) Discriminatory treatment of the appraisers to treat 

     all faculty members at an equal footings regardless of  

    difference in their level of performance/out put(q-32).    Weak / significant. 

(c)  Personal annoyance of the appraisers to give poor 

     ratings  of PER(ACR) to the faculty members by  

     turning blind eye to their good performance(q-33).       Weak / highly significant. 

(d )  Job stress of the faculty members due to biased  

      attitude of the appraisers(q-34).                                     Weak / highly significant. 

 (e )  Negative affects of the appraisers biasness on the  

      performance and out put of faculty members(q-35).      Weak / highly significant  

Finding (q-37). Consideration of performance  

Rating standards by the appraisers while evaluating  

Faculty members' job performance is correlated with:- 

(a)Appraisers biasness to admire personal loyalty 

       of faculty members more than their  

         performance/out put on the job(q-31).                 Negative / highly significant.                        

(b)  Discriminatory treatment of the appraisers to treat 

     all faculty members at an equal footings regardless of  

    difference in their level of performance/out put(q-32).  Poor / insignificant. 

(c)  Personal annoyance of the appraisers to give poor  

     ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members by  

    turning blind eye to their good performance(q-33).      Poor / highly significant. 

(d )  Job stress of the faculty members due to biased  

      attitude of the appraisers(q-34).                                    Negative / significant.                  

(e)  Negative affects of the appraisers biasness  

     on the performance and out put of faculty 

      members(q-35)                                                         Negative / highly significant. 
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Level of correlation / significance. 

Finding (q-38). Consideration of personal  

  likes/dislikes(favoritism/nepotism) by the 

 appraisers in awarding performance ratings  

  to the faculty members is correlated with:-       

(a)  Appraisers biasness to admire personal 

     loyalty of faculty members more than  

     their performance/out put on the job(q-31).                Weak / highly significant.                          

(b)  Discriminatory treatment of the appraisers to treat 

     all faculty members at an equal footings regardless of  

    difference in their level of performance/out put(q-32).  Weak  / significant. 

(c)  Personal annoyance of the appraisers to give poor 

    ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members  

    by turning blind eye to their good performance(q-33).   Weak / highly significant.                     

 (d )  Job stress of the faculty members due to   

        biased attitude of the appraisers(q-34).                       Weak / highly significant. 

(e).negative affects of the appraisers biasness on the  

      performance and out put of faculty members(q-35).    Weak / highly significant. 

Finding (q-39). Deprivation of faculty members 

from promotion due to endorsement of  negative  

remarks  in their PER by the appraisers is correlated with:- 

(a)  Appraisers’ biasness to admire personal 

     loyalty of faculty members more than their  

     performance/out  put on the job(q-31).                          Weak / highly significant.                      

(b)  Discriminatory treatment of the appraisers to treat 

     all faculty members at an equal footings regardless of  

    difference in their level of performance/out put(q-32).   Poor / highly significant 

(c) Personal annoyance of the appraisers to give poor  

     ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members by  

    turning blind eye to their good performance(q-33).        Weak / highly significant 

(d )  Job stress of the faculty members due to biased  

      attitude of the appraisers(q-34).                                     Weak /highly significant. 
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                  Level  of correlation/significance. 

(e)  Negative affects of the appraisers biasness on the  

      performance and out put of faculty members(q-35).      Weak/ highly significant 

Finding (q-40). Discrimination by the appraisers 

in comparing performance outcomes/results of  

faculty members  is correlated with:- 

(a)  Appraisers biasness to admire personal loyalty 

     of faculty members more than their performance/  

     out put on the job(q-31).                                              Average / highly significant                      

(b) Discriminatory treatment of the appraisers to treat 

     all faculty members at an equal footings regardless of  

    difference in their level of performance/out put(q-32).    Weak/ insignificant. 

(c) Personal annoyance of the appraisers to give poor 

    ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members by  

    turning blind eye to their good performance(q-33).       Weak / highly significant. 

 (d ) Job stress of the faculty members due to  

      biased attitude of the appraisers(q-34).                     moderate /highly significant. 

(e) Negative affects of the appraisers biasness on the  

      performance and out put of faculty members(q-35).  Weak / highly significant.  

Table 194.  Correlation  Coefficient.  

 Q36 Q37 Q38 Q39 Q40 

 
 
 
Q36 
 
Q37 
 
Q38 
 
Q39 
 
Q40 

 
1.00       --- 
 
-0.087  0.207 
 
0.284    0.000 
 
0.449    0.000 
 
0.488    0.000 
 
 
 

Cor. Sig. 

 
-0.087   0.207 
 
1.00         --- 
 
-0.129   0.059 
 
0.102 0.139 
 
-0.185  0.007 

Cor. Sig. 

 
0.284    0.000 
 
-0.129   0.059 
 
1.00      --- 
 
0.203 0.002 
 
0.417    0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

 
0.449    0.000 
 
0.102 0.139 
 
0.203 0.002 
 
1.00   --- 
 
0.281     0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

 
0.488   0.000 
 
-0.185  0.007 
 
0.417 0.000 
 
0.281 0.000 
 
1.00       --- 

Cor.  │Sig. 

Source:-  Field Survey. (Cor. = Correlation, Sig. = Significance) 
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             Level of correlation/significance. 

The statistics in table 194 shows the following findings:-  

Finding  (q-36). Unbiased attitude of the appraisers 

 boost faculty members to show higher level of  

  performance has got correlation  with:-   

(a) Consideration of performance rating 

     standards  by the appraisers while evaluating  

      faculty members' job performance(q-37).             Negative / highly significant. 

(b) Consideration of personal likes/ dislikes 

       (favoritism/nepotism) by the appraisers in 

       awarding performance ratings to the faculty  

        members(q-38).                                                 Weak / highly significant. 

(c) Deprivation of faculty members from 

      promotion due to endorsement of  negative 

      remarks in their PER by the appraisers (q-39).        Weak / highly significant.    

 (d)  Discrimination by the appraisers in  

       comparing performance outcomes/results   

       of faculty members(q-40).                                     Weak/ highly significant. 

Finding (q-37). Consideration of performance  

rating standards by the appraisers while evaluating  

faculty members' job performance is correlated with:- 

(a) Consideration of personal likes/ dislikes 

       (favoritism/nepotism) by the appraisers in 

       awarding performance ratings to the faculty  

        members(q-38).                                                    Negative/ insignificant. 

(b) Deprivation of faculty members from promotion 

      due to endorsement of  negative remarks 

      in their PER by the appraisers (q-39).                     Weak /  insignificant.   

(c) Discrimination by the appraisers 

      in comparing performance outcomes/results 

      of faculty members (q-40).                                        Negative /highly significant. 
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Level of correlation/significance. 

 Finding (q-38).Consideration of personal  

  likes/ dislikes (favoritism/nepotism) by the  

  appraisers in  awarding performance ratings 

  to the faculty members is correlated with:- 

(a) Deprivation of faculty members from 

      promotion due to endorsement of  negative  

      remarks in their PER by the appraisers (q-39).       Weak/ highly significant. 

(b) Discrimination by the appraisers 

      in comparing performance outcomes/results 

      of faculty members (q-40).                                       Weak /highly significant. 

Finding (q-39). Deprivation of faculty members 

 from promotion due to endorsement of  negative  

 remarks in their PER(ACR) by the appraisers 

 is correlated with:- 

(a).Discrimination by the appraisers in comparing 

performance outcomes/results of faculty members (q-40). Weak /highly significant.                       

Table195. Correlation  Coefficient.  

 Q41 Q42 Q43 Q44 Q45 

 
 
Q41 
 
Q42 
 
Q43 
 
Q44 
 
Q45 
 

1.00     --- 
 
0.626 0.000 
 
0.536  0.000 
 
0.504    0.000 
 
0.460    0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

0.626 0.000 
 
1.0 --- 
 
0.499    0.000 
 
0.478 0.000 
 
0.355    0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

0.536    0.000 
 
0.499    0.000 
 
1.0 --- 
 
0.689 0.000 
 
0.567    0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

0.504 0.000 
 
0.478 0.000 
 
0.689 0.000 
 
1.0 --- 
 
0.578    0.000 

Cor. Sig. 

0.460 0.000 
 
0.355 0.000 
 
0.567 0.000 
 
0.578 0.000 
 
1.00        --- 

Cor. Sig. 

Source: Field Survey. (Cor. = Correlation, Sig. = Significance). 

The statistics in table 195 shows the following findings:- 

 Finding (q-41). Suitability of PER(ACR) 

form for effective performance evaluation 

 is correlated with:-                          
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                                                                        Level of correlation/significance. 

(a)  Coherence of performance appraisal  

      system with job description  

      of faculty members(q-42).                                 Moderate / highly significant. 

             (b) Comprehensiveness of PER(ACR) form  

   to cover all aspects/dimensions of  

   faculty members job performance(q-43).            Weak / highly significant. 

  

 

 



 282

CHAPTER 6. 

6.   CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. 

6.1.  Conclusions. Based on the findings arrived at after analysis of  secondary data and 

primary data, the following conclusions  are hereby summed up from the chi-square results, 

association and co-efficient of correlation results. 

6.1.1. Appraisers’ Experience/Effectiveness.  Research shows that female appraisers 

(Reporting Officers) are found to be more experienced and effective with respect to 

conducting performance  appraisal of faculty members. Autocratic approach to dictate job 

objectives to the faculty members has got highly poor and highly insignificant correlation 

with effectiveness parameter of appraisers based on their experience and qualifications. It 

means that the more an appraiser is experienced the more he is effective evaluator to shun 

autocratic tendency to dictate terms of achieving job objectives and targets. But conversely, 

research has also indicated that appraisers experience and qualification parameters are 

closely and significantly  associated  with negative motivational tendency to penalize 

faculty members by granting them poor ratings of ACR/PER if they fail to by giving them 

in case of their failure to achieve the targets. Moreover, appraisers’ effectiveness dimension 

has got highly significant correlation with their capability parameter  enabling them to 

differentiate between good performance and poor performance.  

6.1.2. Appraisers Capability. Research shows that female appraisers (Reporting Officers) 

are found to be more capable than their  male counterparts with respect  to making 

distinction between good performance and poor performance, while carrying out 

performance evaluation of their subordinates' job output. Research has further  

demonstrated that  capability variable of appraisers has got insignificant association and 

negative correlation with variable showing their quantitative approach. It means that that 

appraisers who possess the capability to set aside good performance from poor 

performance avoid focusing on quantitative aspects of appraisees performance output and 

their focus remains fixed more on qualitative side of the performance output.  

6.1.3. Appraisers’ Quantitative Approach. Research indicates that male appraisers 

(Reporting Officers) are more tilted towards focusing their attention on the quantitative 

aspect of faculty members job performance while making performance appraisal. Female 

appraisers (Reporting Officers) are found to be more quality conscious as their ratio is 

significantly higher than male respondents with regard to appreciating quality dimension of 

faculty members job performance. Research has further depicted that quantitative approach 

of the appraisers is moderately associated  with negative motivational tendency to penalize 
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faculty members by granting them poor ratings of ACR/PER if they fail to deliver the 

goods in the shape of  showing good performance and achieving the job targets. So,  

appraisal tendency of such appraisers is neither positively motivational nor democratic to 

encourage faculty members for demonstrating  higher level of commitment with their job, 

excellent performance and output of which is the concomitant result.  

6.1.4.  Negative Motivational Approach of Appraisers. Research has shown that the ratio 

of  junior most faculty members falling within age limit of 25-30 years is significantly 

higher than the ratios of respondents belonging  to other age groups who have expressed 

their disagreement with the notion that appraisers(Reporting Officers) tend towards 

negative motivational approach. Research has further indicated that the ratios of male and 

female respondents and of those belonging to polytechnic and commerce trades are almost 

the same portraying their contention that appraisers (ROs) do not desist from resorting to 

negative motivational approach to penalize faculty members by granting them poor ratings 

of PER(ACR), in case of their failure to achieve the assigned targets. However, senior 

faculty members are more annoyed with this policy of appraisers as compared to other  

faculty members belonging to various age groups. It is also evident from the research that 

negative motivational tendency tempt the appraisers to adopt annoying attitude as a result 

of poor performance of the faculty members. On the contrary. 

6.1.5.  Positive Motivational Tendency of Appraisers. Research has shown that majority 

of the senior most faculty members have expressed their disagreement with the notion that 

appraisers peruse positive motivational tendency by giving due credit to the faculty in 

recognition of their excellent performance. Appraisers belonging to Polytechnic/ 

Vocational trades are found to be ardent advocates of positive motivational tendency as 

compared to appraisers belonging to Commerce Trade. Research has further identified that 

effectiveness and capability characteristics have got highest level of association with 

positive motivational tendency of the appraisers. Such appraisers are more quality 

conscious and  strong supporters of democratic style of appraisal.  

6.1.6.  Weightage to Professional Qualifications of Faculty. Research has indicated that 

female appraisers (ROs) and those belonging to commerce trade are more conscious to give 

weightage to the professional qualifications and experience of faculty members while 

making performance evaluations, as compared to the male appraisers and those belonging 

to polytechnic/vocational trades. Such appraisers are more quality conscious and tend 

towards adopting democratic style of appraisal. 
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6.1.7.  Autocratic Style of Appraisers. Research has shown that male appraisers (ROs) are 

more inclined towards adopting autocratic style of appraisal by dictating job objectives to 

the faculty members and then evaluating performance results against the said objectives/ 

targets. Moreover, senior most faculty members falling within age limit of 51-60 years are 

more annoyed with autocratic approach of male appraisers. Such type of appraisers tend 

towards negative motivational tendency. Research has further exhibited that autocratic style 

of the appraisers has got poor and insignificant correlation with enhancement of faculty 

members satisfaction. Moreover, its  correlation  with faculty members’ motivation  and 

improvement of job performance/productivity is weak but significant. It is evident  that 

autocratic style of appraisers and positive motivational tendency to induce faculty members 

for higher level of performance cannot go hand to hand. Conversely, it is revealed that 

there is highly significant  level of association between the adoption of autocratic style and 

the perusal of penalizing attitude on the part of appraisers to punish faculty members 

through award  poor ratings of ACR/PER for their failure to accomplish the job objectives. 

6.1.8.  Democratic Style of Appraisers. Research has demonstrated that female appraisers 

(ROs) as well as the appraisers of Polytechnic /Vocational trades are found to be more 

democratic in their approach to set job objectives for the faculty members. Moreover, 

senior most faculty members have expressed their disagreement with the contention that 

appraisers (ROs) let them participate in setting job objectives for them, which in turn 

reflects that senior appraisers avoid democratic style to set job targets for the faculty 

followed by  subsequent evaluation of their performance. Research has shown that there is 

high level of correlation between the democratic style of appraisers and the adoption of 

positive motivational tendency by them to induce employees for higher level of 

performance. 

6.1.9.  Positive Motivational Approach. Research has shown that female appraisers (ROs) 

are found to be more swayed by positive  motivational tendency in their performance 

evaluation style who grant higher ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members in 

recognition of their excellent performance. However, senior faculty members falling in the 

age group of 51-60 years are found to be more annoyed with non-motivational tendency of 

the appraisers in granting ratings of PER(ACR) to the faculty members in explicit  

disregard of excellent performance shown by them.  

6.1.10.  Feedback by Appraisers. Research has demonstrated that female as well as 

appraisers (ROs) of Polytechnic / Vocational are found to be giving verbal feedback to the 

faculty members by making frequent interactions with them discussing their performance. 
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Senior most faculty members falling in age limit of 51-60 years have expressed 

overwhelming disagreement with the notion that appraisers(ROs) give verbal feedback  as 

well as  written feedback. Research has further shown that male appraisers (ROs) tend to 

giving indirect feedback to the faculty members through their co-workers concerning their 

performance evaluation results, if they turn out to be poor. Research has further shown that 

junior most faculty members falling within age limit of 25-30 years are excessively given 

indirect feedback through their co-workers about their poor performance evaluation results.  

6.1.11.  Relevancy / Sufficiency of Feedback. Research has shown that female appraisers 

(ROs) give relevant/sufficient feedback to the faculty members to overcome their 

performance shortcomings, as compared to male appraisers. Further, in this regard the ratio 

of appraisers (ROs) belonging to polytechnic/vocational trade is higher than that of 

commerce trade. Senior most faculty members falling within age limit of 51-60 years have 

demonstrated overwhelming disagreement with the view point that appraisers give 

relevant/sufficient feedback to the faculty members to improve their performance. 

However, amazing unanimity is found in the opinion of overwhelming majority of  

respondents who have consented in favor of need for further feedback to improve their 

performance and output. Research has indicated that there is highly significant level of 

association between the variable pertaining to improvement of faculty members’ job 

performance/output and the variable of feedback given to the faculty members. The more, 

the feedback is relevant and sufficient, the more it will have positive impact on the 

improvement of employees’ job performance. 

6.1.12. Consideration of Work Place Problems(Hygiene Factor). Research has shown 

that female appraisers (ROs) and those belonging to Polytechnic / Vocational trades are 

more conscious of the hygiene factors.  They give due consideration to the workplace 

problems, personal problems of faculty members, provision of work place facilities and 

creation of conducive working environment to improve their performance. However, senior 

most faculty members falling within age limit of 51-60 years have excessively disagreed 

with the notion of appraisers consideration of on the job problems and creation of 

congenial working atmosphere. Research findings reveal the fact satisfiers at work place 

such as consideration of on the job problems, provision of work place facilities, creation of 

conducive working atmosphere, consideration of appraisees’ personal problems and 

making requisite resources available to the faculty members are highly associated with 

motivating factors such as giving due recognition to the  faculty members good 

performance. There is highly significant correlation between the two variables i.e., 
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satisfiers and motivators to tape performance/ output improvement of faculty members. 

Thus, taking satisfiers into account is must for effectiveness of motivators which in turn is 

the pre-requisite for ensuring improvement of faculty members job performance and 

output.  

6.1.13. Appraisers’ Biasness. Research has shown that male appraisers (ROs) are more 

biased than female appraisers and they give more weight age to the personal loyalty of the 

faculty members than their job  performance. Senior most and junior most faculty members 

falling within age limit of 51-60 years and  25-30 years respectively have expressed 

relatively  serious concern with biased tendency of appraisers (ROs). The appraisers of 

Commerce trade are found to be more biased than appraisers belonging to 

polytechnic/vocational trade. Research has further indicated that male faculty members feel 

more stress due to biased attitude of the appraisers than their female counterparts. 

Similarly, job performance of male appraisees is more negatively affected than female 

appraisees, as a result of biased attitude displayed by the appraisers. Biased attitude of the 

appraisers belonging to commerce and polytechnic/vocational trades  is evident from the 

fact that below average ratings awarded to faculty members were considered unfair by the 

second countersigning  Officer/Officers and were hence upgraded and negative remarks 

were expunged from the ACRs /PERs of the affected faculty members as explained in the 

analysis portion of secondary data. Disowning the negative evaluation by the 

countersigning officer/officers tantamount to fact that appraisers have shown unfair and 

biased attitude, leaving the rating done by them to be incorrect and faulty. However, 

endorsement of the Manpower wing’s appraisers(Reporting Officers) view point  by the 

countersigning officer/officers with regard to award of below average ratings to faculty 

members proves fairness and unbiased attitude in the process of evaluation. Research has 

shown that there is highly significant level of association between the variables showing 

different facets of appraisers’ biasness such as giving weightage to personal loyalty of 

faculty members, personal annoyance with appraisees, display of favoritism and nepotism 

in awarding performance ratings, discrimination in comparing performance of different 

faculty members etc., and negative impact on the performance/ output of the concerned 

faculty members. Moreover, biased attitude of the appraisers is a potent source of causing 

job stress to the faculty members and thus their satisfaction level is adversely affected. 

6.1.14. Suitability of PER (ACR) Forms. Research findings show that  male faculty 

members have expressed more dissatisfaction with the suitability of PER (ACR) form and 

appraisal system for effective performance evaluation as compared to female respondents. 
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Overwhelming majority of the senior most faculty members have disagreed with the notion 

that existing system of performance appraisal invogue in the department prove helpful in 

improving the performance and productivity of faculty members. It indicates the fact that 

prevailing PER(ACR) forms and the existing appraisal system are both unsuitable for 

effective performance evaluation of faculty members. Moreover, the loopholes  pin pointed 

in the existing appraisal system in the comparative analysis portion of the dissertation 

proves ineffectiveness of the system for contributing towards improving the 

performance/output level of the appraisees. So, the prevailing system has got no 

considerable and positive role in improvement of performance/productivity and job 

satisfaction of faculty members.  

RECOMMENDATIONS. 

Based on the findings arrived at after analysis of secondary and primary data, the 

following recommendations are hereby offered.  

(1)    Compulsory Training of the Appraisers. Research has shown that 38.6% of the 

reporting officers are viewed by the respondents to be lacking experience and qualifications 

to properly and accurately evaluate their performance. 36.7% are viewed to be incapable to 

differentiate between good performance and poor performance. The reasons being lack of 

training, incongruity of the reporting officer with the subjects taught by the faculty 

members reported upon by him/ them or  his/ there professional incompetence due to 

his/their ignorance of the relevant rules and regulations. To rebuff this problem, it is 

recommended that before appointing a person as principal of an institute, it must be made 

obligatory that he must undergo compulsory training, so that his professional competency 

be flourished, enabling him to properly monitor the performance of his subordinate 

employees and alleviate his skill and knowledge  for properly conducting performance 

evaluations of his subordinate employees. 

(2) Feedback Policy.  It is evident from the comparative analysis of Performance 

Evaluation Reports of various universities and colleges of USA and other countries 

elaborated as appendix P-1 to P-6, Q, R, and LUMS(Lahore University of Management 

Sciences) Pakistan, Appendix-S,  that proper counseling of employees at workplace and 

discussion with the employees by the reporting officers about targets/ results achieved by 

them is an essential part of performance evaluation process. The employee/s whose 

performance is evaluated and reported upon, is/are given a reasonable opportunity to 

discuss his/their job accomplishments and to comment upon the effectiveness or otherwise 

of the performance evaluation ratings given to him them by the reporting officer. Thus, 
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giving relevant and sufficient feedback to the employees is an inseparable part of the 

performance evaluation report. The Performance Evaluation Reports being used for 

conducting evaluation of faculty members’ job performance of Technical Education and 

Manpower Department N.W.F.P is totally devoid of this provision and the reporting officer 

does not bother to give verbal or written feed back to the faculty members. In the absence 

of feedback to the faculty members, they are deprived of the opportunity to know about 

their performance short comings leading to maintenance of status quo. The poor performers 

among the faculty members fail to improve their performance by overcoming their 

performance pitfalls. Similarly, mediocre remain complacent with their existing 

performance level and makes no efforts to overthrow the yoke of maintaining performance 

status quo. To overcome this lacuna, it is imperative that the performance evaluation report 

forms meant for various grades of the faculty members must contain an element of 

compulsory discussion of their job performance and achievements with the reporting 

officer, which must be duly signed by both, the reporting officer and the officer reported 

upon. This will go a long way in making the faculty members proactive rather than reactive 

about their performance evaluation at the hands of their immediate boss. Resultantly, the 

targets and objectives achievement tempo of the faculty members will not remain stagnant 

and the process of growth and development of the organizations will get reasonable 

impetus.  As is evident from the research that majority of the respondents have expressed 

the contention that their appraisers (ROs) avoid giving relevant and sufficient feedback to 

them to overcome their performance short comings. It must be made obligatory for the 

appraisers to give periodic feedback (say bi-annually) to the faculty members to give them 

chance for improving their performance and overcoming performance shortcomings, if 

their be any. Along with verbal feedback, formal written feedback must be given to the 

faculty members. It will not only improve the performance and productivity of faculty 

members, but will also improve the quality and credibility of performance evaluations done 

by the appraisers.  

(3)  Quality Focused Evaluation.  Research has shown that majority of the reporting 

officers strongly focus only on the quantitative aspect of the faculty member’s performance 

outcome, turning altogether blind eye to the quality dimension of the job performance 

being evaluated. This tendency of the reporting officers linchpin struggle of faculty 

members to improve their performance qualitatively. It is recommended that equal 

weightage should be given to the quality aspect of performance results by the reporting 

officers while evaluating the performance of faculty members. This objective can only be 
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achieved when qualitative assessment of the job performance must be brought at par with 

quantitative results through incorporating a necessary provision in the Performance 

Evaluation Report in addition to the provision already contained in part IV of appendix M 

and part III of appendix N. The reporting officers must be made bound to express in writing 

as to how much the quality aspect, of the job results assessed by them, has been considered. 

Due weightage should be given to this aspect by the countersigning officer while making 

quality assessment of the evaluation done by the reporting officer/s. The reporting officers 

should be held responsible if they overlook to appraise the quality dimension of 

performance evaluation and must be asked to reconsider the performance rating done by 

them.  This will make performance appraisal a meaningful exercise and will also enable the 

employees to focus attention on qualitative aspect of their job performance and output.  

(4) Wheightage to Opportunity Factors.  Research has further indicated that 55% of the 

respondents are of the view that their appraisers (ROs) turn blind eye to the potential 

problems on the job which negatively affect their performance. 58% of the respondents are 

of the opinion that their appraisers (ROs) even neglect to facilitate their subordinates with 

provision of rudimentary facilities on the job to improve their performance.  This state of 

affairs raise questions about the credibility of performance evaluations done by the 

appraisers. It must be made obligatory for the appraisers to remove all potential hurdles on 

the job which bring negative impacts on the performance of employees. If the appraisers 

neglect this vital aspect performance evaluation process, the employees must have the right 

to challenge the performance evaluation ratings given to them if they are poor or average. 

The appraisees will have to prove that their poor or average performance was caused by the 

potential problems on the job neglected by the appraiser/appraisers. 

(6) Conducive Working Atmosphere. As manifested by findings, majority of the 

reporting officers neglect to create conducive working environment for their subordinate 

employees.  Thus, lack of congenial working atmosphere breed workplace hurdles having 

negative impact on the performance of faculty members, which are not fought against by 

the appraisers to overcome them. It means that no sincere efforts are being made to convert 

the threats into opportunities. The performance evaluation report must contain a column for 

the officer reported upon to comment whether congenial workplace environment is created 

or otherwise and the reporting officer must substantiate this comment to be examined by 

the countersigning or second countersigning officer.  

(7) Motivation as a Policy. Research has demonstrated that 51 % of the  reporting officers 

desist from motivating their subordinate employees by ignoring to award them higher 



 290

grades of performance evaluation, regardless of their good performance. The reporting 

officers must be trained to give special consideration to the motivational aspect of 

employees job satisfaction so that their performance be improved and resultantly the way 

for achievement of organizational objectives be paved. Some sort of monetary or non-

monetary incentives must be linked with display of excellent performance. This will create 

the sense of ownership of the organization among the employees. This, in turn, will 

inculcate the spirit of healthy competition among the faculty members, the ultimate 

corollary of which will emerge in the shape of their enhanced motivational level leading 

towards higher level of performance and output. In the prevailing era of globalization and 

global competition, the need of healthy competition has become the order of the day and it 

can, in no circumstances be ruled for  breaking the yoke of stagnation and for promoting 

growth and development of organizations.  

 (8) Check on Appraisers’ Biasness. Research has shown that majority of the respondents 

are of the opinion that biased attitude of their appraisers(ROs) is a potent source of causing 

them job stress. Similarly, they have expressed their view point  that biased attitude of the 

appraisers(ROs) negatively affect their performance and job out put. To curb this reckless 

tendency of the appraisers, there must be a proper check and balance system with regard to 

use of discretionary powers by the appraisers in granting evaluation ratings to the faculty 

members. A legal embargo must be imposed on the appraisers (ROs) that if performance 

evaluations done by them were found to be biased or discriminatory, they shall be awarded 

lower ratings of PER (ACR). Fear of punishment will prevent the abuse of power by the 

appraisers(ROs) in doing unfair evaluation and awarding discriminatory ratings to the 

faculty members. It is a general saying that power corrupts and absolute power corrupts 

absolutely. But it does not mean that the appraisers should be deprived of legitimate power 

and authority, because responsibility without authority is hell. For proper management of 

employees performance, it is imperative that appraisers must have some sort of power and 

authority and it must be known to the appraisees that the appraisers can use and enforce 

their authority and powers. The crux of the matter is that there must be a proper check and 

balance system to prevention of abuse of power and authority. Since the introduction of 

PERs quantification policy (referred to in para 13 below) has enriched the appraisers with 

sweeping powers, so it has  become all the more important that unbridle use of 

discretionary powers on the part of appraisers must be muzzled. This will ensure the best 

use of the new policy for better performance management, the ramifications of which will 

emerge in the shape of splendid performance of the employees, paving the way for growth 
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and development of public sector organizations by quantum leap. The significance of check 

and balance policy to control the unauthorized and biased use of powers by the appraisers 

of the education sector  with regard to awarding discriminatory ratings to the faculty 

members working  in educational institutions can hardly be overemphasized, particularly 

Technical Education which works as  the back bone for economic growth and development 

of the country. Conversely, it will breed professional jealousies, de-motivation of the 

teachers to improve their performance, poor organization performance and productivity, 

animating chaos and confusion as the resultant offshoots of the phenomenon.   

(9) Comments of the Appraisee. The PER must contain a column for obtaining comments 

of the appraisee about the quality of performance evaluation done. If he disagree with any 

point, he must give his comments with cogent reasons. It will provide an opportunity to the  

appraisee and the appraisers to discuss the performance/out put and performance evaluation 

done. The appraiser will have to pin point, if the rating given to him is not congruent with 

the performance/output shown by him or if any biasness is reflected in the report. The 

appraisee can comment if no periodic feedback is given to him during the evaluation period 

or  if the appraiser has not taken practical steps with regard to provision of hygiene factors, 

etc. The apprisee must put his signature to the comments endorsed in the report so that its 

authenticity be ensured. Only this one step can go a long way to check the policy of 

favoritism and nepotism being vigorously pursued by the appraisers at the time of awarding 

performance ratings to the faculty members.  

(10) Leave Column in PER.  Performance Evaluation Report form used must contain a 

column specifying the kind and period of leave/ leaves availed by the officer reported upon 

during the period under review, with brief description of the main reason of utilizing the 

leave.  This will help, on one side, to spotlight the habitual deserters and on the other side, 

will restrict the Reporting Officer to show undue favor by giving higher ratings to such 

officers who, during most periods of the crux days of academic year and of the reporting 

period, remained on leave without delivering the goods. Genuine cases of officers with 

plausible justification for availing leave/s will also come to the fore which will  facilitate 

the reporting officer to bifurcate between good performers and those who shirk heart from 

duty and remain on leave on one pretext or the other during hey days of the academic year.  

(11) Feedback from Students. The most vital segment of stake holders is the students 

community. The are the best judges of their teachers.  It is essential for proper and credible 

performance evaluation of the faculty members that it must be based on accurate and 

justifiable assessment of the job contents of the employee. For this purpose, it must be 



 292

imperative for the Reporting Officers that they must take feedback from students twice a 

year on a prescribed form about the performance of the teacher in the class. This will help 

the reporting officer, on one side, to properly evaluate the employees' job performance and 

on the other side, it will help him to give proper and relevant feedback to the employees. If 

any short comings in the performance of the employee are noted, these will be 

communicated to him and in this way he will find the chance to improve his performance 

by overcoming his performance lacunas.  

(12) Defective Promotion Policy.  Research has shown that even those officers who 

earned average grading for consecutively one decade got  promotion/s parallel with those 

who were not awarded even a single average grading during the entire tenure of their 

service. This scenario depicts the basic lacunas in the previous promotion policy which was 

based on seniority cum fitness criteria. Thus, an officer without below average grading of 

performance evaluation at his credit was eligible for promotion on the criteria of seniority. 

It portrays that performance appraisal, which is the key factor for noting the professional 

competencies and job results, was almost under valued at the eve of promotion with regard 

to quantification of grading of ACR/ PER earned by an officer. The main drawback of that 

promotion policy was that even the best performers were disheartened and they resorted to 

make departure  from exerting  vigorous efforts to show excellent performance and results. 

They knew that what and how much weight age is given to the performance and results 

portrayed in the ACRs at the eve of promotion? As a consequence, most of the civil 

servants, after their induction into service, would get swayed by the propensity of generally 

becoming complacent, doing little or nothing to update their knowledge, skill and promote 

their professional expertise. Consequently, they become victim of stagnation, vehemently 

advocating status quo rather than actively promoting change. Resultantly, most of the 

organizations suffered from stagnation and the process of growth and the progress of 

development were linchpin. 

(13) Quantification of PERs. The researcher had the idea to recommend drastic changes 

in the existing mechanism of giving superficial weight age to the performance evaluation 

reports at the eve of promotion of an officer and to quantify the weight age of performance 

evaluation reports so that promotion be performance based and intermittingly linked with 

performance evaluation scoring. The government of N.W.F.P, Establishment and 

Administration Department, fortunately realizing the importance of performance evaluation 

reports, adopted a new policy quantification of PERs and efficiency index for mandatory 

training courses and promotion vide its letter no. SOE-III(E & AD) 1-3/2008 dated 15th 
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march, 2008 (Appendix-S). Under the new policy, proper scoring of the marks earned by 

the incumbent candidate for promotion is done and his promotion remains suspended 

unless he has earned the required stipulated marks for promotion to the next grade or 

position. The ultimate result of this policy change would emerge in the shape of good 

governance by sorting out best brains possessing the capabilities of combining knowledge 

and skills and well equipped with leadership qualities to meet the challenges occurring in 

the field of management and administration around the globe.  

(13)  Award of Outstanding Grading in the PER. The procedure of quantification of 

performance evaluation reports is a best effort in the right direction but it still contains 

flaws which need to be addressed and amended. An amendment has been introduced in the 

policy letter stated at para no.12 above vide letter issued by the provincial government 

bearing the same no. dated 16th June, 2008 where in “ outstanding” grading has been 

introduced in the performance evaluation report  carrying 10 marks which shall be awarded 

to officers demonstrating exceptional performance. The embargo imposed on the award of 

this grade is that it should, in no case, be granted to more than 10 % of the officers reported 

upon. Firstly, it restrict the exercise of legitimate powers of reporting officers not to award 

this outstanding grading to more than 10% of the officers serving under his administrative 

control. Secondly, it will create a sense of frustration and deprivation on the part of 

exceptional performers whose performance will go unrecognized and unrewarded simply 

for the reason that they fall outside the ambit of 10% officers who can be awarded 

outstanding grading. Resultantly, it will create negative impact on the performance of all 

outstanding performers who cannot not expect that their best efforts and excellent 

performance will be reciprocated in the same coin be granting them adequate grading of 

PER. Thirdly, how can it be summed up that only 10% of the officers in all the 

organizations can display exceptional performance and remaining 90% not?  Resultantly, 

the good performers will not strive to improve their performance due to this restriction and 

a sort of professional jealousies will breed in the organizations. This restriction needs to be 

lifted and a chance of open and healthy competition, instead of cut throat competition, 

should be given to all the employees that any one showing exceptional performance will be 

awarded outstanding grading and scoring.  

(14) Lack of Clear Standards. There are no reliable and clear standards to be used as yardstick 

against which employees’ performance could be judged. In the absence if clear/reliable 

standards, the measurement of employees’ performance is left at the whims of the reporting 

officers, which may vary from person to person depending upon the personal instincts of 
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the individuals concerned. In this way, the opinion of the boss about a subordinate 

employee’s performance remains vulnerable to errors of judgment which, in turn, renders 

the credibility of  performance appraisal done by him as doubtful. For example, if a person 

is bold, confident, and candid in his approach but a Reporting Officer negatively judge 

these variables may tempt him to give low or poor ratings to the apprisee, regardless of 

splendid performance/out put shown by him. On the contrary, an other Reporting Officer 

may judge these factors as positive points and he may rate his subordinate’s performance 

very high irrespective of the person’s average or low output. Thus, in the absence of 

explicit standards of performance, fair and just evaluation of employees actual out put 

remains a dilemma. In this way the opinions / view points of two different officers about a 

single point say courage, honesty, confidence may move in divergent directions. As a 

ramification of this scenario, the employees may, in most of the cases, concentrate on such 

factors / variables, which may fascinate their Reporting Officer, although these variables 

may be of secondary importance while looking into the overall parameters of an 

employee’s job contents. In this scenario some employees may concentrate on  the struggle 

to please their immediate boss and may drift from actual domain of their job requirements. 

The ultimate corollary of this phenomenon may emerge in the shape of poor productivity of 

the individual/ department /society concerned and thereby culminating at the greater loss of 

the stake holders involved. For example, fundamental job of a teacher is to get complete 

command over his subject and then transmit his knowledge and skill to the students with 

full dedication and professional zeal. In case, he is derailed from the main area of his job, 

i.e., proper teaching, in the quest to attract the opinion of his boss for getting good rating of 

his performance evaluation, it will hit a fatal blow to the larger interest and benefits of the 

stake holders, i.e., the students community, parents, public sector organizations and the 

society and country at large. To forestall the chances of faculty members and appraisers 

getting astray from their actual domain of duties and responsibilities, it is imperative that 

properly measurable standards of performance must be chalked out and strictly adhered to 

by all the stake holders concerned. This will eliminate the chances of unfair play by the 

faculty members in shirking heart from their main duties and will also prevent unfair 

display by the appraisers(Reporting Officers) in the award of unjustified higher ratings to 

the mediocres.  

(15) ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS. It goes without saying that availability of 

conducive/congenial working atmosphere is a significant variable to improve the 

productivity of employees in an organization. Environmental factors can also jeopardize 
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the output of employees in an organization / department if their provision is inadequate and 

incompatible with basic requirements of the job in question. In an educational institution 

the fundamental ingredients, which can improve the working environment for students and 

faculty, include availability of well furnished library equipped with latest books on the 

relevant subjects, magazines, periodicals, journals and newspapers etc, provision of 

computer lab possessing the facilities of internet, multimedia, projector and other necessary 

accessories etc. Above all, provision of electricity, play ground and cafeteria can go a long 

way in augmenting the efficiency and productivity of the faculty and the students. It is 

perplexing phenomenon that in the present arena of global competition, most of the 

institutes in Technical Education and Manpower Training Department (N.W.F.P) are 

deprived of the rudimentary amenities/ facilities stated above in spite of conducting 

graduate and post graduate classes over there. The situation in colleges / institutes 

established in FATA has adopted an alarming proportions where availability of above 

stated basic facilities has become a far cry. Computer Science / Information Technology 

classes are badly hampered due to protracted / unscheduled breakdowns of electricity. Poor 

performance of the students, which in turn is counted as the output and performance of the 

faculty by the performance evaluator, is the natural ramification of poor and inconducive 

working atmosphere. Moreover, in some of the institutes/ colleges established in remote 

and comparatively backward districts of the Province particularly those located in FATA 

region, the students come from purely illiterate environments and poor families possessing 

low I.Q level coupled with demonstration of low grade performance at the school / pre 

college level. This scenario significantly contributes to their poor performance regardless 

of hectic efforts by the faculty concerned. In addition, change of medium of instruction at 

college level from Urdu or local dialects being taught in at the school level to that of 

English proves a nightmare for the students. In Pakistan, two systems of education run 

parallel to each other. One is English Medium and the other is Urdu medium. The students 

nurtured in Urdu medium schools up to post college level find it extremely difficult to 

adjust themselves to English medium teaching and subjects taught at the intermediate / 

diploma and graduate level, which adversely affects their performance.  Unfortunately, the 

appraisers in majority of the cases neglect to take into account such negative factors while 

appraising the performance of faculty members. Strangely, in some institutes, mostly 

commerce colleges/ management sciences colleges, the principals have got no relevant 

educational background with the schemes of studies being followed in the college and as 

such they cannot understand the real nature of problems being faced by students and 
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faculty in their respective domains. For example, a principal in a management  sciences 

college with educational background in the subject of Islamic studies / Urdu or History or 

any other social science subject remains bereft to cope with the challenge in hand and in 

this way incapable to deliver the real goods. How an officer of this kind and caliber can be 

expected to carry out fair and equitable appraisal of his subordinate employees. All these 

and other relevant factors contribute adversely towards elevating employees’ performance. 

On the contrary, educational institutes / colleges established in big cities and metropolitan 

areas are rich with intelligent students possessing higher grades in pre-college studies and 

also enjoy abundant facilities, which provide grooming, growth and development 

opportunities to them to excel in their relevant subjects. Faculty members with 

comparatively lesser efforts on their part,  can still manage to manifest good performance 

as the performance of the students being taught remains on the up. Awarding good 

performance evaluation ratings to those faculty members vis-à-vis giving comparatively 

low ratings to more competent and hardworking faculty members posted in colleges 

located at backward areas replete with mediocre type of students and devoid of basic 

facilities showing comparatively average performance, is a tangible proof of defective 

performance appraisal system in vogue in Technical Education and Manpower Training 

Department (N.W.F.P). Comparing the existing appraisal system with appraisal systems of 

different countries enumerated above, the following salient pitfalls embodied in it come to 

fore. 

(a)   Lack of performance standards makes the system of evaluation a routine exercise 

without proper measurement of success towards achievement or failure to achieve the 

desired goals. No goals are set in advance and hence criteria of measuring the outcomes/ 

results is a faulty and unreliable endeavor. The performances of employees, by and large, 

remain stagnant and the process of organizational growth and development falls prey to 

stagnation.   

(b)  Lack of appraisal interview and deprivation of employees from the opportunity of 

discussing their performance strengths and weakness is a core drawback of the system 

which in turn linchpin the performance improvement chances of employees. Lack of trust 

on the appraisal system, creation of heart burning attitude of employees towards  

management, maintenance of status quo are the ultimate ramifications of this scenario.  

(c ) The inherent phobia of so called confidentiality of performance evaluation report is 

the basic draw back of appraisal system. The employees is not given any chance to discuss   

his performance and thus, he is deprived of the opportunity to improve his performance by 
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overcoming his deficiencies and shortcomings, in case his present performance has turned  

to be below the mark. On the other side a good performer’s motivation level is derailed by 

keeping his excellent performance and strengths hidden from him. Thus, lack of feedback 

dimension in the existing appraisal system works like a double edged sword.  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 298

References (End Notes) 
Chapter 1. 
 
                                                 
1 Al-Qur’an, Al-Baqara, verse no.124. 
2 Ibid., verse no.247. 
3 Dr.Hamidullah, Islami Riasat, Al-Faisal Publisshers, Urdu Bazar Lahore, p-9. 
4 Muhammad Hussein Haykal, The Life of Muhammad, Islamic Book Service, Urdu Bazaar Lahore, ed. 
2008, p-180. 
5 Dr. Muhammd Yasin Mazhar Siddiqui, Organization of Government Under the Holy prophet, Islamic 
Publications, Lahore, 1988, p-261. 
6 Mazhar-ul-Haq, A short History of Islam, P-234. 
7 Allama Shibli Naumani, op cit., P-197. 
8 Muhammad Hussein Haykal, Hazrat Umer Farooq, Al-Faisal publishers, Urdu Bazar Lahore, 2005, p-764. 
9 Mir Muhammad Ali, Technical Education in Pakistan, A Study of Issue and Strategies, National Book 
Foundation Karachi, 1980, P-7 
10 Ibid. 
11 Ibid.p-8. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Mir Muhammad Ali , Themes in Technical Education, A study of Some Quality Improvement Aspects, 
National Book Foundation, Karachi, 1985, P- 1-6. 
14 Ibid. P-2-9. 
15 Llydle Byars, Leslie W.Rue, op., cit., P-251 
16 John Ivancevich, Mora Olekans, Michael Matteson, Organizational Behavior and Management,  

    McGraw- Hill Book Company Australia Pty Limited, 4 Barcoo Street, Roseville NSW 2069, Australia, 

1997 (reprint 2001), P-121. 
17 Robert P. Vecchio, Greg Hearn, Greg Southey, Organizational Behavior, Harcourt and Brace Australila,     
     Ed:2nd ,1996.P- 94. 
18 Wayne F. Casio, Managing Human Resources ( Productivity, Quality of work life, profits) McGraw Hill  
      Co.  New York, America Ed: 6th 2003. 331. 
19 Michael Armstrong, A Handbook of Human Resource Management Practice, Kogan Page Lt. New  
     Delhi, Ed: 9th 2004.  P- 478. 
20 Ibid. 
21 Ibid. 
22 Ibid.P-479. 
23 Llydle Byars, Leslie W.Rue, op cit,. P-251. 
24 Ibid. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Ibid. 
27 Ibid. P-251-52. 
28 Kathryn M. Bartol, David C. Martin, Management, McGraw Hill Co. Inc. USA. Ed: 3rd 1998,P- 331. 
29 Wayne F. Casio, op cit,.P- 333-34. 
30 Garry Dessler, Human Resource Management, Ed., 9th, P-242. 
31 George Terry, Stephen Franklin, Principles of Management, AITBS Publishers, Delhi. Ed: 8th,. 2003, P-386 
32 Wayne F. Casio, op cit., P-160. 
33 Stephen P. Robbins.  Organizational Behavior, Prentice Hall Inc. USA, Ed:9th,2001. P- 475-76. 
34 Robert Clark & Jeremy Seward, Human Resource Management, Framework and Practice, McGraw Hill  
     Co. Roseville NSW Australia, Ed.3rd, reprint 2002, P- 282. 
35  Kathryn M.Bartol, David C.Martin, Management, P-318. 
36 Stephen P. Robbins, op cit., P-475-76. 
37  Ibid.  
38 Stephen P. Robbins, op cit,. P-155. 
39 Kathryn M. Bartol,  David C. Martin, op cit,. P-383. 
40 Robert P. Vecchio, Greg Hearn, Greg Southey, Organizational Behavior, Harcourt and Brace Australia, Ed. 
2nd 1996. 569. 
41 Samuel C. Certo, Modern Management, Prentice Hall, Inc. USA, Ed: 7th 1997,P-31 
 



 299

                                                                                                                                                    
 
 
Chapter. 2 
1  http://iso9k1.home.att.net/pa/performance_appraisal.pdf 
2 http://dspace.slu.edu.pu/bitstream/123456789/180/1/RAJBHANDARI.pdf 
3 http://etd.lsu.edu/docs/available/etd-1106103-172944/unrestricted/Walsh_dis.pdf 
4 http://eprints.ru.ac.za/302/01/BA_Hayward-MCom.pdf 
5 http://eprints.ru.ac.za/744/01/Blaauw-MA-2000.pdf 
6  http://www.pdx.due/sysc/dissertation_abstract _ jjohnson.htm] 
7 http://www.joe.org/joe/1993winter/a3.html. 
8 http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3711/is_199802/ai_n8788356 
9 Ibid. 
10 http://www.work911.com/performance/particles/conf1.htm 
11 http://www.work911.com/performance/particles/stupman.htm 
12 http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa5366/is_200609/ai_n21398816?tag=rbxcra.2.a. 
13 http://findarticles.com 
14 Dale S Beach, Personnel- The management of People at Work, Ed.5th , Macmillan Publishing Company     
     U.S.A.1985,P-205. 
15 William B.Werther, Jr. & Keith Davis, Human Resources and personnel Management, 5th ed. McGraw-  
     Hill Inc.USA.1996, p-341. 
16 Laurie J. Mullins, Management and Organizational Behavior, 4th ed., PITMAN PUBLISHING, London,  
     1996, p-639. 
17 John Ivancevich, Mora Olekans & Michael Matteson, Organizational Behavior and Management,  
    McGraw- Hill Book Company Australia Pty Limited, 4 Barcoo Street, Roseville NSW 2069, Australia,    
    1997 (reprint 2001) p-177. 
18 Kathryn M. Bartol, David C. Martin, Management, 3rd ed., McGraw Hill Co. Inc. USA, 1998, p-331 
19 Jane Weightman, Addison Wesley Longman Limited, U.K, 1999 p-143. 
20 Robert Clark, Jeremy Seward, Australian Human Resource Management(Frame work and Practice) 3rd ed.  
     McGraw Hill Book Company Australia Pty Limited, 4 Barcoo Street, Roseville NSW 2069, Australia,      
     2000, p-260. 
21 Robert Kreitner, Angelo Kinicki, organizational Behavior 5th ed. Irwin / McGraw-Hill Co. New York,    
     USA,2001,p-300. 
22 George Terry, Stephen G. Franklin, Principles of Management, 8th ed., AITBS Publishers, Delhi India,  
     2003, p-386. 
23 Wane F. Casio, Managing Human Resources,(Productivity, quality of work life and profits) 6th ed.,  
     McGraw Hill Co.USA, 2003,p-333-34. 
24 Lloyd L. Byars, Leslie W. Rue, Human Resource Management, 7th ed., McGraw Hill Education( Asia)  
     Singapore, 2004, p-251. 
25 Garry Dessler, Human Resource Management, 10th ed., Pearson Education Inc., New Jersey, USA, 2005,P- 
    310. 
26 Robert Lussier, Minas Poulos, Organizational Behavior, A skill-building approach, McGraw – Hill Book    
    Company, Pty Limited, Australia, 1998, P-453. 
27 Ibid. p-251. 
28 William p. Anthony, Pamela L. Perrewe, K. Michael kackman, Strategic human Resources, Harcourt Brace  
    Jovanovich, Inc. Florida U.S.A, 1993, P-441. 
29 Laurie J. Mullins, op cit,. p-639. 
30  Lloyd L. Byars, Leslie W. Rue, op cit, p-261. 
31 Ibid. P-639-40. 
32 Lloyd L. Byars, Leslie W. Rue, op cit., 259. 
33 Garry Dessler, op cit,. p-328. 
34 Lloyd L. Byars, Leslie W. Rue, op cit., 259. 
35 Garry Dessler, op cit,. p-328. 
36 Lloyd L. Byars, Leslie Rue, op cit. P- 259. 
37 Terry, Franklin, op cit.p-367. 
38 Wane. F. Casio, op cit. 356. 
39 Robert Clark, Jeremy Seward., 264. 
40 Terry, Franklin, op cit.p-367. 
41 Ibid. p-388. 
42 Laurie J. Mullins, op cit,. p-158-59. 



 300

                                                                                                                                                    
43 Terry, Franklin, op cit p-388. 
 
44 Garry, Dessler, op cit, P- 329. 
45 Lloyd L. Byars, Leslie W. Rue, op cit., P-259. 
46 Ibid. 
47 Robert Clark, Jeremy Seward., op cit,.  P- 264. 
48 Wane. F. Casio, op cit. p-356 
49 Terry, Franklin, op cit p-388. 
50 Robert Kreitner, Angelo Kinicki, op cit. P-221. 
51 Stephen P. Robbins, Organizational Behavior, Prentice Hall Inc., Upper Saddle River, New Jersey. ed. 9th   
     ,p- 448.  
52 Ibid. 
53 Robert Kreitner, Angelo Kinicki, op cit. p-272 
 
54 Ibid, p-272-73. 
55 Ibid. P- 273-74. 
56 Ibid. P-274. 
57 Ibid. p-274 –75. 
 
58 Ibid. 275 –76. 
59 Ibid. p-276. 
60 Ibid. p-276 – 77. 
61 Ibid. p- 278. 
62 Ibid. 
63 Ibid. p- 279. 
64 http: //www. Work 911.com / performance / particles / 7tipsdisc. Htm 
65 Robert Kreitner, Angelo Kinicki, op cit. p-283. 
66 Robert Kreitner, Angelo Kinicki, op cit .p- 224.  
67 Eugene McKenna, Business Psychology and Organizational Behavior, A student’s Handbook, 3rd ed., 
Psychology Press Ltd, Church Road, Hove, East Sussex, New York, 2005, P-276. 
68 Stephen P. Robbins, op cit. p-69. 
69 Robert P. Vecchio, Greg Hearn, Greg Southey,  p-187. 
70 Fred Luthans, Organizational Behavior, 10th ed. Irwin/ McGraw Hill New York, 2005, p-211-12. 
71 Ibid.  
72 Laurie J. Mullins, op cit. p- 525 
73 Ibid. p-212-13. 
74 Laurie J. Mullins, op cit. p-520-21. 
75 Fred Luthans, op cit. p-214 – 15. 
 
76 Laurie J. Mullins, op. cit, p-521. 
 
Chapter.  3. 

1 Laurie J. Mullins, Management and Organizational Behavior, 4th ed., Pitman Publishing London, 1996, p-246. 
2 Ibid. 

3 Fred Luthans, Organizational Behavior, McGraw Hill Irwin, New York, 10th ed., 2005,p-546). 

4 Ibid. 
5 Ibid.  
6 Ibid. 
7 Robert P. Vecchio, Greg Hearn & Greg Southey, Organizational Behavior,2nd ed., Harcourt Brace & 
Company Australia, 1999 
8    Fred Luthans,  op cit ,  
9   Ibid. 
10 Ibid. 

11 Robert Kreitner& Angelo Kinicki, O.B.5th ed. Irwin/McGraw Hill Inc., New York, U.S.A., 2002, p-551.) 



 301

                                                                                                                                                    
12 (Ivancevich, Olekans and Matteson, Organizational Behavior and Management, Irwin/ McGraw Hill Book 
Co, Roseville, NSW,Australia, 1997 (reprint 2001) p-429). 

13 S.P.Robbins, Mary Coulter, Management, 7th ed. Pearson Education Inc. India, 2002, p-458) 

14 Ibid. Ivancevich, Olekans and Matteson, op cit. 429. 
15 Stephen P. Robbins, Organizational Behavior, Prentice Hall Inc., Upper Saddle River, New Jersey. ed. 9th 
,p- 313-14. 

16 (Hein Weihrich, Harold Koontz, Management, A Global Perspective, 10th ed. P-491) 

17 Ibid. 
18 Ibid.292. 
19 Stephen P. Robbins, op cit. p-354. 
20  Ibid.353. 
21 Terry, Franklin, Principles of Management, A.I.T.B.S Publishers, Delhi, 8th ed. 2003. p-218 
22 Stephen P. Robbins, op cit. 354. 
23 Ibid. 355. 
24 Terry, Franklin, op cit.218. 
25 Hein Weihrich, Harold Koontz, op cit., 293. 
26 Terry, Franklin, op cit., 218. 
27 Robert P. Vecchio, Greg Hearn & Greg Southey, op cit.   P-402 
28 Hein Weirich, Harold Koontz, op cit., 293. 
29 Stephen P. Robbins, op cit., p-417 
30 Terry, Franklin, op cir., P-219. 
31  Hein Weirich, Harold Koontz, op cit., P-292. 
32 Samuel C. Certo, Modern Management, Prentice-Hall, Inc., A Simon& Shuster Co., Upper Saddle River, 
New Jersey, 7th ed., 1997, p-256. 

33 Kathryn M. Bartol, David C. Martin, Management, McGraw – Hill Companies, 3rd ed., 1998, p-271. 

34 Hein Weirich, Harold Koontz., op cit.,P-491-92. 
35 Ivancevich, Olekans and Matteson, op cit., P-433-34. 
36 Ibid. 
37  Robert P. Vecchio, Greg Hearn & Greg Southey, op cit.,P-473-75. 
38 Paul Hersey, Kenneth Blanchard, Dewey E.Johnson P-105- 6. 
39 Ibid, p-105. 
40 Stephen P. Robbins., P-316 
41  Robert P. Vecchio, Greg Hearn & Greg Southey, op cit, P-475. 
42 Kathryn M. Bartol, David C. Martin, op cit., p-420. 
43 Fred Luthans, op cit., 549. 

44 Dale S Beach, Personnel, the Management of People at work, Macmillan Publishing Co. New York, 5th ed.,   
1985, p-338)   

45 (Samuel C. Certo, Modern Management, 7th ed., Prentice Hall Inc. A Simon & Schuster Co., Upper Saddle 
River, New Jersey, U.S.A., 1997,p-359) 
46 Terry, Franklin, op cit.,333. 
47 Robert Kreitner, Angelo Kinicki, op cit., P-558. 
48 Ibid. 
49 Robert P. Vecchio, Greg Hearn & Greg Southey, op cit, P-475. 
50 Paul Hersey, Kenneth Blanchard, Dewey E. Jones., op cit., P-107. 
51 Kathryn M. Bartol, David C. Martin, op cit., P-420. 
52 Laurie J. Mullins, op cit., P-257. 
53 Samuel C. Certo, op cit., P-358. 
54 Stephen P. Robbins, op cit., P-316. 
55 Ivancevich, Olekans and Matteson, op cit, p-435. 
56 Stephen P. Robbins, Op cit. 
57 Samuel C. Certo, op cit., P-360. 
58  Ibid. 
59 Ivancevich, Olekans and Matteson, op cit. 



 302

                                                                                                                                                    
60 Stephen P. Robbins., op cit. 
61 Ibid. P-317. 
62 Terry, Franklin., op cit,. P-336. 
63 Hein Weirich, Harold Koontz., op cit., P-497. 
64 Ibid. 
65 Paul Hersey, Kenneth Blanchard, Dewey E. Jones., op cit., P-109. 
66 Hein Weirich, Harold Koontz., op cit.P-497. 
67 Ibid. 
68 Terry, Franklin, op cit., 336. 
69 Hein Weirich, Harold Koontz., op cit.497. 
70 Laurie J.Mullins, op cit., P- 439. 
72 Paul Hersey, Kenneth Blanchard, Dewey E. Jones., op cit., P-114. 
73 Laurie J.Mullins, op cit., P-439. 
74, Jane Weightman, op cit., P-129. 
75 Hein Weirich, Harold Koontz. Op cit., P-500. 
76 Jane Weightman, op cit., P-129. 
77  Laurie J. Mullins, op cit., P-439 

78 Joseph M. Putti, Management, A functional Approach, McGraw Hill Book Co. Singapore, 1987,p-226) 

79 Laurie J. Mullins, op cit., P-439-42. 
80 Kathryn M. Bartol, David C. Martin, op cit., P-418. 
81 Danny A. Samson, Richard L. Daft., Management, Pacific Rim Edition, Nelson Australia Pty 
Limited,2003, 
  P-498. 
82 Hein Weirich, Harold Koontz. op cit., P-494. 
83 Ibid. 
84 Kathryn M. Bartol, David C. Martin, op cit., P-418. 
85 Danny A. Samson, Richard L. Daft, op cit. P- 498. 
86 Kathryn M. Bartol, David C. Martin, op cit., P-418. 
87 Hein Weirich, Harold Koontz. op cit., P-494- 95. 
88 Ibid. P-495. 
89 Laurie J. Mullins, op cit., P-466. 
90 Stephen P. Robbins, op cit., P-324. 
91 Samuel C. Certo, op cit., P-365. 
92 Paul Heresy, Kenneth Blanchard, Dewey E. Jones,op cit., P-126. 
93 Samuel C. Certo, op cit., P-365-66. 
94 Kathryn M. Bartol, David C. Martin, op cit., P-431-32, and Laurie J. Mullins, op cit., P-267.  
95 Samuel C. Certo, op cit., P-366. 
96  Kathryn M. Bartol, David C. Martin, op cit., P-432. 
97 Laurie J. Mullins, op cit., P-270. 
97 Ibid. 
101 Paul Hersey, Kenneth Blanchard, Dewey E. Jones, Managemen of Organizational Behavior, Leading 
Human Resources, 8th ed., Prentice – Hall of India Private Limited, New Delhi, India,2001, P-118. 
102  Ibid. P-118-19. 
103 Laurie J. Mullins, op cit., P-452-56. 
104 Laurie J. Mullins, op cit., P-456. 
104 Ibid.  
105 Muhammad Hussein Haykal, Umar Farooq, Alfaisal Publishers Urdu Bazar,Lahore Pakistan, P-768.  
106 Khurshid Ahmad, Islam, Its Meaning and Message, Book Promoters(Pvt.) Ltd., Markaz F-7, Islamabad, 
ed. 3rd 1999, P-36. 
107 Ibid.  
108 Ibid. P-37. 
109 Muhammad Yasin Mazhar Sidiqui, Organization of Government Under the Holy Prophet, Islamic 
Publications (Pvt.) Ltd. Lahore, 1988, P-261. 
110 Muhammad Hussein Haykal, Umar Farooq, op cit., P-432-34 and Maulana Shibli Naumani, Al-Farooq,  
      P-139-41. 
111 Al-Farooq, op cit,. P-195. 
112 Muhammad Hussein Haykal, Op cit,.P-766. 



 303

                                                                                                                                                    
113 Al-Qur’an, Surah, Az-Zumar, verse no. 9.  
114 Al-Quran, Surah Al-Baqarah. P-269. 
115 Al-Baqarah, Verse No.247. 
116 Khurshid Ahmed, op cit,.  P-38. 
 
Chapter 4. 
 
1 William B.Werther, Jr. & Keith Davis, Human Resources and personnel Management, 5th ed. McGraw- Hill  
Inc.USA.1996, P-341. 
2 http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_gx5209/is_1999/ai_n19125832/pg_2?tag=artBody;col1 
3 Ibid. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY. 
 

1. Allama Shibli Naumani, Al-Farooq. 

2. Alan Nankerins, Robert Campton, Marian Baird, Strategic Human Resource 

Management, Thomson Nelson Co. Australia, Ed: 4th 2002. 

3. Barry Cushway, Human Resource Management, Kogan Page, INDIA PVT. 

LTD. New Delhi, India, 2004. 

4. Danny Samson, Richard L. Daft, Management, Pacific Rim edition, Nelson 

Australia Pty Ltd, 2003. 

5. David A. DeCenzo, Stephen P. Robbins, Personnel / Human Resource 

Management, Prentice Hall Inc. Upper Saddle River New Jersey USA.ed. 3rd 

1998. 

6. Don Hellriegel, John W. Slocum Jr. Organizational Behavior, South-Western, 

Canada, 2004. 

7. Dr. Hameedullah, Islami Riasat,  

8. Eugene McKenna, Business Psychology and Organizational Behavior, A 

student’s Handbook, 3rd ed., Psychology Press Ltd, Church Road, Hove, East 

Sussex, New York, 2005. 

9. Fiona M.Wilson, Organizational Behavior and Work (A Critical Introduction), 

Oxford University Press, United Kingdom, 2004. 

10. Fred Luthans, Organizational Behavior, ed.10th . Irwin/ McGraw Hill New 

York, 2005.  

11. Griffin, Management, Houghton Mifflin Co. USA. ed.5th 2002. 

12. George Terry, Stephen Franklin, Management, AITBS Publishers, Delhi, 

ed.8th, 2003. 

13. Hein Weihrich, Harold Koontz, Management, A Global Perspective, McGraw 

Hill Inc. USA,ed. 10th. 

14. Jane Weightman, Introducing Organizational Behavior, Addison Wesely 

Longman Limited, United Kingdom, 1999. 

15. John W. Newstrom, Keith Davis, Organizational Behavior (Human Behavior 

at Work) McGraw Hill Inc. USA, ed.9th 1993. 

16. John M. Ivancevich, Lee Soo Hoon, Human Resource Management in Asia, 



McGraw Hill Education (Asia) Singapore, 2002. 

17. John M.Ivancevich, Michael T. Matteson, Organizational Behavior and 

Management, McGraw Hill Inc. New York, ed. 6th 2002. 

18. John Braton, Jeffrey Gold, Human Resource Management, Theory and 

Practice, Palgrave Macmillan, 175 Fifth Avenue New York, ed. 3rd,2003. 

19. Joseph M. Putti, Management, A functional Approach, McGraw Hill Book 

Co. Singapore, 1987. 

20. John Braton, Jeffrey Gold, Human Resource Management, Theory and 

Practice, Palgrave Macmillan, 175 Fifth Avenue New York, ed.3rd 2003. 

21. Kathryn M.Bartol, and David C. Martin, Management, McGraw Hill Co.USA. 

ed. 3rd 1998. 

22. Llydle Byars, Leslie W.Rue, Human Resource Management, McGraw Hill       
Co. USA, ed. 7th, 2003. 

23. Laurie J. Mullins, Management of Organizational Behavior, Pitman 

Publishing London, ed. 4th 1996. 

24. Mir Muhammad Ali, Technical Education in Pakistan, A Study of Issues and  

Strategies, National Book Foundation, Karachi, 1980. 

25. Mir Muhammad Ali, Themes in Technical A Study of Some Quality 

Improvement Aspects, National Book Foundation, Karachi, 1985. 

26. Muhammad Aslam Chaudhry, Muslim Political Thought, Publishers 

Emporium, Lahore, 2001. 

27. Muhammad Hussein Haykal, Life of Muhammad, 

28. Muhammad Hussein Haykal, Umer Farooq, 

29. Maulana Moududi, Khilafat wa Malukiat,  

30. Michael Armstrong, A Handbook of Human Resource Management 

Practice, Kogan Page Ltd. Ed:9th 2004. 

31. Nelarine Cornelius, Human Resource Management, A Managerial 

Perspective, Thomas Learning, Australia, ed. 2nd, 2001. 

32. Paul Hersey, Kenneth H. Blanchard, Dewey E. Johnson, Management of 

Organizational Behavior, Utilizing Human Resources, Prentice Hall Inc. New 

Jersey, Ed. 7th 1996. 

33. Paul Hersey, Kenneth H. Blanchard, Dewey E. Johnson, Management of 



Organizational Behavior, Leading Human Resources, Prentice Hall Inc. India 

Pty Ltd, ed. 8th 2001. 

34. Robert Lussier , Minas Poulas , Organizational  Behavior A skill-Building 

Approach, McGraw Hill Book Company Australia Pty Limited, 1998. 

35. Robert.P.Vecchio, Greag Hearn & Greag Southey, Organizational Behavior, 

Harcourt and Brace Australia, Ed. 2nd 1996. 

36. Richard L. Daft, Management, The Dryden Press USA. ed. 4th 1997. 

37. Robert P. Vecchio, Organizational Behavior (Core Concepts), The Dryden 

Press, United States of America, ed. 4th ,2000. 

38. Robert Clark, Jeremy Seward, Australian Human Resource Management 

(Frame work and Practice) 3rd ed. McGraw Hill Book Company Australia Pty 

Limited, 4 Barcoo Street, Roseville NSW 2069, Australia, 2000. 

39. Robert Kreitner, Angelo Kinicki, organizational Behavior 5th ed. Irwin / 

McGraw-Hill Co. New york300. USA,2001. 

40. Stephen P. Robbins.  Organizational Behavior, Prentice Hall Inc. USA, ed.9th, 

2001. 

41. Stephen P. Robbins & Mary Coulter, Management, Pearson Education Inc. 

Indian Branch, New Delhi, ed. 7th 2002. 

42. Stephen P. Robbins, Timothy A. Judge, Organizational Behavior, Prentice 

Hall of India Private Limited, New Delhi, ed.12th, 2007.   

43. Stephen P. Robbins, Managing Today, Prentice Hall Inc. New Jersey, USA. 

ed. 2nd, 2000. 

44. Steven McShane, Tony Travaglione, Organizational Behavior on the Pacific 

Rim, McGraw Hill Australia Pty Limited, 2004. 

45. The Holy Qur’an. 

46. Wane F. Casio, Managing Human Resources,(Productivity, quality of work 

life and profits)  ed. 6th,McGraw Hill Co.USA, 2003. 

47. William. Anthony, Pamela L. Perrewe, K. Michael Kackmar. Strategic 

Human Resource Management, the Dryden Press, USA 1993. 

48. William B.Werther, Jr. & Keith Davis, Human Resources and personnel 

Management, 5th ed. McGraw- Hill Inc.USA.1996. 



 1

QUESTIONNAIR 
                                                                      Annex-A 

 
NOTE: Please spare some of your precious time to fill the questionnaire by tick 

marking  ( √  ) the relevant box against each question. 
 Please don’t write your name on the questionnaire. Your signature is also 

not required. However, comments/suggestion, if any, will be appreciated  
on the back side of the questionnaire. 

TRADE: Polytechnic/Commerce/Vocational/Manpower. 
A C R: Annual Confidential Report. 
P E R:  Performance Evaluation Report. 
  Performance Appraisal = Performance Evaluation = P E R (ACR)Writing. 
Age  (Years):                1. (25-30),   2.(31-40),  3. (41-50),    4. (51-60). 
Service Length.(years):1. (1-5), 2. (6-10), 3. (11-20), 4.(21-30), 5(31-35). 
Gender:        (1) Male            (2) Female 
  Appraiser’s Style / Attitude     SA  A   SD   D   U    

Q-1.  I believe my Reporting Officer possess      □ □ □ □ □ 
requisite qualification and experience to         
effectively evaluate my performance.    

Q-2.  My  Reporting Officer is capable to   □ □ □ □ □  
  differentiate  between good performance  
  and poor performance.  

Q-3.  My Reporting Officer focus only on           □ □ □ □ □  
  quantitative aspect of my job out put. 

Q-4.  My Reporting Officer likes to admire the   □ □ □ □ □   
  quality aspect of my job out put/ 

performance 

Q-5.  My Reporting Officer gets very annoyed,  □ □ □ □ □ 
  if  my performance turns out to be average/  
  poor.                 

Q-6.  I believe my Reporting Officer, will       □ □ □ □ □ 
penalize  me by giving  me poor ratings  
of  PER  (ACR) if I fail to achieve the   
targets. 

Q-7.  My Reporting Officer takes into account    □ □ □ □ □ 
  the potential problems on the job which  
  negatively affect my performance, while 

evaluating my performance.  
 
SA = Strongly Agree  A = Agree  SD=Strongly Disagree,  D=Disagree, U=Undecided         



 2

 
         SA  A   SD   D   U    

  

Q-8.  I believe my Reporting Officer gives   □ □ □ □ □ 
  due weight age to my professional  
  qualifications  and experience, while 
   evaluating my performance. 

Q-9  If  I display excellent  performance, my     □ □ □ □ □ 
  Reporting Officer feels pleasure to award  
  me with due credit. 

Q-10.  My superior dictates my job objectives to me □ □ □ □ □   

Q-11.  My Reporting Officer takes all practical        □ □ □ □ □     
  steps to provide faculty members with  
  requisite facilities on the job to further  
  improve their performance and out put.    

Q-12  .My Reporting Officer lets me discuss       □ □ □ □ □ 
   and define job objectives with him. 
 
 
 
  SA = Strongly Agree  A = Agree  SD=Strongly Disagree,  D=Disagree, U=Undecided         
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Annexure-B 

  Feedback Dimension        
        SA   A   SD   D   U 

Q-13.  My Reporting Officer makes frequent □ □ □ □ □ 
   interactions with me, discussing  my   
  performance.  

Q-14.  My Reporting Officer convey me in     □ □ □ □ □ 
  writing   if my performance evaluation  
  results are excellent.  

Q15.  My Reporting Officer convey me  □ □ □ □ □  
  performance evaluations results through  
  my co-workers if they turn out to be poor. 

Q-16.  My Reporting Officer display the role of    □ □ □ □ □  
  facilitator. 

Q-17.  My Reporting Officer routinely  gives  □ □ □ □ □ 
  feedback that relates to things  I do at  
  my work.         

Q-18.   The feedback   given to me by my         □ □ □ □ □ 
  Reporting Officer  is  relevant  and  
  sufficient  enough to overcome my  
  performance short comings.  

Q-19.  My Reporting Officer admires me  □ □ □ □ □ 
  in writing when I display excellent  
  performance  

Q-20.  I need more feedback whether I am   □ □ □ □ □ 
achieving my job objectives. 

 
 
    

SA = Strongly Agree  A = Agree  SD=Strongly Disagree,  D=Disagree, U=Undecide 
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Annexure – C 
    SA   A   SD  D   U 

                       Motivational  Dimension  

Q.21.   My reporting Officer will “get on my   □ □ □ □ □ 
  my back” If I fail to achieve my job 

targets and objectives.      

Q-22.  My Reporting Officer rewards me  □ □ □ □ □  
  with due credit by giving me higher 
  rating of PER (ACR) when I display  
  good  performance. 

Q-23.  If my performance is poor my Reporting  □ □ □ □ □ 
  Officer reprimands  me. 

Q-24.  If I achieve my job objectives, I  receive   □ □ □ □ □ 
  adequate recognition from my Reporting  
  Officer. 

Q-25.  My Reporting Officer takes all possible □ □ □ □ □  
  steps to create conducive working  
  environment for the subordinates to  
  improve their performance.  

Q-26.  My satisfaction level is enhanced   □ □ □ □ □ 
  when my Reporting Officer rewards  me 
  for good  performance. 

Q-27.  Due appreciation of my job by my  □ □ □ □ □ 
  Reporting Officer induce  me for more  
  efforts to show higher level of  
  performance  

Q- 28.              My Reporting Officer appreciates my            □ □ □ □ □ 
  My professional honesty too much. 

Q-29  My reporting Officer enjoy motivating  □ □ □ □ □  
  his subordinates to want to do more by 
  giving them higher grades of PER (ACR) 

Q-30.  Achieving my job objectives through good    □ □ □ □ □ 
   performance increases my promotion chances. 
      

SA = Strongly Agree  A = Agree  SD=Strongly Disagree,  D=Disagree, U=Undecided 



               Annexure – D 
Appraiser’s Biasness    SA   A  SD  D    U  

Q-31.  I believe my Reporting Officer  admires □ □ □ □ □  
  my personal loyalty more than my job 
  performance/out put. 

Q-32.  I believe my Reporting Officer treats  □ □ □ □ □ 
  all faculty members at equal footings  
  to  please them irrespective of difference  
  in their level of  performance and output. 

Q-33.  If my Reporting Officer is annoyed with  □ □ □ □ □ 
  me on personal matters, I believe he will  
  give me poor ratings of PER (ACR) by  
  turning blind eye to my good performance. 

Q-34.  I feel under stress due to biased  attitude □ □ □ □ □ 
  of my Reporting Officer towards my  
  performance evaluation. PER (ACR writing). 

Q-35.  Biased attitude of my Reporting Officer  □ □ □ □ □  
  negatively affects my performance and 
  output. 

Q-36.  Unbiased attitude of my Reporting Officer  □ □ □ □ □ 
  boosts  me to exert more efforts to show  
  higher level of performance.  

Q-37.  My Reporting Officer takes into  □ □ □ □ □    
  accounts performance rating standards  
  while evaluating  my performance. 

Q-38.  My Reporting Officer gives performance □ □ □ □ □    
  ratings that reflect his or her personal like  
  or dislike of employees. 

Q-39.  I believe that negative remarks of my   □ □ □ □ □ 
  Reporting Officer in my PER can deprive  
  me of promotion chance. 

Q.40.   My  Reporting Officer remains biased in         □ □ □ □ □ 
  Comparing my performance outcomes/results 

with that of my co –workers. 
 

  SA = Strongly Agree  A = Agree  SD=Strongly Disagree,  D=Disagree, U=Undecided 
 



      Annexure- E 
 
                       System’s Effectiveness  

      SA   A  SD  D    U  

Q-41  The existing PER (ACR) form used                    □ □ □ □ □   
  in my Department meets the requirements   
  of my performance evaluation by my  

Reporting Officer. 

Q-42.  The  existing performance appraisal               □ □ □ □ □   
system in vogue in my department  
matches with my  job description contents.  

Q-43  I believe all aspects/dimensions of my       □ □ □ □ □   
 performance on the job are reflected in 
the PER (ACR) by my Reporting Officer    

Q-44.  I believe the existing PER (ACR)           □ □ □ □ □ 
  system helps in improving my  

performance / productivity on the job. 

Q-45  I believe the existing PER(ACR)     □ □ □ □ □ 
  system has any impact on my routine  
  duties on the job and satisfaction level.    

Q-46.  My Reporting Officer appreciates my        □ □ □ □ □ 
  professional competencies.  

Q-47.  My Reporting Officer pays due consideration       □ □ □ □ □  
  To my personal problems which affects my  
  performance on the job.  

Q-48.  I get the needed support from my Reporting         □ □ □ □ □ 
  Officer to accomplish my job objectives.  

Q-49.  I have enough resources at my disposal to            □ □ □ □ □ 
  to accomplish my job objectives.  

Q-50.  I believe my Reporting Officer engage with         □ □ □ □ □ 
  all faculty members at an equal level of morality 
  and justice. 
 
 
  SA = Strongly Agree  A = Agree  SD=Strongly Disagree,  D=Disagree, U=Undecided 
 
 



Annexure- E 
 
                       System’s Effectiveness  

  SA   A  SD  D    U  

Q-41  The existing PER (ACR) form used                 □ □ □ □ □   
  in my Department meets the requirements   
  of my performance evaluation by my  

Reporting Officer. 

Q-42.  The  existing performance appraisal               □ □ □ □ □   
system in vogue in my department  
matches with my  job description contents.  

Q-43  I believe all aspects/dimensions of my         □ □ □ □ □   
 performance on the job are reflected in 
the PER (ACR) by my Reporting Officer    

Q-44.  I believe the existing PER (ACR)          □ □ □ □ □ 

  System helps in improving my  
performance / productivity on the job. 

Q-45  I believe the existing PER(ACR)       □ □ □ □ □ 
  system has any positive impact on my  
  routine duties on the job.    

Q-46.  My Reporting Officer appreciates my       □ □ □ □ □ 
  professional competencies.  

Q-47.  My Reporting Officer pays due consideration      □ □ □ □ □  
  to my personal problems which affects my  
  performance on the job.  

Q-48.  I get the needed support from my Reporting          □ □ □ □ □ 
  Officer to accomplish my job objectives.  

Q-49.  I have enough resources at my disposal to              □ □ □ □ □ 
  to accomplish my job objectives.  

Q-50.  I believe my Reporting Officer engage with           □ □ □ □ □ 
  all faculty members at an equal level of morality 
  and justice. 
 
  SA = Strongly Agree  A = Agree  SD=Strongly Disagree,  D=Disagree, U=Undecided 
 
 
 



To,  
 The Principal, 
 G.C.T/ G.P.I./G.C.C/G.C.M.S/G.T.V.C (Boys / Women) 
  
 ---------------------------------------------- 
 
Subject:-  Filling of Questionnaire for Ph.D research work. 
 
Respected Sir, 
 
 The undersigned is conducting research on the “Performance Appraisal System in 

vogue in Technical Education & Manpower Training Department (N.W.F.P). For the 

purpose of collecting necessary primary data from the teaching faculty to carry out Ph.D 

research work, a questionnaire containing five parts (Annexure- A, B, C, D and  E) has 

been prepared. Copies of the questionnaire numbering -------- are sent here with for 

distribution among the faculty members working in your college/institute. The same may 

please be got filled from the concerned respondents and sent back to the undersigned at 

an earliest. If you could manage to spare some of your precious time and fill a copy of the 

questionnaire yourself, it will be highly  appreciated. 

 Your worthy cooperation in the matter under reference is solicited, which can go a 

long way in helping the undersigned to complete the Ph.D research work at an earliest 

and in the appropriate manner. 

   Thanking you in anticipation. 

  

Dated:           /      /2007 

              Yours faithfully, 

 

       Ayaz. Khan.    

                        Assistant Professor, 

              Govt. College of Mgt. Sciences, 

              Jamrud ( Khyber Agency). 

       

 



 
Performance Management 

Appraisal Form

 

Employee Name:  
 
Position/Title:  
 
Department:  
 
Date: 

Completing the Performance Appraisal Form 
 
The performance appraisal form is designed to link employee performance to our institutional mission 
and values as reflected in the Ignatian tradition and to provide guidance and consistency to the 
performance evaluation process. It should be used to summarize and evaluate an employee's overall 
performance for the past year and to set work goals and professional development goals for the next 
year. Work goals relate to the essential functions, or primary responsibilities, of an employee's position 
and serve to identify results (i.e., specific tasks or projects) to be achieved. Professional development 
goals relate to the competencies, or knowledge, skills and abilities, that an employee needs to perform 
the essential functions of his/her current position and/or to prepare him/her for future career growth.
 
To assist you with this process, as well as with discussing performance with an employee throughout 
the year, performance attributes, or competencies, are provided below. They describe what effective 
performance looks like at Boston College. Click on the links to view definitions.  
 
Additional performance attributes/competencies may be identified by the supervisor and employee to 
further customize the appraisal to the employee's position.

Performance Attributes 
Identify those performance attributes/competencies in the following table that are most pertinent to 
evaluating the employee's overall performance during the past year as well as those most relevant to 
the goals to be established for the next year. Reference these as you complete the goals section and the 
supervisor's comments section of the appraisal form.

 

http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-work-goals/
http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-competencies/


Performance Attributes/Competencies
Big Picture Perspective Applying Technology Continuous Learning

 
Communication  Valuing Diversity Decision-Making/Problem Solving

 
Teamwork Openness to Change  Customer Focus

 
 Productivity People Development  

 
Additional Performance Attributes/
Competencies

  

 

Past Year's Goals 
 
State work goals and professional development goals, as defined in the introductory section of this 
form, and list results achieved. If no goals were formally set, please cite primary accomplishments. 
 
Work Goals                                               Results Achieved/Primary Accomplishments 
 
 
 
 
Professional Development Goals              Results Achieved/Primary Accomplishments 
 
 

 

Next Year's Goals 
 
List a limited number of work goals and professional development goals for the next year, as 
determined by supervisor and employee using the S.M.A.R.T. goal criteria, and identify specific 
actions needed to assist the employee in making progress. List also professional development goals 
that may pertain to the employee's longer term career growth and an action plan for facilitating 
progress. 
 
Work Goals                                                                            Actions Needed 
 
 
 
 
Professional Development Goals                                          Actions Needed
 
 
Performance Summary

http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-competencies/#bigpic
http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-competencies/#tech
http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-competencies/#learn
http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-competencies/#comm
http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-competencies/#diversity
http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-competencies/#dec
http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-competencies/#team
http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-competencies/#opentochange
http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-competencies/#cust
http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-competencies/#prod
http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-competencies/#people
http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-work-goals/
http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/resources/c-work-goals/


 
The supervisor and employee should use this section of the review to make additional comments about 
and provide a summary of the employee’s performance over the past year.
 
Supervisor Performance Summary:
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Supervisor Signature and Date:
 
 
Employee Performance Summary:
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Employee Signature and Date: 
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Employee:_____________________  Department: __________________ Control Unit: _______________________   
Evaluation Period:                               From _________ to _________        Annual ____Other______ 
Appointment:                     Limited, end date: ___________  Career ____   Probationary period ends: ________   
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Instructions:
 
Effective evaluation of job performance is an on-going process.  Annually each manager or supervisor provides a 
summary of progress toward meeting job expectations and last year’s goals. This form is to be used for annual 
evaluations, and at other times during the year when formal feedback is needed.  
 
These forms have been approved for employees covered by the Personnel Policies for Staff Members (PPSM) for 
the 2008 cycle.  For represented employees, departments will want to use forms that have been approved by the 
respective bargaining units. 
  
Part I – Job Success Factors 
These include knowledge, skills and basic competencies. Rate each factor based on performance during the 
period identified above.  The factors include knowledge and skills specific to this position (Part 1-A), and 
competencies common to the campus professional job standards (Part 1-B) 
 
Part II – Goals from last year or last evaluation period 
Rate the progress made on each of the goals established at the beginning of the period. 
 
Part III – Goals for this coming year or evaluation period 
Enter the performance goals for the next period to be evaluated. 
 
Part IV – Professional Development Plan 
Enter any actions that will be taken by the employee or manager to support the goals indicated in Part III above, 
or specific job success factors in Part I.  The plan may include career growth, job mastery, or actions to correct 
performance. 

Rating Scale: 
 
Level 5 (E) Exceptional 
 Performance far exceeded expectations due to exceptionally high quality of work performed in 

all essential areas of responsibility, resulting in an overall quality of work that was superior; and 
either 1) included the completion of a major goal or project, or 2) made an exceptional or 
unique contribution in support of unit, department, or University objectives. This rating is 
achievable by any employee though given infrequently. 

 
Level 4 (EE) Exceeds expectations 

Performance consistently exceeded expectations in all essential areas of responsibility, and 
the quality of work overall was excellent.  Annual goals were met. 

 
Level 3 (ME) Meets expectations 

Performance consistently met expectations in all essential areas of responsibility, at times 
possibly exceeding expectations, and the quality of work overall was very good.  The most 
critical annual goals were met. 

 
Level 2 (I) Improvement needed  

Performance did not consistently meet expectations – performance failed to meet expectations 
in one or more essential areas of responsibility, and/or one or more of the most critical goals 
were not met.  A professional development plan to improve performance must be outlined in 
Section 4, including timelines, and monitored to measure progress. 

 
Level 1 (U) Unsatisfactory 

Performance was consistently below expectations in most essential areas of responsibility, 
and/or reasonable progress toward critical goals was not made.  Significant improvement is 
needed in one or more important areas.  In Section 4, a plan to correct performance, including 
timelines, must be outlined and monitored to measure progress. 
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Part I.  Job Success Factors  

    Factors                Rating  Comments 
A. KNOWLEDGE and SKILLS SPECIFIC TO THIS JOB       

Demonstrates the essential functions, knowledge and skills articulated in the 
job description  
 

 (may give a global rating OR insert here essential functions as 
listed in the job description, include them by reference in an 
attached copy of the job description, or paraphrase from the job 
description) 

 
 

 
 
 
U 

 
 
 
I 

 
 
 
ME 

 
 
 
EE 

 
 
 
E 

 

B. PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCIES       
    1.  Inclusiveness 
Promotes cooperation, fairness and equity; shows respect for people and 
their differences; works to understand perspectives of others; demonstrates 
empathy; brings out the best in others 

  

 

 
 
U 

 
 
I 

 
 
ME 

 
 
EE 

 
 
E 

 

    2. Stewardship 
Demonstrates accountability and sound judgment in using university 
resources in open and effective manner, appropriate understanding of 
confidentiality, university values; adheres to policies, procedures, and safety 
guidelines 

 
 
 
U 

 
 
 
I 

 
 
 
ME 

 
 
 
EE 

 
 
 
E 

 

    3. Problem solving 
Identifies problems, involves others in seeking solutions, conducts 
appropriate analyses, searches for best solutions;  responds quickly to new 
challenges 

  

 
 
 
U 
 

 
 
 
I 

 
 
 
ME 

 
 
 
EE 

 
 
 
E 

 

   4. Decision making 
Makes clear, consistent, transparent decisions; acts with integrity in all 
decision making; distinguishes relevant from irrelevant information and 
makes timely decisions 

  

 
 
U 

 
 
I 

 
 
ME 

 
 
EE 

 
 
E 

 

   5. Strategic planning and organizing 
Understands big picture and aligns priorities with broader goals, measures 
outcomes, uses feedback to change as needed, evaluates alternatives, 
solutions oriented, seeks alternatives and broad input; can see connections 
within complex issues 

 
 
 
U 

 
 
 
I 

 
 
 
ME 

 
 
 
EE 

 
 
 
E 

 

    6. Communication 
Connects with peers, subordinates and customers, actively listens, clearly 
and effectively shares information,  demonstrates effective oral and written 
communication skills 

  

 
 
 
U 

 
 
 
I 
 

 
 
 
ME 

 
 
 
EE 

 
 
 
E 

 

    7. Quality improvement 
Strives for efficient, effective, high quality performance in self and the unit; 
delivers timely and accurate results; resilient when responding to situations 
that are not going well; takes initiative to make improvements 

  

 
 
U 

 
 
I 

 
 
ME 

 
 
EE 

 
 
E 

 

    8. Leadership 
Accepts responsibility for own work; develops trust and credibility; 
demonstrates honest and ethical behavior 

  

 
 
U 

 
 
I 

 
 
ME 

 
 
EE 

 
 
E 

 

    9. Teamwork 
Cooperates and collaborates with colleagues as appropriate; works in 
partnership with others. 
  

  

 
 
U 

 
 
I 

 
 
ME 

 
 
EE 

 
 
E 

 



UC Berkeley 
Performance evaluation and planning form                                                          Professional 

 
Employee:_____________________  Department: __________________ Control Unit: _______________________   
Evaluation Period:                               From _________ to _________        Annual ____Other______ 
Appointment:                     Limited, end date: ___________  Career ____   Probationary period ends: ________   

© 2007-2008 UC Regents  Page 3 of 4 

PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCIES, continued       

   10. Service focus 
Values the importance of delivering high quality service to internal and 
external clients; understands the needs of the client; customer service focus; 
shares accountability for results provided 

  

 
 
U 

 
 
I 

 
 
ME 

 
 
EE 

 
 
E 

 

    11. Unit or department specific competency (optional)  
U 

 
I 

 
ME 

 
EE 

 
E 

 

 
 
 

 

Part II – Last Period’s Goals 
 
 Goal       Rating  Comments 

 
1. 

 
U 

 
I 

 
ME 

 
EE 

 
E 

 

 
2. 

 
U 

 
I 

 
ME 

 
EE 

 
E 

 

 
3. 

 
U 

 
I 

 
ME 

 
EE 

 
E 

 

 
4. 

 
U 

 
I 

 
ME 

 
EE 

 
E 

 

 
5. 

 
U 

 
I 

 
ME 

 
EE 

 
E 

 

       

 
 

 
OVERALL RATING (based on Parts I and II) 
Relative weights of job success factors and performance goals 
are determined by the manager or supervisor.  Higher priority 
items may be highlighted. 

 
 
U 

 
 
I 

 
 
ME 

 
 
EE 

 
 
E 
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Part III – Next Period’s Goals 
 
1 
 
Measure of success: 
2. 
 
Measure of success: 
3. 
 
Measure of success: 
4. 
 
Measure of success: 
5. 
 
Measure of success: 
 

Progress toward meeting these goals will be reviewed at the time of the next evaluation. 
 

Part IV. Professional Development Plan 
 
 

 
Signatures: 

Employee:_____________________________________ Date: ________________________ 
My signature indicates that I have received a copy of this evaluation.   
___ I would like to include comments from my self assessment. 

 
Manager/supervisor:    Name:_____________________________ 
                       Signature: ____________________________ Date: ________________________ 

 
 Department manager:    Name: ____________________________ 
            Signature: ____________________________  Date:  _______________________ 
 

The employee being evaluated is to receive a copy of the completed evaluation form 
and one copy shall be placed in the personnel file. 



PERFORMANCE REVIEW

For Classified Civil Service
and

Unclassified Staff
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Guidelines for Conducting an
Effective Performance Review

Prepare yourself and your employee.
• schedule ample time and a private place for the discussion
• notify the employee in advance, in writing
• review documentation (notes, letters, files, etc.) before working on the review
• remember that performance management is a key service to your employees and unit

Make it “priority time.”
• create an agenda for the meeting
• minimize interruptions

Set a tone of collaboration.
• start the discussion on a positive note
• encourage your employee’s participation

Be clear about your purpose.
• reinforce that the discussion will address strengths and areas for improvement

Review performance expectations.
• discuss the position description, units’ reasons for needing the position
• be clear about performance standards within your unit

Discuss performance that is below, meets, and exceeds expectations.
• use language that is clear and specific; use examples
• describe performance, not personality

Ask employee what he/she thinks.
• allow employee to speak freely before responding to his/her comments
• actively listen to your employee
• clarify your employee’s concerns, then address them

Set goals to:
• improve performance in targeted areas
• build on strengths
• develop the employee’s knowledge, skills, and abilities
• align the employee’s work with the needs of the unit

Agree to follow up.
• schedule at least one interim check-in on performance during the year
• ask how your employee prefers to receive feedback (written, verbal)
• discuss how your employee likes to be recognized for good work

Close with encouragement.
• offer your help and support
• end on a positive note by summarizing employee strengths and contributions
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Section 1: Employee Information

Employee Name _____________________________________

Working Title (if used) _____________________________________

Classification _____________________________________

Employee ID# _____________________________________

Department _____________________________________

Department # _____________________________________

Appraisal Period From ___________  to  ____________
                                                                  mo/day/yr              mo/day/yr

Type of review:
q Probationary (at the end of the probationary period
q Interim (as check point during the year, or before the end of probation)
q Annual (at the end of the performance year)

Section 2: Review Employee Performance on University Competencies

Use the following ratings to evaluate performance in each area:

Well Above Performance is repeatedly above expectations.
Above performance is sometimes above expectations.
Meets Performance meets expectations.
Below Performance is sometimes below expectations.

Well Below Performance is repeatedly below expectations.

The following performance competencies reflect the University’s core values.  Each employee is
accountable for performance in these areas.

A. Quality Service
• listens carefully and responds to customer requests and problems
• delivers friendly, courteous service to internal and external customers
• demonstrates a commitment to increasing customer satisfaction
• looks for and makes continuous improvements
• performs with accuracy, thoroughness and effectiveness
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Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples:

Check one rating for Quality Service:

Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above

If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you and the
employee work to improve this?

B. Respect and Community
• establishes and maintains respectful and cooperative working relationships
• demonstrates respect for individuals in all forms of communication
• supports unit and university goals and priorities
• demonstrates respect for a positive, diverse work environment and university

community
• handles interpersonal conflicts constructively

Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples:

Check one rating for Respect and Community:

Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above

If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you and the
employee work to improve this?

C. Learning and Development
• constructively uses feedback from multiple sources
• seeks new challenges and increased responsibility
• demonstrates willingness to try new approaches
• seeks and participates in learning and development activities
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Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples:

Check one rating for Learning and Development:

Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above

If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you and the
employee work to improve this?

D. Focus on Results
• sets goals in alignment with unit and university priorities
• organizes work to achieve goals
• identifies and solves problems
• achieves targeted results
• accomplishes a fair and agreed-upon workload
• accepts responsibility for own actions

Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples:

Check one rating for Focus on Results:

Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above

If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you and the
employee work to improve this?

E. Job Knowledge
• understands job requirements and responsibilities
• demonstrates ability to perform necessary tasks and procedures
• keeps informed on up-to-date job methods, skills, and techniques
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Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples:

Check one rating for Job Knowledge:

Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above

If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you and the
employee work to improve this?

F. Job-Specific Competency (optional) ___________________________________

The supervisor and employee create a job-specific competency area to supplement the University
competencies (A-E above).

Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples:

Check one rating for _________________________________:

Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above

If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you and the
employee work to improve this?

G. Performance Management (complete for supervisors only)
• sets clear expectations with staff
• gives feedback in a respectful, constructive way
• encourages staff to seek feedback from multiple sources
• promotes self-development and responsiveness to feedback
• uses coaching skills effectively to improve staff performance
• conducts effective and timely performance reviews
• recognizes excellent performance
• encourages staff to engage in learning and development opportunities
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Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples:

Check one rating for Performance Management:

Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above

If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you and the
employee work to improve this?

H. Leadership (complete for supervisors only)
• builds commitment to mission and priorities of unit and university
• actively involves staff in planning and decision making
• ensures a focus on core performance competencies
• fosters a work environment characterized by mutual respect
• provides direction and defines priorities
• acts with integrity

Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples:

Check one rating for Leadership:

Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above

If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you and the
employee work to improve this?
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Section 3: Review Goals (Optional)

If appropriate, attach a copy of the employee’s performance goals for this year.  Review and
make comments below.

Section 4: Summarize Performance and Make Additional Comments

Check one rating for overall performance:

Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above

Supervisor’s summative or additional comments (add sheets if needed):

Employee’s comments (add sheets if needed):

Section 5: Complete the Employee Professional Development Plan
Write down 1-4 professional development goals and specific action steps to achieve the goals.
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Section 6: Signatures and Processing

Sign below and:

1. Give a copy to the employee
2. Place the original in the employee’s personnel file

Employee check here:

q My supervisor and I have reviewed this document together.
(Signing the form indicates only that the form has been reviewed with you and that
you have received a copy.  It does not imply agreement.)

Employee’s Signature _______________________________________ Date________________

Supervisor’s Signature _______________________________________ Date_______________

This document was
reviewed by               ________________________________________ Date_______________
                                           (dean or administrative office signature)

Retention of Performance Review Form:

• Do not return a copy of this form to the Office of Human Resources

• You are required to retain a copy in the employee’s personnel file within your unit.

• Performance review forms must be retained for each employee for six years after
separation from the University.

For questions or comments, please call the Office of Human Resources, Consulting Services, at
292-2800 to speak to the primary contact person for your area.

Office of Human Resources
Revised 2/98



NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY      Appendix P-4 
Human Resources Management 

 
Administrative and Professional Performance Appraisal Form 

 
 

 
Employee Name   Appraisal Date  Hire Date  
      
VP/College  Department Name  Time in Position  
    
Position Title  Supervisor's Signature  
    
 Next Level Manager's Signature  *Employee's Signature  

 
*  Employee's signature implies neither agreement nor disagreement with this appraisal.  The signature indicates only that the  
employee has read this evaluation and discussed it with the supervisor. 
 
 

I  PERFORMANCE REVIEW -  Use additional sheets if necessary. 
 
A.  Major Responsibility Area: 
 
 
 
 Expected Level of Performance: 
 
 
 
 Actual Performance Results: 
 
 
 
 How does this support the University and/or Department goals? 
 
 
 

 Performance Rating:   Performance Weighting:    
 
B.  Major Responsibility Area: 
 
 
 
 Expected Level of Performance: 
 
 
 
 Actual Performance Results: 
 
 
 
 How does this support the University and/or Department goals? 



 
 

 Performance Rating:   Performance Weighting:    
 
 
C. Major Responsibility Area: 
 
 
 
 Expected Level of Performance: 
 
 
 
 Actual Performance Results:   
 
 
 How does this support the University and/or Department goals? 
  
 
 
 
 
 

 Performance Rating:   Performance Weighting:    
 
D. Major Responsibility Area: 
 
 
 
 Expected Level of Performance: 
 
 
 
 Actual Performance Results:    
 
 
 
 How does this support the University and/or Department goals? 
 
 
 

 Performance Rating:   Performance Weighting:    
 
E. Major Responsibility Area: 
 
 
 
 Expected Level of Performance: 
 
 
 



 Actual Performance Results:    
 
 
 How does this support the University and/or Department goals? 
 
 
 
 

 Performance Rating:   Performance Weighting:    
 
 
 

II  SIGNIFICANT ACCOMPLISHMENTS/UNUSUAL OBSTACLES 
(Summarize any accomplishments and/or obstacles which may have had particular impact.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



NAME: __________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
III  SKILLS ANALYSIS / MODE OF PERFORMANCE  
(This section is used to examine HOW the employee achieved his/her end 
results.  Accordingly, consider the degree to which each of the following 
skills contributes to the employee's effectiveness. Please indicate the 
appropriate "Appraisal Code" within each box and illustrate with pertinent 
job-related examples.)  

    APPRAISAL CODE 
       +   a strong point 
        s    fully satisfactory 
        -    needs improvement 
        o   not observed 

 
 Professional/Technical Knowledge 

 
 Written Communication  Analytical  Initiative 

 
 Organizational Planning 

 
 Client Relationships  Adaptability/Flexibility  Team Effort 

 
 Decision Making 

 
 
Comments:  
 
 
 
 
For positions with supervisory accountabilities in addition to the preceding: 
 
 Leadership 

 
  Goal Setting/Evaluation   Progress toward Affirmative Action Goals 

 
       

 Decisiveness 
 

 Development of Staff 

 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



NAME: __________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

IV  DEVELOPMENT DISCUSSIONS 

 
A.  Recommendations for Development 
(List specific recommendations to facilitate continued employee development for professional growth.) 
 
 
 
B.  Performance Improvement Requirements 
(List specific areas in which performance did not meet expectations and improvement is necessary.) 
 
 
 
C.  Actions to be taken by Employee/Supervisor 
(i.e., related to specific recommendations and/or requirements in either A or B above)  
 
 
Development activities that specifically support the University and/or Department goals? 
 
 
 
 

V  OVERALL PERFORMANCE RATING: 

 
   Code 5  -  Performance clearly and  consistently exceeds all job requirements. 
   Code 4  -  Performance frequently exceeds job requirements. 
   Code 3  -  Performance consistently meets all job requirements.  
   Code 2  -  Performance meets some but not all job requirements. 
  *Code 1  -  Performance consistently fails to meet job requirements. 
   * Requires consultation with Human Resources Management 
 
 
            OVERALL PERFORMANCE RATING: 

 

 
 
 
 

VI  EMPLOYEE COMMENTS (Optional): 

 



 
The purpose of this appraisal form is to provide a written record for the staff member and his or her supervisor on the 
nature of the former’s job and his or her performance in it.  Supervisors are urged to be frank in their evaluations both for 
the benefit of the staff member and for the accuracy of this appraisal record.  This appraisal will become a part of the staff 
member’s personnel file. 

 
Staff Member 

      
Job Title 

      
Department/Office 

      

Supervisor 

      
Appraisal Period 

      
Date of Appraisal 

      

Sections I and II are to be completed by the Supervisor. 

I. MAJOR RESPONSIBILITIES  List the major responsibilities of the staff member’s position in approximate order of 
importance. 

      

II. SUPERVISOR COMMENTS.  Briefly describe problems in performance of specific job responsibilities or any other 
problems related to the work of the individual in your organization.  Based upon your discussion with the staff 
member, specify how improvement might be made. 

      
 

Supervisor:  sign and give form to staff member.       Date 
 

CONFIDENTIAL 

             PRINCETON UNIVERSITY 
                         STAFF PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL                FORM A 



III. STAFF MEMBER COMMENTS.  This section may be left blank or it may be used to comment in support of or in  
disagreement with appraisals and observations recorded on this form.  Note other relevant aspects of your job or 
performance. 

      

 

Staff member sign and return form to your supervisor within 48 hours of its receipt.                   Date 
  
 

IV. REVIEWER’S SIGNATURE  the signature of the rater’s supervisor indicates that he or she has read the completed 
Staff Performance Appraisal. 

Date 

 
 

Return form to rating supervisor. 



 
The purpose of this appraisal form is to provide a written record for the staff member and his or her supervisor on the nature 
of the former’s job and his or her performance in it.  Supervisors are urged to be frank in their evaluation both for the benefit 
of the staff member and for the accuracy of this appraisal record.  This appraisal will become a part of the staff member’s 
personnel file. 
 

Staff Member 

      
Job Title 

      
Department/Office 

      

Supervisor 

      
Appraisal Period 

      
Date of Appraisal 

      

Section I is to be complete by the staff member being evaluated. 

I. MAJOR RESPONSIBILITIES  List the major responsibilities of your position in approximate order of importance. After 
you complete this section, forward this form to your supervisor. 

 

      

Sections II, III and IV are to be completed by the Supervisor. 

II. SUPERVISOR’S REVIEW OF RESPONSIBILITIES  Review the above list of major responsibilities and note your 
concurrence or comment on any additions, deletions or changes in priority that you feel are appropriate. 

 

      

CONFIDENTIAL 

             PRINCETON UNIVERSITY 
                         STAFF PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL                FORM B 



III. PERFORMANCE FACTOR RATINGS  Using the following definitions check the box that most closely describes 
the staff member’s performance for each of the required performance factors.  If a performance factor does not 
apply, please leave blank. 

 
EXCEPTIONAL:   Contributions and excellent work are widely recognized.  Performance consistently exceeds all 
defined expectations, producing important and impactful results through superior planning, executing and 
creativity. 

 
HIGHLY   EFFECTIVE:   Most performance objectives exceed expectations.  Projects and bjectives are 
completed in a manner that expands the scope and impact of the assignment and increases the impact on the 
business.  The employee is viewed as having made notable contributions to the department. 

 
EFFECTIVE:  Performance is competent and effective along established expectations, initiative, resourcefulness 
and good judgment are consistently exercised.  Employee makes a solid, reliable and meaningful contribution to 
the department. 

 
IMPROVEMENT REQUIRED:   Performance falls below expectations on one or two job requirements and 
responsibilities.  A performance improvement plan should be created. 

 

UNSATISFACTORY:  Performance falls below expectations on several critical job requirements and 
responsibilities.  Without significant improvement reassignment or separation are indicated.  A performance 
improvement plan must be in place.  

 

Factors 1 – 6 are to be completed for all biweekly and monthly paid non-faculty staff. 

Performance Factor EXCEPTIONAL 
HIGHLY 
EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE IMPROVEMENT UNSATISFACTORY 

      
1. QUALITY OF WORK 

Consider accuracy, thoroughness, effectiveness.      

2. FLEXIBILITY 

Consider performance under pressure and 
handling of multiple assignments. 

     

3. INITIATIVE 

Consider the extent to which the employee sets 
own constructive work practice and recommends 
and creates own procedures. 

     

4. DEPENDABILITY 

Consider the extent to which the employee 
completes assignments on time and carries out 
instructions. 

     

5. INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS 

Consider the extent to which the employee is 
cooperative, considerate, and tactful in dealing 
with supervisors, subordinates, peers, faculty, 
students and others. 

     

6. SAFETY COMPLIANCE 

The degree to which he or she complies with or 
over sees the compliance with University safety 
rules. 

     



 
 

The following are also to be completed for supervisory personnel and members of the administrative staff. 

 
7. ORGANIZATION 

To what extent are projects well conceived, 
analyzed, and carried out systematically? 

 

     

8. COMMUNICATIONS ABILITIES 
Are the individual’s thoughts expressed clearly 
and Concisely? 
a. Written 
b. Oral 

     

9. FACING ISSUES 
How well does the individual come to grips with 
unpleasant issues and seek to solve them by 
constructive action at this or her own level? 

     

10. UTILIZATION OF RESOURCES 
The degree to which the individual has utilized 
funds staff or equipment economically and 
effectively. 

     

11. STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
The extent to which the individual provides 
guidance and opportunities to his or her staff for 
their development and advancement in the 
University. (Supervisors only) 

     

12. AFFIRMATIVE ACTION 
The extent to which he or she applies the 
University’s philosophy of equal employment 
opportunity. 

     

 

IV. SUPERVISORY COMMENTS  Comment on the staff member’s strengths and weaknesses.  Also comment on any 
other factors of performance that were not included in Section III that you think should be included. 

 

      

Supervisor:  sign and give form to staff member      Date 

 



V. STAFF MEMBER COMMENTS  This section may be left blank or it may be used to comment in support of or in 
disagreement with appraisals and observations recorded on this form.  Note other relevant aspects of your job or 
performance. 

 

      

Staff member:  sign and return form to your supervisor within 48 hours receipt                             Date 

 

VI. REVIEWER’S SIGNATURE  The signature of the rater’s supervisor indicates that he or she has read the 
completed Staff Performance Appraisal. 

Date 

 

 
 

Return form to rating supervisor. 
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FORWARD TO LINE EXECUTIVE BY       05/12/2008 
RETURN TO HUMAN RESOURCES BY  05/16/2008 
 

 
 
 
 

MARIST COLLEGE 
ADMINISTRATIVE 

PERFORMANCE REVIEW FORM 
FOR MANAGEMENT/SUPERVISORY STAFF  

 
 
NAME: ______________________________________________________________________ 
 
TITLE: ______________________________________________________________________ 
 
OFFICE/DIVISION: ____________________________________________________________ 
 
SUPERVISOR: _______________________________________________________________ 
 
TYPE OF APPRAISAL: ____     PROBATIONARY ____   MID-YEAR ___  YEAR END ___ 
 
DATES COVERED: ___________________________________________________________ 
 
CURRENT STATUS:  ___ FULL-TIME ___12-MONTH ___ 10-MONTH 
          
                                    ___ PART-TIME   ___ OTHER 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION I – JOB DESCRIPTION REVIEW 

 
 

Supervisor and staff member must review the job description together. 
 
Does the job description properly describe the duties and responsibilities of this position?   
 

____ YES   ____ NO 
 

Are there any significant duties or responsibilities which would materially change the Job Description to 
be ____Added  ___Deleted ___Rephrased? 
 
 
If there are any changes, please update the job description and attach it to the completed 
Performance Review.  
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SECTION IIA:  PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES/RESULTS 
1.  Use this section to detail/describe the major outcomes/results the staff members achieved during this review period.  
Cover any relevant area however the focus should be on those planned outcomes/results achieved in support of 
College/Unit Missions or which were priorities/projects established to support the strategic plan or the unit operating plan:  
Attach the completed Performance Planning Worksheet for this review period (if applicable).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attach Additional Sheets as Required 
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SECTION IIB:  PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES AND CRITERIA 
The following performance categories or key result areas reflect a set of responsibilities and outcomes/results 
expected of all professional staff members.  While each staff member is accountable for overall performance in 
every category, in some instances certain criteria within a category may not be relevant to a particular position 
and therefore should not be considered.  Likewise, additional criteria not listed here may be relevant to a 
particular department, unit or position and should be added in the space provided.   
 
Use the following rating scales to evaluate performance in each area.  Add comments which support or clarify the rating 
assigned in the space provided. (Attach additional pages as necessary to appropriately document ratings). 
 

Performance Rating Scales 
 

Exceptional:                     Outcomes achieved/performance consistently exceeds expectations/plans in all  
                                           performance categories/key areas of responsibility, and has had a measurable impact,  
                                          departmental or college wide in at least one category/ key areas of responsibility (specific, 
                                          detailed documentation to support an overall rating of Exceptional must be included).                    
                   
Very Effective:                Outcomes achieved/performance effectively meets expectations/plans in all performance 
                                          categories/key areas of responsibility and exceeds expectations/plans in many areas. 
 
Effective:                         Outcomes achieved/performance meets expectations/plans in all or most performance 
                                          categories/key areas of responsibility and may even exceed expectations/plans in some areas. 
 
 Needs Improvement:     Outcomes achieved/performance meets expectations/plans in a number of performance  
                                          categories/key areas of responsibility but falls below expectations/plans in some  
                                          areas.  
                           
Unsatisfactory:               Outcomes achieved/performance does not meet expectations/plans in most  
                                          performance categories/key areas of responsibility. 
 
                       FOR SUPERVISORS AND MANAGERS ONLY - CORE 
PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES/KEY RESULT AREAS AND CRITERIA           

RATING 

1.    LEADERSHIP AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
• Builds commitment to mission and priorities of the unit and College. 
• Encourages teamwork; builds and maintains cooperative working relationships 

across departmental lines; actively supports development of campus community, 
• Supports responsible risk taking, creative problem solving and innovative 

thinking. 
• Maintains confidentiality and fosters a work environment characterized by trust, 

mutual respect, integrity and ethical behavior. 
• Identifies conflicts and helps parties to resolve them. 
• Demonstrates a commitment to hiring, developing and maintaining a diverse 
       workforce and to the Colleges Affirmative Action Program. 
• Promotes a supportive, harassment-free environment for all employees. 
• Communicates clearly and effectively; receives and provides constructive 

feedback; fosters open communication. 
 
 

(Overall Rating for Category) 
 

 Exceptional  
 Very Effective  
   Effective 
   Needs Improvement 
   Unsatisfactory  

 
 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 
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2. FOCUS ON RESULTS 
• Develops plans and establishes long-and short-range goals in support of College 

and unit missions, the strategic plan and unit operational plans. 
• Effectively directs staff towards meeting planned goals. 
• Appropriately organizes resources and workflow to meet deadlines. 
• Assigns work to maximize individual and group strengths. 
• Involves staff actively in planning, decision making and problem solving. 
• Delegates action/decision authority to most appropriate level. 
• Maximizes efficiency and effectiveness through the best use of resources and 

staff. 
• Establishes and monitors realistic budget plans. 
• Achieves targeted/planned results (unit and individual). 
 
 

(Overall Rating for Category) 
 

 Exceptional  
 Very Effective  
   Effective 
   Needs Improvement 
   Unsatisfactory  

 
 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 
 
 
 
 
3. LEARNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
• Reflects on and continually learns from experiences 
• Demonstrates flexibility and adapts well to change.  
• Demonstrates initiative and accepts new challenges. 
• Participates in learning and development activities. 
 
 

(Overall Rating for Category) 
 

 Exceptional  
 Very Effective  
   Effective 
   Needs Improvement 
   Unsatisfactory  

 
 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 
 
 
 
 

 

                       FOR SUPERVISORS AND MANAGERS ONLY - CORE 
PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES/KEY RESULT AREAS AND CRITERIA           

RATING 

4.     COMMITMENT TO QUALITY 
• Sets and monitors appropriate unit standards for the delivery of quality service in 

terms of accuracy, timelines, reliability and consistency.  
• Monitors and reacts appropriately to issues relating to “Customer” Satisfaction/ 

“Customer” Relations for internal as well as external customers. 
• Encourages and supports unit/staff efforts to improve the quality of programs, 

services, methods, procedures, systems etc in support of improved service quality 
delivery.  

(Overall Rating for Category) 
 

 Exceptional  
 Very Effective  
   Effective 
   Needs Improvement 
 Unsatisfactory  

 
 
 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 
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5.     PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
• Establishes and clearly communicates realistic performance expectations to staff, 

which support the College’s mission and strategic plan and the unit mission and 
operational plans.  

• Encourages staff to seek and utilize feedback from multiple sources. 
• Uses coaching and regular feedback effectively to improve performance, foster 

staff development; create change. 
• Documents agreed upon goals, objectives, achievements, problems and concerns. 
• Follows a policy of progressive discipline. 
• Conducts effective and timely performance evaluations. 
• Identifies performance improvement needs and supports employee learning and 

professional development. 
• Recognizes employee’s contributions and successful performance.  
 

(Overall Rating for Category) 
 

 Exceptional  
 Very Effective  
   Effective 
   Needs Improvement 
   Unsatisfactory  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 
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SECTION III:  OVERALL PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
Use the scale below to provide an overall evaluation of the employee’s performance during this review period.  Please 
summarize the performance and make additional comments in the space below.  NOTE:  Specific explanation must be 
provided for any rating of Exceptional or Very Effective and specific recommendations for improved performance must be 
made for any rating of Needs Improvement or Unsatisfactory.   
 
Overall Rating:       Exceptional 
                                Very Effective 
                                 Effective  
                                 Needs Improvement 
                                 Unsatisfactory 
 
 
 
 
Comments:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attach Additional Sheets as Required 
 
SECTION IV:  PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND/OR PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT PLAN 
Describe the coaching, training or development activities that would help improve performance in any performance 
category, promote learning and job growth, and/or enhance career development. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attach Additional Sheets as Required 
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SECTION V:  EMPLOYEE COMMENTS 
The employee may make any comments here regarding the above review and goals and/or work priorities for the next 
performance review period.  (Attach additional pages as desired to fully comment) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION VI:  COMMENTS OF LINE EXECUTIVE 
The Line Executive may comment here if knowledgeable regarding the performance of the staff member being reviewed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION VII:  SIGNATURES 
 
Signatures: 
 
 
                                                        
I have read and discussed this review with my supervisor and I understand its contents.  My signature does not necessarily 
imply that I agree with the review or its contents. 
 
 
 
_________________________________                                        ____________________________ 
         Employee’s Signature                                                                                 Date 
 
 
_________________________________     ______________      _____________________________   _________ 
          Immediate Supervisor’s Signature                  Date                              Line Executive                             Date 
 
 
 
 
The Performance Plan for this staff member will be completed by ____________; is attached____. 
 
 
_____________________________________                                  ______________________________ 
                    Supervisor’s Signature                                                                   Date 
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FORWARD TO LINE EXECUTIVE BY       05/12/2008 
RETURN TO HUMAN RESOURCES BY  05/16/2008 
 

 
 
 
 

MARIST COLLEGE 
ADMINISTRATIVE 

PERFORMANCE REVIEW FORM 
FOR NON-SUPERVISORY STAFF 

 
NAME: ______________________________________________________________________ 
 
TITLE: ______________________________________________________________________ 
 
OFFICE/DIVISION: ____________________________________________________________ 
 
SUPERVISOR: _______________________________________________________________ 
 
TYPE OF APPRAISAL: ____     PROBATIONARY ____   MID-YEAR ___  YEAR END ___ 
 
DATES COVERED: ___________________________________________________________ 
 
CURRENT STATUS:  ___ FULL-TIME ___12-MONTH ___ 10-MONTH 
          
                                    ___ PART-TIME   ___ OTHER 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION I – JOB DESCRIPTION REVIEW 

 
 

Supervisor and staff member must review the job description together. 
 
Does the job description properly describe the duties and responsibilities of this position?   
 

____ YES   ____ NO 
 

Are there any significant duties or responsibilities which would materially change the Job Description to 
be ____Added  ___Deleted ___Rephrased? 
 
 
If there are any changes, please update the job description and attach it to the completed 
Performance Review.  
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SECTION IIA:  PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES/RESULTS 
1.  Use this section to detail/describe the major outcomes/results the staff members achieved during this review period.  
Cover any relevant area however the focus should be on those planned outcomes/results achieved in support of 
College/Unit Missions or which were priorities/projects established to support the strategic plan or the unit operating plan:  
Attach the completed Performance Planning Worksheet for this review period   (if applicable). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attach Additional Sheets as Required 
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SECTION IIB:  PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES AND CRITERIA 
The following performance categories or key result areas reflect a set of responsibilities and outcomes/results 
expected of all professional staff members.  While each staff member is accountable for overall performance in 
every category, in some instances certain criteria within a category may not be relevant to a particular position 
and therefore should not be considered.  Likewise, additional criteria not listed here may be relevant to a 
particular department, unit or position and should be added in the space provided.   
 
Use the following rating scales to evaluate performance in each area.  Add comments which support or clarify the rating 
assigned in the space provided. (Attach additional pages as necessary to appropriately document ratings). 
 

Performance Rating Scales 
 

Exceptional:                     Outcomes achieved/performance consistently exceeds expectations/plans in all  
                                           performance categories/key areas of responsibility, and has had a measurable impact,   
                                          departmental or college wide in at least one performance category/key areas of responsibility  
                                          (specific, detailed documentation to support an overall rating of Exceptional must be available). 
 
Very Effective:                Outcomes achieved/performance effectively meets expectations/plans in all performance 
                                          categories/key areas of responsibility and exceeds expectations/plans in many areas. 
 
Effective:                         Outcomes achieved/performance meets expectations/plans in all or most performance 
                                          categories/key areas of responsibility and may even exceed expectations/plans in some areas. 
 
 Needs Improvement:     Outcomes achieved/performance meets expectations/plans in a number of performance  
                                          categories/key areas of responsibility but falls below expectations/plans in some  
                                          areas.  
                           
Unsatisfactory:               Outcomes achieved/performance does not meet expectations/plans in most  
                                          performance categories/key areas of responsibility. 
 
                                FOR NON-SUPERVISORY POSITIONS ONLY – CORE 
PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES/KEY RESULT AREAS AND CRITERIA 

RATING 

1. FOCUS ON RESULTS 
• Accomplishes expected workload and achieves targeted/planned outcomes/results 
       in support of  College and unit missions and priorities based upon strategic   
       and operational plans. 
• Develop goals/objectives in alignment with College and unit missions and 

priorities and based upon strategic and operational plans. 
• Plans, prioritizes and organizes work effectively. 
• Identifies and works to solve problems in a timely manner. 
• Identifies and utilizes resources efficiently, effectively and responsibly. 
• Accepts responsibility for own actions. 
 

(Overall Rating for Category) 
 

 Exceptional  
 Very Effective  
   Effective 
   Needs Improvement 
   Unsatisfactory  

 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 
 
 
 
2. QUALITY AND RELIABILITY 
• Completes tasks and provides services accurately, thoroughly, promptly and 

effectively. 
• Performs duties and responsibilities reliably and consistently. 
• Listens carefully and responds appropriately to requests for assistance or service. 
• Delivers courteous, timely and attentive service. 
• Demonstrates commitment to continually improve the quality of programs, 

methods, procedures, services etc. 
• Demonstrates sound judgement and correct decision making. 
 

(Overall Rating for Category) 
 

 Exceptional  
 Very Effective  
   Effective 
   Needs Improvement 
   Unsatisfactory  

 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 
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                                FOR NON-SUPERVISORY POSITIONS ONLY-CORE 
PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES/KEY RESULT AREAS AND CRITERIA 

RATING 

3. JOB KNOWLEDGE AND COMPETENCIES 
• Applies specialized knowledge effectively in the performance of job duties. 
• Uses critical thinking skills to solve problems. 
• Demonstrates ability to acquire and apply new job related skills. 
• Works well with minimal supervision. 
• Maintains job competencies and knowledge by staying abreast of new 

developments. 
• Knows and complies with College and campus operating expectations, principles, 

policies, and procedures. 
 

(Overall Rating for Category) 
 

 Exceptional  
 Very Effective  
   Effective 
   Needs Improvement 
   Unsatisfactory  

 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 
 
 
 
 
4. LEARNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
• Reflects on and continually learns from experiences. 
• Demonstrates flexibility and adapts well to change. 
• Demonstrates initiative and accepts new challenges. 
• Participates in learning and development activities.  

(Overall Rating for Category) 
 

 Exceptional  
 Very Effective  
   Effective 
   Needs Improvement 
   Unsatisfactory  

 
Additional criteria and/or comments: 
 
 
 
 
5. RELATIONSHIPS, RESPECT AND COMMUNITY  
• Actively participates and contributes as a team player. 
• Builds and maintains cooperative working relationships within unit and across 

departmental lines.   
• Helps to resolves interpersonal and team conflicts constructively. 
• Promotes and supports diversity by demonstrating respect for others and accords 

fair and just treatment to all. 
• Contributes to and/or participates in the development of the campus community. 
• Demonstrates integrity and behaves ethically.   

(Overall Rating for Category) 
 

 Exceptional  
 Very Effective  
   Effective 
   Needs Improvement 
   Unsatisfactory  

 
Additional criteria and/or comments: 
 
 
 
 
6. COMMUNICATION  
• Communicates clearly and effectively both orally and in writing. 
• Receives and provides constructive feedback. 
• Fosters open communications, elicits multiple perspectives. 
• Uses appropriate channels of communication to convey and disseminate 

information and ideas in a timely manner.  

(Overall Rating for Category) 
 

 Exceptional  
 Very Effective  
   Effective 
   Needs Improvement 
   Unsatisfactory  

 
Additional criteria and/or comments: 
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SECTION III:  OVERALL PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
Use the scale below to provide an overall evaluation of the employee’s performance during this review period.  Please 
summarize the performance and make additional comments in the space below.  NOTE:  Specific explanation must be 
provided for any rating of Exceptional or Very Effective and specific recommendations for improved performance must be 
made for any rating of Needs Improvement or Unsatisfactory.   
 
Overall Rating:       Exceptional 
                                Very Effective 
                                 Effective  
                                 Needs Improvement 
                                 Unsatisfactory 
 
 
 
 
Comments:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attach Additional Sheets as Required 
 
SECTION IV:  PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND/OR PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT PLAN 
Describe the coaching, training or development activities that would help improve performance in any performance 
category, promote learning and job growth, and/or enhance career development. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attach Additional Sheets as Required 
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SECTION V:  EMPLOYEE COMMENTS 
The employee may make any comments here regarding the above review and goals and/or work priorities for the next 
performance review period.  (Attach additional pages as desired to fully comment) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION VI:  COMMENTS OF LINE EXECUTIVE 
The Line Executive may comment here if knowledgeable regarding the performance of the staff member being reviewed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION VII:  SIGNATURES 
 
Signatures: 
 
 
                                                        
I have read and discussed this review with my supervisor and I understand its contents.  My signature does not necessarily 
imply that I agree with the review or its contents. 
 
 
 
_________________________________                                        ____________________________ 
         Employee’s Signature                                                                                 Date 
 
 
_________________________________     ______________      _____________________________   _________ 
          Immediate Supervisor’s Signature                  Date                              Line Executive                             Date 
 
 
 
 
The Performance Plan for this staff member will be completed by ____________; is attached____. 
 
 
_____________________________________                                  ______________________________ 
                    Supervisor’s Signature                                                                   Date 
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Performance Appraisal 
 

Use this form two, three or four times per year to clarify performance expectations, set challenging goals, rate how well the employee 
performed, and develop an action plan for job or career development.  At the end of the year, use the Administrative Summary (UM 
942) to convert the two to four performance ratings into an average rating for the year.  That average rating may be used for salary 
actions or other administrative purposes.  See additional instructions on the pages 5 and 6.   
 

*** Complete all pages before signing the front of this form. *** 
 
Employee Name (Last, First, MI) 
      
Dept ID                Entity College/ 

Administrative Unit      
Job  
Code           

Classification Title 
      

 Probationary Appraisal 
 Performance Appraisal Dates Covered From:       To:       

 
The rater should forward this performance appraisal to the dean, director or department head for review and signature before discussing the rating 
with the employee.  Appraisals are not final until all signatures have been obtained.  
Rater’s Comments: 
      
 
 
 
Rater’s Signature Date 

      
Rater’s Name (printed) 
      

Phone 
      

Title 
      
Campus Address 
      
 
The dean, director or department head should take this opportunity to identify and resolve problems, such as performance standards or ratings that 
may be too lenient or too strict.  These ratings will contribute to the employee’s annual rating (Form UM 942). 
Dean, Director or Department Head’s Comments: 
      
 
 
 
Dean, Director or Department Head’s Signature Date 

      
Dean, Director or Department Head’s Name (printed) 
      

Phone 
      

Title 
      
Campus Address 
      
 
The employee’s signature means only that the employee has had an opportunity to review and comment on this appraisal. 
Employee’s Comments: 
      
 
 
 
Employee’s Signature Date 

      
 

Route this form to: 
 
This form is for 
departmental use. 

U Wide Form 
UM  941 

 
 

Rev: 06/08  

 

The University of Minnesota is an equal opportunity educator & employer. 
© 2001 by the Regents of the University of Minnesota. 
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SECTION I: Performance Standards (Beginning of Review Period) 
 
1. Responsibility 
             % of job 

Monitor by 
      
Expectation – Performance is completely acceptable when…. 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 

Excellence – Performance is excellent when… 
      

 
2. Responsibility 
             % of job 

Monitor by 
      
Expectation – Performance is completely acceptable when…. 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 

Excellence – Performance is excellent when… 
      

 
3. Responsibility 
             % of job 

Monitor by 
      
Expectation – Performance is completely acceptable when…. 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 

Excellence – Performance is excellent when… 
      

 
4. Responsibility 
             % of job 

Monitor by 
      
Expectation – Performance is completely acceptable when…. 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 

Excellence – Performance is excellent when… 
      

 
5. Responsibility 
             % of job 

Monitor by 
      
Expectation – Performance is completely acceptable when…. 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 

Excellence – Performance is excellent when… 
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SECTION II: Rating Performance  (End of Review Period) 
 

Not 
Satisfactory Marginal Achieved 

Expectations 
More than 
Expected 

Much more 
than 

expected 

Achieved 
Excellence 

Exceptional 
Achvmnt. 

1. Responsibility 
             % of job 

      %       %       %       %       %       %       % 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Not 
Satisfactory Marginal Achieved 

Expectations 
More than 
Expected 

Much more 
than 

expected 

Achieved 
Excellence 

Exceptional 
Achvmnt. 

2. Responsibility 
             % of job 

      %       %       %       %       %       %       % 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Not 
Satisfactory Marginal Achieved 

Expectations 
More than 
Expected 

Much more 
than 

expected 

Achieved 
Excellence 

Exceptional 
Achvmnt. 

3. Responsibility 
             % of job 

      %       %       %       %       %       %       % 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Not 
Satisfactory Marginal Achieved 

Expectations 
More than 
Expected 

Much more 
than 

expected 

Achieved 
Excellence 

Exceptional 
Achvmnt. 

4. Responsibility 
             % of job 

      %       %       %       %       %       %       % 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Not 
Satisfactory Marginal Achieved 

Expectations 
More than 
Expected 

Much more 
than 

expected 

Achieved 
Excellence 

Exceptional 
Achvmnt. 

5. Responsibility 
             % of job 

      %       %       %       %       %       %       % 
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SECTION III: General Behaviors (optional) 
 
Problem Solving: Describe positive and/or problem behaviors (e.g., considers effects of decision; suggests ways to increase efficiency; identifies 
problems and practical solutions; does not distinguish between important and unimportant problems). 
 
Initiative: Describe positive and/or problem behaviors (e.g., makes appropriate decisions about when to act independently and when to consult with 
others; follows through on tasks without reminders; refers everything to supervisor whether or not its necessary; makes unauthorized decisions). 
 
Planning/Organizational Skills: Describe positive and/or problem behaviors (e.g., schedules work effectively; makes appropriate use of available 
resources; does not cope with interruptions effectively). 
 
Interpersonal Skills (Clients/Coworkers): Describe positive and/or problem behaviors (e.g., obtains/provides appropriate information; adapts to 
changing demands from others; offers to help coworkers when own workload permits; complains about procedures and policies without offering 
suggestions for improvements; exhibits uncooperative or rude behaviors). 
 
Attendance/Punctuality: Describe positive and/or problem behaviors (e.g., meets supervisor’s requirements; arrives late but leaves on time; does 
not notify supervisor of absence in advance). 
 
Orderliness: Describe positive and/or problem behaviors (e.g., equipment and supplies are stored appropriately at the end of the day; work area is 
appropriately presentable to the public; work area is messy and dirty). 
 

COMPLETE ADMINISTRATIVE STEPS BEFORE INTERVIEW (see instructions) 
 
Discuss the ratings in Section II and Section III (if appropriate) 
 
Action Plans 
For achieving expectations (consider timetables, workshops, setting interim goals, etc.) 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For achieving excellence (optional) 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For career development (optional) 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Review/revise performance standards for the next appraisal period (see Section I). 
 

This page will not be placed in the employee’s central file. 
 

The University of Minnesota is an equal opportunity educator & employer. 
© 2001 by the Regents of the University of Minnesota. 
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INSTRUCTIONS 
 

SECTION I: Performance Standards 
 
Use at the BEGINNING of a review period to list the performance standards for each job’s responsibilities. 
 
• Responsibility: Write the name of the responsibility beginning with an action verb (e.g., “Provide supplies”). 
• How Monitored: Indicate how you intend to monitor performance (observation, surveys, a report, etc.).  
• Percent of Job: Indicate the responsibility’s importance as a percent of the job.  (If you have a “miscellaneous” category, or if a responsibility 

has distinct parts, you may split the percentage among the parts.) 
• Standards: Describe the level of quantity, quality, and timeliness you expect and the level you consider excellent performance.  Use the 

definitions below as a guide.  (If you need more room, attach a list to Section I.) 
 

• Expectation: Performance would be completely acceptable if this level of quality, quantity, and timeliness were achieved, and no 
more.  

• Excellence: A much higher level of performance, which most employees would find difficult but possible to achieve.  

  

SECTION II: Rating Performance 
 
Use at the END of a review period to rate how well the employee performed compared to the standards in Section I. 
 
• Collect Information: For example, Employee Input Form (BA 943), surveys, records, etc.  
• Read Performance Standards: This reminds you what aspects of performance you intend to rate.  
• Describe Performance: Describe the quality, quantity, and timeliness of the work the employee produced.  Note unexpected problems that were 

beyond the employee’s control and how these were handled.  Consider reviewing the description with the employee before making a rating.   
Use BLACK INK or TYPE. 

• Choose a Rating: Compare your description of the employee’s performance to the standards in Section I.  Choose the rating that best 
summarizes how well those standards were achieved.  

• “Achieved Expectation” means the employee did all that was described in the Expectations standard.  
• “More than Expected” means performance was more like the Expectations standard than the standard for Excellence.  
• “Much More than Expected” means performance was more like the standard for Excellence.  
• “Achieved Excellence” means the employee did all that was described in the standard for Excellence in addition to what was expected.  
• “Exceptional Achievement” means performance was innovative, extremely difficult to achieve, or otherwise better than described in 

the standard for Excellence.  
 

• Enter Percent of Job.  Write the responsibility’s importance as a percent of the job under the rating you picked. 

 1. Type Reports (70 % of job)  
Not 

Satisfactory Marginal Achieved 
Expectation 

More than 
Expected 

Much more 
than 

expected 

Achieved 
Excellence 

Exceptional 
Achvmnt. 

 

% % 70 % % % % % 

= 70% 
of job 

 
(In this example, the description of performance 
matches the Expectation Standard) 

 
 
 If you have a “miscellaneous” category, or if you split the responsibility’s percent importance among its parts, rate each part separately.  

The ratings for the parts may fall in the same or different rating categories.  For example,  
 

 2. Miscellaneous (30 % of job)  
Not 

Satisfactory 
Marginal Achieved 

Expectation 
More than 
Expected 

Much more 
than 

expected 

Achieved 
Excellence 

Exceptional 
Achvmnt. 

 

% % 20 % 10 % % % % 

= 30%  
of job 

 
• Schedule meetings (20% of job) 
• Send Mailings (10% of job) 

 
• Summarize the ratings.     Add up the percentages listed under each rating category and write totals in the summary rating box. This shows the 

total percentage of the job that was performed at each level.  For example,  
 

Not 
Satisfactory 

Marginal Achieved 
Expectation 

More than 
Expected 

Much more 
than 

expected 

Achieved 
Excellence 

Exceptional 
Achvmnt. 

 

% % 90 % 10 % % % % 

= 100%  
of job 

 
SUMMARY 
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SECTION III: General Behaviors (Optional) 
Use this section for three purposes: 
 
• To identify general behaviors that should be capitalized upon when planning for career development.   

Consider ways to take better advantage of the employee’s strengths in the current job, and focus on these strengths when designing an action 
plan for career development.  
 

• To identify general behaviors that may be an obstacle to career development.  
Consider ways to help the employee obtain the necessary training or experience to overcome these obstacles.  
 

• To identify general behaviors that are creating difficulties in the current job.  
Revise the performance standards in Section I to summarize your expectations.  For example, if the employee has not been helping co-workers 
when time permitted, and this is creating a problem, revise the Expectation Standards for the appropriate responsibilities to indicate when and 
how the employee is expected to help co-workers.  

 
 

Administrative Steps Before Interview 
 
• Sign the front of the performance appraisal form.  
 
• Forward to the dean, director, or department head for review and signature BEFORE discussing the ratings with the employee.  This allows for 

the possibility that some revision may be necessary before the review.  
 
 

SECTION IV: Interview and Action Plan 
 
• Discuss the ratings and summary in Section II with the employee.  Also discuss Section III, if appropriate.  
 
• Develop action plans by discussing ways to help the employee improve performance, develop on the job, and/or plan for career development.  

Summarize the resulting action plans (if any) in the spaces provided.  
 
• Set performance standards for the next appraisal period by reviewing the standards in Section I and revising them as necessary; you may 

also revise each responsibility’s importance as a percentage of the job.  
 

If you make changes, photocopy Section I of this form , write your minor revisions on the copy, and attach it to Section I of the form you will 
use next time.  If you make substantial changes, you may wish to start over on a new form.  

 
 

Administrative Steps After Interview 
 
• Employee signs on the front of the performance appraisal form.  The employee’s signature only means that the employee had an opportunity to 

review and comment on the ratings.  
 
• Give the employee a copy.  This will enable an employee to refer back to the ratings and action plans.  
 
• Place in department file for now.  You will need Section II of the form again at the end of the year to complete the Administrative Summary.  
 
 

REFERENCE MATERIALS: 
• Performance Appraisal Form (BA 941) 
• Administrative Summary Form (BA 942)  
• Employee Input Form (BA 943)  
• General Input Form (BA 944) 

• Guidelines for Writing a Job Description 
• Guidelines for Writing Performance Standards 
• Guidelines for Rating Performance 
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Provost's Advisory Committee on Staff Compensation 
January, 2007 
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STAFF CONFIDENTIAL APPRAISAL FORM  
 

 
Name:       Position Title:       

Employee ID#       Evaluator’s Name:       

Department/Unit:       Date:       

 
PART I WORK PERFORMANCE FACTORS (Complete all 5 factors. 

Illustrate with specific examples of on-the-job behavior where possible)

Client Service       
 

Working 
Relationships 

      

Communication       
 

Job Knowledge and 
its Application 

      

Taking the Initiative 
to Make Things Better 

      

 
PART II  INDIVIDUAL WORK PERFORMANCE 

FACTORS (Select factors relevant to the responsibilities of 
the position. Illustrate with specific examples of on-the-job 
behaviour where possible)

Select a Category       
 
 

Select a Category       
 
 

Select a Category       
 
 

Select a Category       
 
 

Select a Category       
 
 

 



Provost's Advisory Committee on Staff Compensation 
January, 2007 

Page 2  

 
WORKING ENVIRONMENT 
Questions for discussion during the performance appraisal interview: 

a) Do you have the tools and equipment (hardware, software, ergonomic 
workspace, etc.) required to do your job? 

b) What Training and Development opportunities would you like to explore in 
the coming year? 

c) How has your job changed in the past year and how would you like to see it 
change in the future? Are you comfortable with your current work load? 

d) What would you change about the way you and I communicate and interact? 
e) Are there ways that I can improve on providing constructive feedback to help 

you in the performance of your job duties? 
f) Are you involved in any volunteer activities on campus outside the scope of 

your job duties?  If so, what do you feel are the personal and professional 
benefits to you and/or the University? 

g) Does your job description reflect what you do? 
h) Are you aware of the general requirements and your responsibilities under 

UW Policy 34, the mandate of the Joint Health and Safety committee and the 
procedures to address health and safety concerns? 

i) Do you have or are you aware of any health and safety concerns that have not 
been addressed? 

j) Is there any health and safety related training you would be interested in 
attending? 

What other issues would you like to discuss? 
      

 
 
PART III MUTUALLY AGREED UPON GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
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Part IV  EVALUATOR’S COMMENTS 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FACTOR RATING GRID 
Rating 
Number 

INTERPRETATION 

5 Exceptional performance in all areas of the job requirements which is recognized throughout 
their unit or broadly throughout the University.  Normally, an employee would not receive a 
rating of 5 in consecutive years. 

4 Performance significantly exceeded the requirements of the job in one or more key areas. 

3 Performance was fully satisfactory in all key areas. 

2 Need for recognizable improvement in one or more key areas. 

1 Performance was significantly below job requirements in several important areas and 
improvements will be required or reassignment or termination will be considered.  Ratings at 
this level are subject to disciplinary action. 

Note: Evaluators may add a .25 (for 3 and above) or .5 increment to a staff member's rating to 
acknowledge performance that exceeds one category, but does not achieve the next. Managers are 
expected to use the full range of evaluations as appropriate.  
 
Overall Rating - SELECT 
ONE BOX. Press Spacebar or 
click with mouse to select or 
deselect. 

5.0  4.75   4.5  4.25  4.0  3.75   
 
3.5  3.25  3.0  2.5  2.0  1.5  1.0  

 
Part V STAFF MEMBER’S COMMENTS 

Provide comments as desired.  You might want to identify any areas not covered in this review such as contributions you have 
made to the campus community.  This may involve activities outside the scope of your job duties such as UW Staff Association, 
UW United Way, Keystone Campaign or any other volunteer activity that helps make the campus community a better place.  
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VERIFICATION 
This document is an accurate summary of our discussion.  All three signatures are required. 

 
 
Evaluator’s Signature ____________________________________ Date: ____________ 
 
Staff Member’s Signature ________________________________  Date: ____________ 
 
Reviewed by Evaluator’s Supervisor _______________________   Date: ____________ 
 



CONFIDENTIAL             IC No. / Passport No. : 
   
                         Staff No : 
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL REPORT 
LECTURER 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                         
 
                             
 
 
                                           
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
(i) Name :  
 
(ii) Current Position :  

(In the year of appraisal) 
 
   
 

UNIVERSITI TEKNOLOGI MARA 

Year of evaluation…………….. 

PART I – INFORMATION OF APPRAISED PERSONNEL (AP) 
                     
 

B 



 2

 
 
 
 
 
 

A. TEACHING AND SUPERVISION (30%) 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor  2nd Assessor  

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 
 
1      TEACHING       

Lecture, tutorial, small group discussion, practical, clinical 
teaching (‘bed-side teaching’ / ‘ward rounds’), seminar, 
including long distance teaching.  

  

 
2.     SUPERVISION 

Elective project / postgraduate dissertation / postgraduate 
coursework / PhD thesis / supporting staff project.  

  
 

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
  

       X  30 = 
  10 

      X  30 = 
 10 

 
B. RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION  

(Non-Clinical Lecturer= 20%, Clinical Lecturer=10%) 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 
1      RESEARCH 

Completed and on-going research (begin on the assessed 
year or begin and complete on the assessed year) 
including researches with or without sponsorship that 
registered with IRDC. State the number and also the 
contribution and role in the research. 

  

2.     PUBLICATION 
Publication(published article only): Original work, 
Translation, Educational books, Chapter in book, Article in 
the journals (local or international), Proceedings, Abstract 
in journal, Abstract in the Abstract Book, Technical Report, 
Article in the newspapers, magazines and others for public 
reading, Academic Dictionary, Encyclopaedia and other 
non literary creative work (Innovation / Patent /Software 
Development) 

  

3      CONFERENCE  
All types of training including: Conferences, Seminars, 
Workshops, Short courses, Lectures, Colloquium and role as 
Speaker / Panel member / Chairman / Presenter (Oral / 
poster) or Participant. 

  

        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION       X 20/10= 
 15 

      X 20/10= 
1 5 

PART II   
 
I : WORK OUTPUT 

Assessors are required to give evaluation according to actual work output of AP compared to 
the determined Annual Task Projection (ATP). Assessment must evidence-based and defined 
according to the criteria mentioned below, by using a scale of 1 to 5. 



 3

II: SUPERVISION AND / OR SPECIALISATION  
 (Non Clinical Lecturer =10%, Clinical Lecturer=20%) 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 
Appointment as consultant or specialist in the area of 
specialisation to exalt reputation of the Faculty and 
University as well as become an academic assessor 
(External examiner, Editor, Referee etc) 
 

  

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
 

      X10/20= 
 5 

      X10/20= 
 5 

 
 
III:  ADMINISTRATION AND DEVELOPMENT (Total= 10%) 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 

Assessment based on AP’s contribution as a member in any 
committee or organization at university level (1%) 

  

 
          TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION 
 

       X 1= 
 5 

       X 1= 
 5 

 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 

Assessment based on AP’s contribution as a member in any 
committee or organization at faculty level (9%) 

  

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
 

       X 9= 
 5 

       X 9= 
 5 
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CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale  5 =Excellent, 4 =Good, 3 = Moderate, 2 =Weak, 1 =Very Weak) 

1.     LEADERSHIP 
Visionary, commited, decisive, initiative and motivated 
towards the objective of the organisation. 

2.     DISCIPLINE 
Mentally and physically in control, including rule abiding, 
punctual, trustworthy and patient. 
  

3.     PROACTIVE AND INNOVATIVE 
Creativeness with foresight and ability to generate new 
ideas. Innovative and progressive in the improvement of 
quality and productivity of the organisation.  

4.     NETWORKING AND COLLABORATION 
Ability to develop a harmonious and friendly working 
environment and adaptability in any situation.  
 

  

        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION         X 10 = 
 20 

      X 10 = 
 20 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale   5 =Very Active, 4 = Active, 3 = Moderate Active, 2 = Less Active, 1 = Not Active) 

1.     Service to student (10%) 
Evaluation based on AP’s contribution in any student 
activities such as OPKIM coordinator, etc. 

  
 

       TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION       X 10 = 
 5 

      X 10 = 
 5 

2.     Service to University (4%) 
Evaluation based on AP’s contribution in representing the 
university  in any society / club / task force / sports 
 

  

        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION         X 4 = 
 5 

      X 4 = 
 5 

PART IV – LEADERSHIP AND PERSONAL QUALITY (Total 10 %) 
Assessors is required to give review based on the definion of every criteria as mention below 
by using scale 1 to 5 :- 

PART V –  ACTIVITY AND SERVICE CONTRIBUTION, INCLUDING SERVICE TO PROFESSIONAL  
                 BODIES    (20 %) 
 
Assessors is required to evaluate based on the definition of the criteria mentioned below by 
using a scale of 1 to 5 :-  
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CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale   5 =Very Active, 4 = Active, 3 = Moderate Active, 2 = Less Active, 1 = Not Active) 

3.     Service to Professional Bodies (3%) 
 
Evaluation based on AP’s contribution organisation. 

  

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
 

      X 3 = 
 5 

      X 3 = 
 5 

4.     Community Service (3%) 
Evaluation based on AP’s contribution and involvement in 
community activities that improve the quality of life such as 
lectures/forum at district/ state / national / international 
levels. 

  

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
 

      X 3 = 
 5 

      X 3 = 
 5 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

TOTAL  
MARKS 

 
1st Assessor ( % ) 

 
2nd Assessor ( % ) AVERAGE MARKS ( % ) 

(For office use) 
 
 

 
 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PART VI – TOTAL OVERALL MARKS  
 
Assessors is required to record the total marks obtained by AP’s in the form of percentage (%) 
based on the total marks for each section  

PART VII – OVERALL COMMENTS AND ENDORSEMENT BY THE FIRST ASSESSOR (FA) 
 

1.      Duration of time AP worked under supervision: -   
 

 Year 
 

 month 
 
2. First Assessor is required to give overall comments on the performance of AP :-  
 

(i) Overall performance 
 

……………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 
(ii) Career progress 

 
……………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………….. 
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                   PYD Signature                                                                            Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.     This is to certify that the performance of this officer has been informed to the AP. 

 
FA Name :- …………………………………………………………………  Staff No. :- ……………….. 
 
Position    :- …………………………………………………………………….……………………………. 
 
Branch / Faculty / Centre / Section / Unit :-  
(Faculty official stamp) 
 
 

FA’s signature Date 

PART VIII – ACKNOWLEDGEMENT BY APPARISED PERSONNEL (AP) 
 

1.     This is to certify that the information contained in this appraisal has been informed to me 

2.     I agree               / not agree               with the appraisal given to me because : 

          
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

            
 
 

AP’s signature Date 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PART  IX – OVERALL REVIEW BY SECOND ASSESSOR (SA) 
 

1.     Duration of time AP worked under supervision: -   
 

 year  
 

  month 
 
2. SA is required to give overall comments on AP’s work performance based on comments 

by FA :- 
 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
SA Name :- …………………………………………………………………  Staff No. :- ……………….. 
 
Position    :- …………………………………………………………………….……………………………. 
 
Branch / Faculty / Centre / Section / Unit :-  
(Faculty official stamp) 
 
 

SA’s signature Date 
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PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL SCALE 
 

WORK OUTPUT SCALE 
 

A. TEACHING AND SUPERVISION 
 

LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Very high 5 Completion of all given teaching and supervision task well 
within the time frame and produced material, technique or 
new method that could elevate the quality of teaching 
and supervision. 

High 4 Completion of all given teaching and supervision task well 
within the time frame without any negative report.  

Moderate 3 Completion of all given teaching and supervision task 
within the time frame with a minor negative report (involves 
only administrative action). 

Low 2 Not completing all given teaching and supervision task as 
assigned within the time frame with a minor negative 
report (involves only administrative action). 

Very low 1 Not completing all given teaching and supervision task as 
assigned within the time frame with a major report. 
(disciplinary action taken). 

 
 
B.   RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION (Including Conference) 
 

LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Very High 5 Output quantity and quality always above the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

High 4 Output quantity and quality sometimes above the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Moderate 3 Output quantity and quality at a minimal requirement of 
the job based on predetermined performance indicators. 

Low 2 Output quantity and quality does not reach the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Very Low 1 No research or publication output that meet the 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 
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C.    CONSULTANCY AND / OR SPECIALIZATION 
 

LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Very High 5 Output quantity and quality always above the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

High 4 Output quantity and quality sometimes above the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Moderate 3 Output quantity and quality at a minimal requirement of 
the job based on predetermined performance indicators. 

Low  2 Output quantity and quality does not reach the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Very Low 1 No consultation and / or specialization output according 
to the requirement of job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

 
 
D.    CONFERENCE 
 

LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Very Active 5 Involvement and contribution in conferences always 
above the minimal requirement of the job based on 
predetermined performance indicators. 

Active 4 Involvement and contribution in conferences sometimes 
above the minimal requirement of the job based on 
predetermined performance indicators. 

Moderate 3 Involvement and contribution in conferences at the 
minimal requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Less Active 2 Involvement and contribution in conferences does not 
reach the minimal requirement of the job based on 
predetermined performance indicators. 

Not Active 1 No involvement and contribution in conferences 
according to the requirement of job based on 
predetermined performance indicators. 
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PART IV – LEADERSHIP AND PERSONAL QUALITIES 
 

  LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Excellent 5 Always personifies and applies excellent individual qualities 
in line with exemplary and good role model. 

Good 4 Personifies and applies good individual qualities in line with 
the service ethics, profession, social and humanity. 
Satisfactory leadership. 

Moderate 3 Inherit and implement individual good qualities in harmony 
with the service ethics, profession, social and humanity. 
Occasional guidance required.  

Weak 2 Lack of personification and application of good qualities. 
Guidance required. 

Very weak 1 Does not personify and apply good qualities. Non 
responsive to advice constructive comments. 

 
 
PART V - ACTIVITY AND CONTRIBUTION BEYOND OFFICIAL DUTIES 
 

LEVEL Very Active Active Moderately 

Active 

Less Active Not Active 

SCALE 5 4 3 2 1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
         
 
 
 
 

Appendix- N 
 
FOR OFFICERS IN BPS 17& 18        CONFIDENTIAL 
 
 
 
 
   GOVERNMENT OF N.W.F.P. 
 
 
 
Department/Office_______________        Service/Group______________ 

 

 

   PERFORMANCE EVALUTION REPORT 

 

 FOR THE PERIOD                           TO 

 

PART   1 

 

 

  (TO BE FILLED IN BY THE OFFICER REPORTED UPON) 

 

1. Name  (in block letters) _____________________________________________ 

  

2. Personal number___________________________________________________ 

 

3. Date of birth._________________________________________________  

 

4. Date of entry in service  ______________________________________ 

 



5. Post held during the period (with BPS) ________________________________ 

 

6. Academic qualifications._____________________________________ 

            _________________________________________________________ 

7. Knowledge of languages (please indicate proficiency in speaking (S), reading ( R), 

          and writing (W) 

 _________________________________________________________ 

8. Training received during the evaluation period 

 

Name of country attended Duration with 

dates 

Name of institution and 

country 

   

 

9. Period of  service 

 

 (I) in present post___________________  (ii) under the reporting officer_______________ 

 

PART II 

 

         (TO BE FILLED IN BY THE OFFICER REPORTED UPON) 

 

 

1. Job description 

 

 

 

 



1. Brief account of performance on the job during the period supported by 

statistical data where possible. Targets given and actual performance 

against such targets should be highlighted,. Reasons for short fall if 

any, may also be stated. 

 

PART III 

 

(EVALUATION BY THE REPORTING OFFICER) 

      The rating in Part III should be recorded by initialing the appropriate box. 

 The ratings denoted by alphabets are as follows: 

  ‘A’ Very Good, ‘B’ Good, ‘C’ Average, ‘D’ Below Average 

 

For uniform interpretation of qualities, two extreme shades are mentioned 

against each quality. 

  

  A B C D  

1 Intelligence 

Exceptionally bright; excellent 

comprehension 

     

Dull, slow 

2 Confidence and will power 

Exceptionally confident and resolute 

     

Uncertain; hesitant. 

3 Acceptance of responsibility 

Always prepared to take on 

responsibility even in difficult cases 

     

Reluctant to take on 

responsibility; will avoid it 

whenever possible. 

 

4 Reliability under pressure 

Calm and exceptionally reliable at all 

times 

     

Confused and easily 

flustered even under normal 

pressure 



5 Financial Responsibility 

Exercises due care and discipline 

     

Irresponsible 

 

 

6 Relations with 

i)     Superiors 

       Cooperative and trusted 

    

 

Un-cooperative 

 ii ) Colleagues 

       Works well in a team 

    

Difficult colleague 

 iii)  Subordinates 

     Courteous and effective;  

       encouraging 

     

Discourteous and intolerant; 

7 Behavior with public 

Courteous and helpful 

     

Arrogant, discourteous and 

indifferent 

8 Ability to decide routine matters 

Logical and decisive 

  

     

Indecisive and vacillating 

9 Knowledge of relevant laws, rules, 

regulations, instructions 

 and procedures. 

Exceptionally well informed, keeps 

abreast of latest developments 

 

     

 

Ignorant and uninformed 

 

PART IV 

 

   (REPORTING OFFICER’S EVALUATIONS) 

1. Please comment on the officer’s performance on the job as give in Part II 

(2) with special reference to knowledge of work, quality and quantity of 



output. How far was the officer able to achieve targets? Do you agree with 

what has been stated in Part II (2)? 

2. Integrity (Morality, uprightness and honesty) 

 

 

 

3. Pen picture with focus on the officer, s strengths and weaknesses not 

covered in Part III (weakness will not be considered as adverse entries 

unless intended to be treated as adverse). 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Special aptitude 

 

 

 

5. Recommendations for future training 

 

 

 

6. Overall grading 

 

  Reporting Officer Countersigning  Officer 

(i) Very Good   

(ii) Good   

(iii) Average   

(iv) Below Average   

 

 



7. Fitness for Promotion 

     

Reporting 

Officer 

Countersigning  Officer 

(I) Fit for Promotion   

       

(ii) 

Recently promoted/ appointed. 

Assessment premature 

  

(iii) Not yet fit for promotion   

(iv) Unlikely to progress further   

 

 

 

 Name of the reporting officer _______________  Signature________ 

 (Capital letters)_____________________________________ 

 

 Designation_______________________________  Date_____________ 

 

 

PART V 

 

  (REMARKS OF THE COUNTERSIGNING OFFICER) 

1. How well do you know the officer? If you disagree with assessment of the reporting 

officer, please give reasons 

2. Evaluation of the quality of assessment made by the reporting officer 

 

 

 

Name of the Countersigning officer______________  Signature________ 

 (Capital letters)_____________________________________ 

 

 Designation_______________________________  Date_____________ 

 

 



     PART VI 

 

 

 REMARKS OF THE SECOND COUNTERSIGNING OFFICER (IF ANY)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Name________________________________ Signature__________________ 

 

 

 



Appendix- N 
 
FOR OFFICERS IN BPS 19& 20        CONFIDENTIAL 
 
 
 
 
   GOVERNMENT OF N.W.F.P. 
 
 
 
Department/Office_______________        Service/Group______________ 

 

 

   PERFORMANCE EVALUTION REPORT 

 

 FOR THE PERIOD                           TO 

 

PART   1 

 

 

  (TO BE FILLED IN BY THE OFFICER REPORTED UPON) 

 

1. Name  (in block letters) _____________________________________________ 

  

2. Personal number___________________________________________________ 

 

3. Date of birth._________________________________________________  

 

4. Date of entry in service  ______________________________________ 

 

5. Post held during the period (with BPS) ________________________________ 

 

6. Academic qualifications._____________________________________ 

            _________________________________________________________ 



7. Knowledge of languages (please indicate proficiency in speaking (S), reading ( R), 

          and writing (W) 

 _________________________________________________________ 

8. Training received during the evaluation period 

 

Name of country attended Duration with 

dates 

Name of institution and 

country 

   

 

9. Period service 

 

 (I) in present post___________________  (ii) under the reporting officer_______________ 

 

PART II 

 

         (TO BE FILLED IN BY THE OFFICER REPORTED UPON) 

 

 

1. Job description 

 

 

2. Brief account of achievements during the period supported by   

statistical date where possible. Targets given and actual performance 

against such targets should be highlighted. Reasons for shortfall, if any, 

may also be stated  

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Brief account of performance on the job during the period supported by 

statistical data where possible. targets given and actual performance 

against such targets should be highlighted,. Reasons for short fall if 

any, may also be stated.  

 

 

PART III 

 

(REPORTING OFFICER,S EVALUATION) 
 

1. Please comment on the officer’s performance on the job given in Part II (2) with 
special reference to his knowledge of work, ability to plan, organize and supervise, 
analytical skills, competence to take decisions and quality and quantity of output. 
How far was the officer able to achieve the targets? Comment on the officer’s 
contribution, with the help of statistical data, if any, in the overall performance of 
the organization. Do you agree with what haw been stated in Part II (2)? 

  
 

2. Integrity  (Morality, uprightness and honesty) 
 
 
 

3. pen picture including the officer’s strengths and weaknesses with focus on emotional stability, 
ability to work under pressure, communication skills and interpersonal effectiveness 
(Weakness will not be considered as adverse entry unless intended to be treated as 
adverse) 

 
 

4. Area and level of professional expertise with suggestions for future posting  
 
 
 

5.        Training and development needs 
 
 
 



 
 
 
6.  Overall grading 

 
Very Good 
 
 

Good Average Below Average 

 
 
 
 
 
7.    Fitness for promotion               Comment on the officer’s potential for holding  
     higher position and additional responsibilities. 
 
 
 
Name of the reporting officer______________________         Signature___________ 
(Capital Letters)______________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
Designation ____________________________________  Date_____________ 
 
 
            PART  IV 
 

1. How often have you seen the work of the officer reported upon? 
 
 

very frequently 
 
 

Frequently   Rarely     Never 

 
 
 
2. How well do you know the officer? If you disagree with the assessment of the  

              reporting officer, please reasons 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



3. Overall grading 
 
Very Good 
 
 

Good Average Below Average 

 
 
 
   4.  Recommendation for promotion    (Comment on the officer’s potential for holding  
                      higher position and additional responsibilities) 
 
 
 
 
 
     5.  Evaluation of the quality of assessment made by the reporting officer 

 
 
 
 
Exaggerated       Fair     Biased 

 
 
 

Name of the countersigning  officer______________________         Signature___________ 
(Capital Letters)______________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
Designation ____________________________________  Date_____________ 
 
 
 

               PART V 
 
(REMARKS OF THE SECOND COUNTERSIGNING OFFICER (IF ANY) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Name ________________________________       Signature__________ 
 
Designation ________________________    Date_____________ 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
         



Appendix-T 
 
            BOSTON COLLEGE  
 

Performance Management 
Appraisal Form 1 

 
Employee Name: 

 
Position/Title: 

 
Department: 

 
Date: 

 
Completing the Performance Appraisal Form 

 
The performance appraisal form is designed to link employee performance to our 
institutional mission and values as reflected in the Ignatian tradition and to 
provide guidance and consistency to the performance evaluation process. It 
should be used to summarize and evaluate an employee's overall performance for 
the past year and to set work goals and professional development goals for the 
next year. Work goals relate to the essential functions, or primary responsibilities, 
of an employee's position and serve to identify results (i.e., specific tasks or 
projects) to be achieved. Professional development goals relate to the 
competencies, or knowledge, skills and abilities that an employee needs to 
perform the essential functions of his/her current position and/or to prepare 
him/her for future career growth. To assist you with this process, as well as with 
discussing performance with an employee throughout the year, performance 
attributes, or competencies, are provided below. They describe what effective 
performance looks like at Boston College.  
Additional performance attributes/competencies may be identified by the 
supervisor and employee to further customize the appraisal to the employee's 
position. 
Performance Attributes 
Identify those performance attributes/competencies in the following table that are 
most pertinent to evaluating the employee's overall performance during the past 
year as well as those most relevant to the goals to be established for the next year. 
Reference these as you complete the goals section and the supervisor’s comments 
section of the appraisal form. 

 
 
 
 
 



Performance Attributes/Competencies 
 
Big Picture Perspective 
 

Applying Technology Continuous Learning 

Communication 
 

Valuing Diversity Decision-Making/Problem 
Solving 
 

Teamwork 
 

Openness to Change Customer Focus 

Productivity 
 

People Development  

Additional Performance 
Attributes/ Competencies 
 
 

  

 
Past Year's Goals 
State work goals and professional development goals, as defined in the 
introductory section of this form, and list results achieved. If no goals were 
formally set, please cite primary accomplishments. 

 
 

Work Goals    Results Achieved/Primary Accomplishments 
 
 
 
 
 
Professional Development Goals  Results Achieved/Primary Accomplishments 
 
 
 
 
 

`Next Year's Goals 
List a limited number of work goals and professional development goals for the 
next year, as determined by supervisor and employee using the S.M.A.R.T. goal 
criteria, and identify specifications needed to assist the employee in making 
progress. List also professional development goals that may pertain to the 
employee's longer term career growth and an action plan for facilitating progress. 

 
Work Goals       Actions Needed 

 
 

Professional Development Goals    Actions Needed 
 



Performance Summary 
The supervisor and employee should use this section of the review to make 
additional comments about and provide a summary of the employee’s 
performance over the past year. 
Supervisor Performance Summary: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Supervisor Signature and Date: 
 
 
 
 

Employee Performance Summary: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Employee Signature and Date: 
 
 
 
 
        Appendix-U 
 
 

MARIST COLLEGE 
ADMINISTRATIVE 
PERFORMANCE REVIEW FORM2 
FOR NON-SUPERVISORY STAFF 



NAME: 
___________________________________________________________
_ 
 
TITLE: 
___________________________________________________________
_ 
 
OFFICE/DIVISION: 
___________________________________________________________
_ 
SUPERVISOR: 
___________________________________________________________
_ 
 
TYPE OF APPRAISAL: ____ PROBATIONARY ____ MID-YEAR ___  
YEAR END ___ 
 
DATES COVERED: 
___________________________________________________________ 
 
CURRENT STATUS: ___ FULL-TIME ___12-MONTH ___ 10-

MONTH____ 
  PART-TIME ___ OTHER 
 

SECTION I – JOB DESCRIPTION REVIEW 
 
Supervisor and staff member must review the job description together. 
Does the job description properly describe the duties and responsibilities 
of this position? 
____ YES ____ NO 
Are there any significant duties or responsibilities which would materially 
change the Job Description to 
be ____Added ___Deleted ___Rephrased? 
If there are any changes, please update the job description and attach it to the 
completed Performance Review. 

 
SECTION IIA: PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES/RESULTS 
1. Use this section to detail/describe the major outcomes/results the staff members 

achieved during this review period. Cover any relevant area however the focus 

should be on those planned outcomes/results achieved in support of  College/Unit 

Missions or which were priorities/projects established to support the strategic plan 

or the unit operating plan: 



Attach the completed Performance Planning Worksheet for this review period (if 

applicable). 

 

Attach Additional Sheets as Required 

 

 

SECTION IIB: PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES AND CRITERIA 

The following performance categories or key result areas reflect a set of 

responsibilities and outcomes/results expected of all professional staff 

members. While each staff member is accountable for overall 

performance in every category, in some instances certain criteria within a 

category may not be relevant to a particular position 

and therefore should not be considered. Likewise, additional criteria not 

listed here may be relevant to a particular department, unit or position and 

should be added in the space provided. 

Use the following rating scales to evaluate performance in each area. Add 

comments which support or clarify the rating assigned in the space provided. 

(Attach additional pages as necessary to appropriately document ratings). 

Performance Rating Scales 

Exceptional: Outcomes achieved/performance consistently exceeds 

expectations/plans in all performance categories/key areas of responsibility, and 

has had a measurable impact, departmental or college wide in at least one 

performance category/key areas  of responsibility (specific, detailed 

documentation to support an overall rating of Exceptional must be available). 

Very Effective: Outcomes achieved/performance effectively meets 

expectations/plans in all performance categories/key areas of responsibility and 

exceeds expectations/plans in many areas. 

Effective: Outcomes achieved/performance meets expectations/plans in all or 

most performance categories/key areas of responsibility and may even exceed 

expectations/plans in some areas. 



Needs Improvement: Outcomes achieved/performance meets expectations/plans 

in a number of performance categories/key areas of responsibility but falls below 

expectations/plans in some areas. 

Unsatisfactory: Outcomes achieved/performance does not meet 

expectations/plans in most performance categories/key areas of responsibility. 

 

FOR NON-SUPERVISORY POSITIONS ONLY – CORE PERFORMANCE 

CATEGORIES/KEY RESULT AREAS AND CRITERIA RATING 

 

1. FOCUS ON RESULTS 

• Accomplishes expected workload and achieves targeted/planned 

outcomes/results 

in support of College and unit missions and priorities based upon strategic and 

operational plans. 

• Develop goals/objectives in alignment with College and unit missions and 

priorities and based upon strategic and operational plans. 

• Plans, prioritizes and organizes work effectively. 

• Identifies and works to solve problems in a timely manner. 

• Identifies and utilizes resources efficiently, effectively and responsibly. 

• Accepts responsibility for own actions. 

(Overall Rating for Category) 

 Exceptional 

 Very Effective 

 Effective 

 Needs Improvement 

 Unsatisfactory 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 

2. QUALITY AND RELIABILITY 

• Completes tasks and provides services accurately, thoroughly, promptly and 

effectively. 

• Performs duties and responsibilities reliably and consistently. 



• Listens carefully and responds appropriately to requests for assistance or 

service. 

• Delivers courteous, timely and attentive service. 

• Demonstrates commitment to continually improve the quality of programs, 

methods, procedures, services etc. 

• Demonstrates sound judgment and correct decision making. 

(Overall Rating for Category) 

 Exceptional 

 Very Effective 

 Effective 

 Needs Improvement 

 Unsatisfactory 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 

 

FOR NON-SUPERVISORY POSITIONS ONLY-CORE PERFORMANCE 

CATEGORIES/KEY RESULT AREAS AND CRITERIARATING 

 

3. JOB KNOWLEDGE AND COMPETENCIES 

 

• Applies specialized knowledge effectively in the performance of job duties. 

• Uses critical thinking skills to solve problems. 

• Demonstrates ability to acquire and apply new job related skills. 

• Works well with minimal supervision. 

• Maintains job competencies and knowledge by staying abreast of new 

developments. 

• Knows and complies with College and campus operating expectations, 

principles, 

policies, and procedures. 

(Overall Rating for Category) 

 Exceptional 

 Very Effective 



 Effective 

 Needs Improvement 

 Unsatisfactory 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 

 

4. LEARNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

 

• Reflects on and continually learns from experiences. 

• Demonstrates flexibility and adapts well to change. 

• Demonstrates initiative and accepts new challenges. 

• Participates in learning and development activities. 

(Overall Rating for Category) 

 Exceptional 

 Very Effective 

 Effective 

 Needs Improvement 

 Unsatisfactory 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 

 

 

5. RELATIONSHIPS, RESPECT AND COMMUNITY 

• Actively participates and contributes as a team player. 

• Builds and maintains cooperative working relationships within unit and across 

departmental lines. 

• Helps to resolves interpersonal and team conflicts constructively. 

• Promotes and supports diversity by demonstrating respect for others and accords 

fair and just treatment to all. 

• Contributes to and/or participates in the development of the campus community. 

• Demonstrates integrity and behaves ethically. 

(Overall Rating for Category) 

 Exceptional 



 Very Effective 

 Effective 

 Needs Improvement 

 Unsatisfactory 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 

6. COMMUNICATION 

• Communicates clearly and effectively both orally and in writing. 

• Receives and provides constructive feedback. 

• Fosters open communications, elicits multiple perspectives. 

• Uses appropriate channels of communication to convey and disseminate 

information and ideas in a timely manner. 

(Overall Rating for Category) 

 Exceptional 

 Very Effective 

 Effective 

 Needs Improvement 

 Unsatisfactory 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 

 

SECTION III: OVERALL PERFORMANCE REVIEW 

 

Use the scale below to provide an overall evaluation of the employee’s 

performance during this review period. Please summarize the performance and 

make additional comments in the space below. NOTE: Specific explanation must 

be provided for any rating of Exceptional or Very Effective and specific 

recommendations for improved performance must be made for any rating of 

Needs Improvement or Unsatisfactory. 

Overall Rating:  

 Exceptional 

 Very Effective 

 Effective 



 Needs Improvement 

 Unsatisfactory 

Comments: 

Attach Additional Sheets as Required 

SECTION IV: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND/OR 

PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT PLAN 

Describe the coaching, training or development activities that would help improve 

performance in any performance 

category, promote learning and job growth, and/or enhance career development. 

Attach Additional Sheets as Required 

 

SECTION V: EMPLOYEE COMMENTS 

The employee may make any comments here regarding the above review and 

goals and/or work priorities for the next performance review period. (Attach 

additional pages as desired to fully comment) 

SECTION VI: COMMENTS OF LINE EXECUTIVE 

The Line Executive may comment here if knowledgeable regarding the 

performance of the staff member being reviewed. 

SECTION VII: SIGNATURES 

Signatures: 

I have read and discussed this review with my supervisor and I understand its 

contents. My signature does not necessarily 

imply that I agree with the review or its contents. 

________________________ ____________________________ 

Employee’s Signature  

Date 

_________________________________ ______________ 

_____________________________ _________ 

Immediate Supervisor’s Signature Date      Line Executive Date 

 



The Performance Plan for this staff member will be completed by ____________; 

is attached____. 

_____________________________________ 

______________________________ 

Supervisor’s Signature Date 

 

 

 

 

 

      
 
 
 

Appendix- V 
 

   THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY3 
PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
For Classified Civil Service 
And Unclassified Staff 

 
Guidelines for Conducting an 
Effective Performance Review 
Prepare yourself and your employee. 
schedule ample time and a private place for the discussion 
notify the employee in advance, in writing 
review documentation (notes, letters, files, etc.) before working on the review 
remember that performance management is a key service to your employees and 
unit 
Make it “priority time.” 
create an agenda for the meeting 
minimize interruptions 
Set a tone of collaboration. 
start the discussion on a positive note 
encourage your employee’s participation 
Be clear about your purpose. 
reinforce that the discussion will address strengths and areas for improvement 

 Review performance expectations. 
discuss the position description, units’ reasons for needing the position 
be clear about performance standards within your unit 



Discuss performance that is below, meets, and exceeds expectations. 
use language that is clear and specific; use examples 
describe performance, not personality 
Ask employee what he/she thinks. 
allow employee to speak freely before responding to his/her comments 
actively listen to your employee 
clarify your employee’s concerns, then address them 
Set goals to: 
improve performance in targeted areas 
build on strengths 
develop the employee’s knowledge, skills, and abilities 
align the employee’s work with the needs of the unit 
Agree to follow up. 
schedule at least one interim check-in on performance during the year 
ask how your employee prefers to receive feedback (written, verbal) 
discuss how your employee likes to be recognized for good work 
Close with encouragement. 
offer your help and support 
end on a positive note by summarizing employee strengths and contributions 

 
Section 1: Employee Information 
Employee Name ___________________________________ 
Working Title (if used) ______________________________ 
Classification ______________________________________ 
Employee ID# _____________________________________ 
Department _______________________________________ 
Department # ______________________________________ 
Appraisal Period From ___________ to _________________ 
Type of review: 
Probationary (at the end of the probationary period 
Interim (as check point during the year, or before the end of probation) 
Annual (at the end of the performance year) 
 
Section 2: Review Employee Performance on University 
Competencies 
Use the following ratings to evaluate performance in each area: 
Well Above Performance is repeatedly above expectations. 
Above performance is sometimes above expectations. 
Meets Performance meets expectations. 
Below Performance is sometimes below expectations. 

Well Below Performance is repeatedly below expectations. 
The following performance competencies reflect the University’s core values. 
Each employee is accountable for performance in these areas. 
A. Quality Service 



listens carefully and responds to customer requests and problems 
delivers friendly, courteous service to internal and external customers 
demonstrates a commitment to increasing customer satisfaction 
looks for and makes continuous improvements 
performs with accuracy, thoroughness and effectiveness 

 3. 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Quality Service: 
Well Below, Below, Meets Above, Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
B. Respect and Community 
establishes and maintains respectful and cooperative working relationships 
demonstrates respect for individuals in all forms of communication 
supports unit and university goals and priorities 
demonstrates respect for a positive, diverse work environment and university

 community 
handles interpersonal conflicts constructively 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Respect and Community: 
Well Below, Below, Meets Above, Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
C. Learning and Development 
constructively uses feedback from multiple sources 
seeks new challenges and increased responsibility 
demonstrates willingness to try new approaches 
seeks and participates in learning and development activities 
4 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Learning and Development: 
Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
D. Focus on Results 
sets goals in alignment with unit and university priorities 
organizes work to achieve goals 
identifies and solves problems 
achieves targeted results 
accomplishes a fair and agreed-upon workload 
accepts responsibility for own actions 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Focus on Results: 
Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above 



If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
E. Job Knowledge 
understands job requirements and responsibilities 
demonstrates ability to perform necessary tasks and procedures 
keeps informed on up-to-date job methods, skills, and techniques 
5 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Job Knowledge: 
Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
F. Job-Specific Competency (optional) 
___________________________________ 
The supervisor and employee create a job-specific competency area to supplement 
the University competencies (A-E above). 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for _________________________________: 
Well Below, Below, Meets Above, Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
G. Performance Management (complete for supervisors only) 
sets clear expectations with staff 
gives feedback in a respectful, constructive way 
encourages staff to seek feedback from multiple sources 
promotes self-development and responsiveness to feedback 
uses coaching skills effectively to improve staff performance 
conducts effective and timely performance reviews 
recognizes excellent performance 
encourages staff to engage in learning and development opportunities 
6 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Performance Management: 
Well Below, Below, Meets Above, Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
H. Leadership (complete for supervisors only) 
builds commitment to mission and priorities of unit and university 
actively involves staff in planning and decision making 
ensures a focus on core performance competencies 
fosters a work environment characterized by mutual respect 
provides direction and defines priorities 
acts with integrity 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Leadership: 



Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
7 
Section 3: Review Goals (Optional) 
If appropriate, attach a copy of the employee’s performance goals for this year. 
Review and make comments below. 
Section 4: Summarize Performance and Make Additional 
Comments 
Check one rating for overall performance: 
Well Below, Below ,Meets Above, Well Above 
Supervisor’s summative or additional comments (add sheets if needed): 
Employee’s comments (add sheets if needed): 
Section 5: Complete the Employee Professional Development Plan 
Write down 1-4 professional development goals and specific action steps to 
achieve the goals. 
8 
Section 6: Signatures and Processing 
Sign below and: 
1. Give a copy to the employee 
2. Place the original in the employee’s personnel file 
Employee check here: 
My supervisor and I have reviewed this document together. 
(Signing the form indicates only that the form has been reviewed with you and 
that you have received a copy. It does not imply agreement.) 
Employee’s Signature _______________________________________ 
Date________________ 
Supervisor’s Signature _______________________________________ 
Date_______________ 
This document was 
reviewed by ________________________________________ 
Date_______________ 
(dean or administrative office signature) 
Retention of Performance Review Form: 
Do not return a copy of this form to the Office of Human Resources 
You are required to retain a copy in the employee’s personnel file within your 
unit. 
Performance review forms must be retained for each employee for six years 
after separation from the University. 

 
 
  
CONFIDENTIAL             IC No. / Passport No. : 
   
                         Staff No : 
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PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL REPORT 4 
LECTURER 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A. TEACHING AND SUPERVISION (30%) 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor  2nd Assessor  

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 
 
1      TEACHING       

Lecture, tutorial, small group discussion, practical, clinical 

  

PART II   
 
I : WORK OUTPUT 

Assessors are required to give evaluation according to actual work output of AP compared to 
the determined Annual Task Projection (ATP). Assessment must evidence-based and defined 
according to the criteria mentioned below, by using a scale of 1 to 5. 

 
(i) Name :  
 
(ii) Current Position :  

(In the year of appraisal) 
 
   
 

UNIVERSITI TEKNOLOGI MARA 

Year of evaluation…………….. 

PART I – INFORMATION OF APPRAISED PERSONNEL (AP) 
                     
 



teaching (‘bed-side teaching’ / ‘ward rounds’), seminar, 
including long distance teaching.  

 
2.     SUPERVISION 

Elective project / postgraduate dissertation / postgraduate 
coursework / PhD thesis / supporting staff project.  

  
 

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
  

       X  30 = 
  10 

      X  30 = 
 10 

 
B. RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION  

(Non-Clinical Lecturer= 20%, Clinical Lecturer=10%) 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 
1      RESEARCH 

Completed and on-going research (begin on the assessed 
year or begin and complete on the assessed year) 
including researches with or without sponsorship that 
registered with IRDC. State the number and also the 
contribution and role in the research. 

  

2.     PUBLICATION 
Publication(published article only): Original work, 
Translation, Educational books, Chapter in book, Article in 
the journals (local or international), Proceedings, Abstract 
in journal, Abstract in the Abstract Book, Technical Report, 
Article in the newspapers, magazines and others for public 
reading, Academic Dictionary, Encyclopaedia and other 
non literary creative work (Innovation / Patent /Software 
Development) 

  

3      CONFERENCE  
All types of training including: Conferences, Seminars, 
Workshops, Short courses, Lectures, Colloquium and role as 
Speaker / Panel member / Chairman / Presenter (Oral / 
poster) or Participant. 

  

        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION       X 20/10= 
 15 

      X 20/10= 
1 5 

II: SUPERVISION AND / OR SPECIALISATION  
 (Non Clinical Lecturer =10%, Clinical Lecturer=20%) 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 
Appointment as consultant or specialist in the area of 
specialization to exalt reputation of the Faculty and 
University as well as become an academic assessor 
(External examiner, Editor, Referee etc) 
 

  

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
 

      X10/20= 
 5 

      X10/20= 
 5 



 
 
III:  ADMINISTRATION AND DEVELOPMENT (Total= 10%) 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 

Assessment based on AP’s contribution as a member in any 
committee or organization at university level (1%) 

  

 
          TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION 
 

       X 1= 
 5 

       X 1= 
 5 

 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 

Assessment based on AP’s contribution as a member in any 
committee or organization at faculty level (9%) 

  

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
 

       X 9= 
 5 

       X 9= 
 5 

 
 
 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale  5 =Excellent, 4 =Good, 3 = Moderate, 2 =Weak, 1 =Very Weak) 

1.     LEADERSHIP 
Visionary, commited, decisive, initiative and motivated 
towards the objective of the organisation. 

2.     DISCIPLINE 
Mentally and physically in control, including rule abiding, 
punctual, trustworthy and patient. 
  

3.     PROACTIVE AND INNOVATIVE 
Creativeness with foresight and ability to generate new 
ideas. Innovative and progressive in the improvement of 
quality and productivity of the organisation.  

4.     NETWORKING AND COLLABORATION 
Ability to develop a harmonious and friendly working 
environment and adaptability in any situation.  
 

  

        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION         X 10 = 
 20 

      X 10 = 
 20 

 
 

PART IV – LEADERSHIP AND PERSONAL QUALITY (Total 10 %) 
Assessors is required to give review based on the definion of every criteria as mention below 
by using scale 1 to 5 :- 

PART V –  ACTIVITY AND SERVICE CONTRIBUTION, INCLUDING SERVICE TO PROFESSIONAL  
                 BODIES    (20 %) 
 
Assessors is required to evaluate based on the definition of the criteria mentioned below by 
using a scale of 1 to 5 :-  
 



 
 
 
 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale   5 =Very Active, 4 = Active, 3 = Moderate Active, 2 = Less Active, 1 = Not Active) 

1.     Service to student (10%) 
Evaluation based on AP’s contribution in any student 
activities such as OPKIM coordinator, etc. 

  
 

       TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION       X 10 = 
 5 

      X 10 = 
 5 

2.     Service to University (4%) 
Evaluation based on AP’s contribution in representing the 
university  in any society / club / task force / sports 
 

  

        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION         X 4 = 
 5 

      X 4 = 
 5 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale   5 =Very Active, 4 = Active, 3 = Moderate Active, 2 = Less Active, 1 = Not Active) 

3.     Service to Professional Bodies (3%) 
 
Evaluation based on AP’s contribution organisation. 

  

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
 

      X 3 = 
 5 

      X 3 = 
 5 

4.     Community Service (3%) 
Evaluation based on AP’s contribution and involvement in 
community activities that improve the quality of life such as 
lectures/forum at district/ state / national / international 
levels. 

  

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
 

      X 3 = 
 5 

      X 3 = 
 5 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

TOTAL  
MARKS 

 
1st Assessor ( % ) 

 
2nd Assessor ( % ) AVERAGE MARKS ( % ) 

(For office use) 
 
 

 

PART VI – TOTAL OVERALL MARKS  
 
Assessors is required to record the total marks obtained by AP’s in the form of percentage (%) 
based on the total marks for each section  



 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                   PYD Signature                                                                            Date 
 
 
 
 
 

PART VII – OVERALL COMMENTS AND ENDORSEMENT BY THE FIRST ASSESSOR (FA) 
 

1.      Duration of time AP worked under supervision: -   
 

 Year 
 

 month 
 
2. First Assessor is required to give overall comments on the performance of AP :-  
 

(i) Overall performance 
 

……………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 
(ii) Career progress 

 
……………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

3.     This is to certify that the performance of this officer has been informed to the AP. 

 
FA Name :- …………………………………………………………………  Staff No. :- ……………….. 
 
Position    :- …………………………………………………………………….……………………………. 
 
Branch / Faculty / Centre / Section / Unit :-  
(Faculty official stamp) 
 
 

FA’s signature Date 

PART VIII – ACKNOWLEDGEMENT BY APPARISED PERSONNEL (AP) 
 

1.     This is to certify that the information contained in this appraisal has been informed to me 

2.     I agree               / not agree               with the appraisal given to me because : 

          
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

            
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT A 
 
 
 
 

 
 

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL SCALE 
WORK OUTPUT SCALE 
 

A. TEACHING AND SUPERVISION 

LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Very high 5 Completion of all given teaching and supervision task well 
within the time frame and produced material, technique or 
new method that could elevate the quality of teaching 
and supervision. 

High 4 Completion of all given teaching and supervision task well 
within the time frame without any negative report.  

Moderate 3 Completion of all given teaching and supervision task 
within the time frame with a minor negative report (involves 
only administrative action). 

Low 2 Not completing all given teaching and supervision task as 
assigned within the time frame with a minor negative 
report (involves only administrative action). 

Very low 1 Not completing all given teaching and supervision task as 
assigned within the time frame with a major report. 
(disciplinary action taken). 

PART  IX – OVERALL REVIEW BY SECOND ASSESSOR (SA) 
 

1.     Duration of time AP worked under supervision: -   
 

 year  
 

  month 
 
2. SA is required to give overall comments on AP’s work performance based on comments 

by FA :- 
 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
SA Name :- …………………………………………………………………  Staff No. :- ……………….. 
 
Position    :- …………………………………………………………………….……………………………. 
 
Branch / Faculty / Centre / Section / Unit :-  
(Faculty official stamp) 
 
 

AP’s signature Date 

SA’s signature Date 



 
B.   RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION (Including Conference) 

LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Very High 5 Output quantity and quality always above the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

High 4 Output quantity and quality sometimes above the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Moderate 3 Output quantity and quality at a minimal requirement of 
the job based on predetermined performance indicators. 

Low 2 Output quantity and quality does not reach the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Very Low 1 No research or publication output that meet the 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

 
C.    CONSULTANCY AND / OR SPECIALIZATION 

 

LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Very High 5 Output quantity and quality always above the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

High 4 Output quantity and quality sometimes above the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Moderate 3 Output quantity and quality at a minimal requirement of 
the job based on predetermined performance indicators. 

Low  2 Output quantity and quality does not reach the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Very Low 1 No consultation and / or specialization output according 
to the requirement of job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

 
 
D.    CONFERENCE 
 

LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Very Active 5 Involvement and contribution in conferences always 
above the minimal requirement of the job based on 
predetermined performance indicators. 

Active 4 Involvement and contribution in conferences sometimes 



above the minimal requirement of the job based on 
predetermined performance indicators. 

Moderate 3 Involvement and contribution in conferences at the 
minimal requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Less Active 2 Involvement and contribution in conferences does not 
reach the minimal requirement of the job based on 
predetermined performance indicators. 

Not Active 1 No involvement and contribution in conferences 
according to the requirement of job based on 
predetermined performance indicators. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PART IV – LEADERSHIP AND PERSONAL QUALITIES 
 

  LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Excellent 5 Always personifies and applies excellent individual qualities 
in line with exemplary and good role model. 

Good 4 Personifies and applies good individual qualities in line with 
the service ethics, profession, social and humanity. 
Satisfactory leadership. 

Moderate 3 Inherit and implement individual good qualities in harmony 
with the service ethics, profession, social and humanity. 
Occasional guidance required.  

Weak 2 Lack of personification and application of good qualities. 
Guidance required. 

Very weak 1 Does not personify and apply good qualities. Non 
responsive to advice constructive comments. 

 
 
PART V - ACTIVITY AND CONTRIBUTION BEYOND OFFICIAL DUTIES 
 

LEVEL Very Active Active Moderately 

Active 

Less Active Not Active 

SCALE 5 4 3 2 1 

 
 
            
    



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

       APPENDIX- 

STAFF CONFIDENTIAL APPRAISAL FORM5
 

 
 
Name:       Position Title:       

Employee ID#       Evaluator’s Name:       

Department/Unit:       Date:       

 
PART I WORK PERFORMANCE FACTORS (Complete all 5 factors. 

Illustrate with specific examples of on-the-job behavior where possible)

Client Service       
 

Working 
Relationships 

      

Communication       
 

Job Knowledge and 
its Application 

      

Taking the Initiative 
to Make Things Better 

      

 



PART II  INDIVIDUAL WORK PERFORMANCE 
FACTORS (Select factors relevant to the responsibilities of 
the position. Illustrate with specific examples of on-the-job 
behaviour where possible)

Select a Category       
 
 

Select a Category       
 
 

Select a Category       
 
 

Select a Category       
 
 

Select a Category       
 
 

 



 
WORKING ENVIRONMENT 
Questions for discussion during the performance appraisal interview: 

a) Do you have the tools and equipment (hardware, software, ergonomic 
workspace, etc.) required to do your job? 

b) What Training and Development opportunities would you like to explore in 
the coming year? 

c) How has your job changed in the past year and how would you like to see it 
change in the future? Are you comfortable with your current work load? 

d) What would you change about the way you and I communicate and interact? 
e) Are there ways that I can improve on providing constructive feedback to help 

you in the performance of your job duties? 
f) Are you involved in any volunteer activities on campus outside the scope of 

your job duties?  If so, what do you feel are the personal and professional 
benefits to you and/or the University? 

g) Does your job description reflect what you do? 
h) Are you aware of the general requirements and your responsibilities under 

UW Policy 34, the mandate of the Joint Health and Safety committee and the 
procedures to address health and safety concerns? 

i) Do you have or are you aware of any health and safety concerns that have not 
been addressed? 

j) Is there any health and safety related training you would be interested in 
attending? 

What other issues would you like to discuss? 
      

 
 
PART III MUTUALLY AGREED UPON GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Part IV  EVALUATOR’S COMMENTS 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FACTOR RATING GRID 
Rating 
Number 

INTERPRETATION 

5 Exceptional performance in all areas of the job requirements which is recognized 
throughout their unit or broadly throughout the University.  Normally, an employee 
would not receive a rating of 5 in consecutive years. 

4 Performance significantly exceeded the requirements of the job in one or more key 
areas. 

3 Performance was fully satisfactory in all key areas. 
2 Need for recognizable improvement in one or more key areas. 
1 Performance was significantly below job requirements in several important areas and 

improvements will be required or reassignment or termination will be considered.  
Ratings at this level are subject to disciplinary action. 

Note: Evaluators may add a .25 (for 3 and above) or .5 increment to a staff member's 
rating to acknowledge performance that exceeds one category, but does not achieve the 
next. Managers are expected to use the full range of evaluations as appropriate. 
 
Overall Rating - SELECT 
ONE BOX. Press Spacebar or 
click with mouse to select or 
deselect. 

5.0  4.75   4.5  4.25  4.0  3.75   
 
3.5  3.25  3.0  2.5  2.0  1.5  1.0  

 
Part V STAFF MEMBER’S COMMENTS 

Provide comments as desired.  You might want to identify any areas not covered in this review such as contributions you have 
made to the campus community.  This may involve activities outside the scope of your job duties such as UW Staff Association, 
UW United Way, Keystone Campaign or any other volunteer activity that helps make the campus community a better place.  

      



 

VERIFICATION 
This document is an accurate summary of our discussion.  All three signatures are 

required. 
 

 
Evaluator’s Signature ____________________________________ Date: ____________ 
 
Staff Member’s Signature ________________________________  Date: ____________ 
 
Reviewed by Evaluator’s Supervisor _______________________   Date: ____________ 
 
 
 



GOVERNMENT OF N.W.F.P. 
 
 
 
Department/Office_______________        Service/Group______________ 

 

 

   PERFORMANCE EVALUTION REPORT 

 

 FOR THE PERIOD                           TO 

 

PART   1 

 

 

  (TO BE FILLED IN BY THE OFFICER REPORTED UPON) 

 

1. Name  (in block letters) _____________________________________________ 

  

2. Personal number___________________________________________________ 

 

3. Date of birth._________________________________________________  

 

4. Date of entry in service  ______________________________________ 

 

5. Post held during the period (with BPS) ________________________________ 

 

6. Academic qualifications._____________________________________ 

            _________________________________________________________ 

7. Knowledge of languages (please indicate proficiency in speaking (S), reading ( R), 

          and writing (W) 

 _________________________________________________________ 



8. Training received during the evaluation period 

 

Name of country attended Duration with 

dates 

Name of institution and 

country 

   

 

9. Period service 

 

 (I)    in present post________________  (ii) under the reporting officer________________ 

 

PART II 

 

         (TO BE FILLED IN BY THE OFFICER REPORTED UPON) 

 

 

1. Job description 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Brief account of performance on the job during the period supported by 

statistical data where possible. targets given and actual performance 

against such targets should be highlighted,. Reasons for short fall if 

any, may also be stated.  



 

 

PART III 

 

(EVALUATION BY THE REPORTING OFFICER) 

      The rating in Part III should be recorded by initialing the appropriate box. 

 The ratings denoted by alphabets are as follows: 

  ‘A’ Very Good, ‘B’ Good, ‘C’ Average, ‘D’ Below Average 

 

For uniform interpretation of qualities, two extreme shades are mentioned 

against each quality. 

  

  A B C D  

1 Intelligence 

 

Exceptionally bright; excellent 

comprehension 

     

Dull, slow 

2 Confidence and will power 

 

Exceptionally confident and resolute 

     

Uncertain; hesitant. 

3 Acceptance of responsibility 

 

Always prepared to take on 

responsibility even in difficult cases 

     

 

Reluctant to take on 

responsibility; will avoid it 

whenever possible. 

 

4 Reliability under pressure 

 

Calm and exceptionally reliable at all 

times 

     

 

Confused and easily 

flustered even under normal 

pressure 



5 Financial Responsibility 

 

Exercises due care and discipline 

A B C D  

 

Irresponsible 

 

 

       

6 Relations with 

 

i)     Superiors 

       Cooperative and trusted 

     

 

 

Un-cooperative 

 ii ) Colleagues 

 

       Works well in a team 

     

 

Difficult colleague 

 iii)  Subordinates 

     Courteous and effective;  

       encouraging 

     

Discourteous and intolerant; 

7 Behavior with public 

 

Courteous and helpful 

 

 

     

 

Arrogant, discourteous and 

indifferent 

8 Ability to decide routine matters 

 

Logical and decisive 

  

     

 

 

Indecisive and vacillating 

9 Knowledge of relevant laws, rules, 

regulations, instructions 

 and procedures. 

     

 

 



 

Exceptionally well informed, keeps 

abreast of latest developments 

 

 

 

 

 

Ignorant and uninformed 

 

PART IV 

 

   (REPORTING OFFICER’S EVALUATIONS) 

1. Please comment on the officer’s performance on the job as give in Part II 

(2) with special reference to knowledge of work, quality and quantity of 

output. How far was the officer able to achieve targets? Do you agree with 

what has been stated in Part II (2)? 

2. Integrity (Morality, uprightness and honesty) 

 

 

 

 

3. Pen picture with focus on the officer, s strengths and weaknesses not 

covered in Part III (weakness will not be considered as adverse entries 

unless intended to be treated as adverse). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Special aptitude 

 



 

 

5. Recommendations for future training 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6. Overall grading 

 

  Reporting Officer Countersigning  Officer 

(i) Very Good   

(ii) Good   

(iii) Average   

(iv) Below Average   

 

 

7. Fitness for Promotion 

 

 

 

     

Reporting 

Officer 

Countersigning  Officer 

(I) Fit for Promotion   

       

(ii) 

Recently promoted/ appointed. 

Assessment premature 

  

(iii) Not yet fit for promotion   

(iv) Unlikely to progress further   

 



 

 

 Name of the reporting officer _______________  Signature________ 

 (Capital letters)_____________________________________ 

 

 Designation_______________________________  Date_____________ 

 

 

PART V 

 

  (REMARKS OF THE COUNTERSIGNING OFFICER) 

1. How well do you know the officer? If you disagree with assessment of the reporting 

officer, please give reasons 

2. Evaluation of the quality of assessment made by the reporting officer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Name of the Countersigning officer______________  Signature________ 

 (Capital letters)_____________________________________ 

 

 Designation_______________________________  Date_____________ 

 

 

      



PART VI 

 

 

REMARKS OF THE SECOND COUNTERSIGNING OFFICER (IF ANY)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Name________________________________ Signature__________________ 

 
 
 
         



Appendix- N 
 
FOR OFFICERS IN BPS 19& 20        CONFIDENTIAL 
 
 
 
 
   GOVERNMENT OF N.W.F.P. 
 
 
 
Department/Office_______________        Service/Group______________ 

 

 

   PERFORMANCE EVALUTION REPORT 

 

 FOR THE PERIOD                           TO 

 

PART   1 

 

 

  (TO BE FILLED IN BY THE OFFICER REPORTED UPON) 

 

1. Name  (in block letters) _____________________________________________ 

  

2. Personal number___________________________________________________ 

 

3. Date of birth._________________________________________________  

 

4. Date of entry in service  ______________________________________ 

 

5. Post held during the period (with BPS) ________________________________ 

 

6. Academic qualifications._____________________________________ 

            _________________________________________________________ 



7. Knowledge of languages (please indicate proficiency in speaking (S), reading ( R), 

          and writing (W) 

 _________________________________________________________ 

8. Training received during the evaluation period 

 

Name of country attended Duration with 

dates 

Name of institution and 

country 

   

 

9. Period service 

 

 (I) in present post___________________  (ii) under the reporting officer_______________ 

 

PART II 

 

         (TO BE FILLED IN BY THE OFFICER REPORTED UPON) 

 

 

1. Job description 

 

 

3. Brief account of achievements during the period supported by   

statistical date where possible. Targets given and actual performance 

against such targets should be highlighted. Reasons for shortfall, if any, 

may also be stated  

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Brief account of performance on the job during the period supported by 

statistical data where possible. targets given and actual performance 

against such targets should be highlighted,. Reasons for short fall if 

any, may also be stated.  

 

 

PART III 

 

(REPORTING OFFICER,S EVALUATION) 
 

5. Please comment on the officer’s performance on the job given in Part II (2) with 
special reference to his knowledge of work, ability to plan, organize and supervise, 
analytical skills, competence to take decisions and quality and quantity of output. 
How far was the officer able to achieve the targets? Comment on the officer’s 
contribution, with the help of statistical data, if any, in the overall performance of 
the organization. Do you agree with what haw been stated in Part II (2)? 

  
 

6. Integrity  (Morality, uprightness and honesty) 
 
 
 

7. pen picture including the officer’s strengths and weaknesses with focus on emotional stability, 
ability to work under pressure, communication skills and interpersonal effectiveness 
(Weakness will not be considered as adverse entry unless intended to be treated as 
adverse) 

 
 

8. Area and level of professional expertise with suggestions for future posting  
 
 
 

6.        Training and development needs 
 
 
 



 
 
 
6.  Overall grading 

 
Very Good 
 
 

Good Average Below Average 

 
 
 
 
 
7.    Fitness for promotion               Comment on the officer’s potential for holding  
     higher position and additional responsibilities. 
 
 
 
Name of the reporting officer______________________         Signature___________ 
(Capital Letters)______________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
Designation ____________________________________  Date_____________ 
 
 
            PART  IV 
 

4. How often have you seen the work of the officer reported upon? 
 
 

very frequently 
 
 

Frequently   Rarely     Never 

 
 
 
5. How well do you know the officer? If you disagree with the assessment of the  

              reporting officer, please reasons 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



6. Overall grading 
 
Very Good 
 
 

Good Average Below Average 

 
 
 
   4.  Recommendation for promotion    (Comment on the officer’s potential for holding  
                      higher position and additional responsibilities) 
 
 
 
 
 
     5.  Evaluation of the quality of assessment made by the reporting officer 

 
 
 
 
Exaggerated       Fair     Biased 

 
 
 

Name of the countersigning  officer______________________         Signature___________ 
(Capital Letters)______________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
Designation ____________________________________  Date_____________ 
 
 
 

               PART V 
 
(REMARKS OF THE SECOND COUNTERSIGNING OFFICER (IF ANY) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Name ________________________________       Signature__________ 
 
Designation ________________________    Date_____________ 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
        Appendix-P 
 
            BOSTON COLLEGE  
 

Performance Management 
Appraisal Form 6 

 
Employee Name: 

 
Position/Title: 

 
Department: 

 
Date: 

 
Completing the Performance Appraisal Form 

 
The performance appraisal form is designed to link employee performance to our 
institutional mission and values as reflected in the Ignatian tradition and to 
provide guidance and consistency to the performance evaluation process. It 
should be used to summarize and evaluate an employee's overall performance for 
the past year and to set work goals and professional development goals for the 
next year. Work goals relate to the essential functions, or primary responsibilities, 
of an employee's position and serve to identify results (i.e., specific tasks or 
projects) to be achieved. Professional development goals relate to the 
competencies, or knowledge, skills and abilities that an employee needs to 
perform the essential functions of his/her current position and/or to prepare 
him/her for future career growth. To assist you with this process, as well as with 
discussing performance with an employee throughout the year, performance 
attributes, or competencies, are provided below. They describe what effective 
performance looks like at Boston College.  
Additional performance attributes/competencies may be identified by the 
supervisor and employee to further customize the appraisal to the employee's 
position. 
Performance Attributes 
Identify those performance attributes/competencies in the following table that are 
most pertinent to evaluating the employee's overall performance during the past 



year as well as those most relevant to the goals to be established for the next year. 
Reference these as you complete the goals section and the supervisor’s comments 
section of the appraisal form. 

 
 
 
 
 

Performance Attributes/Competencies 
 
Big Picture Perspective 
 

Applying Technology Continuous Learning 

Communication 
 

Valuing Diversity Decision-Making/Problem 
Solving 
 

Teamwork 
 

Openness to Change Customer Focus 

Productivity 
 

People Development  

Additional Performance 
Attributes/ Competencies 
 
 

  

 
Past Year's Goals 
State work goals and professional development goals, as defined in the 
introductory section of this form, and list results achieved. If no goals were 
formally set, please cite primary accomplishments. 

 
 

Work Goals    Results Achieved/Primary Accomplishments 
 
 
 
 
 
Professional Development Goals  Results Achieved/Primary Accomplishments 
 
 
 
 
 

`Next Year's Goals 
List a limited number of work goals and professional development goals for the 
next year, as determined by supervisor and employee using the S.M.A.R.T. goal 
criteria, and identify specifications needed to assist the employee in making 



progress. List also professional development goals that may pertain to the 
employee's longer term career growth and an action plan for facilitating progress. 

 
Work Goals       Actions Needed 

 
 

Professional Development Goals    Actions Needed 
 

Performance Summary 
The supervisor and employee should use this section of the review to make 
additional comments about and provide a summary of the employee’s 
performance over the past year. 
Supervisor Performance Summary: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Supervisor Signature and Date: 
 
 
 
 

Employee Performance Summary: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Employee Signature and Date: 
 
 
 
 



        Appendix-Q 
 
 

MARIST COLLEGE 
ADMINISTRATIVE 
PERFORMANCE REVIEW FORM7 
FOR NON-SUPERVISORY STAFF 

NAME: 
___________________________________________________________
_ 
 
TITLE: 
___________________________________________________________
_ 
 
OFFICE/DIVISION: 
___________________________________________________________
_ 
SUPERVISOR: 
___________________________________________________________
_ 
 
TYPE OF APPRAISAL: ____ PROBATIONARY ____ MID-YEAR ___  
YEAR END ___ 
 
DATES COVERED: 
___________________________________________________________ 
 
CURRENT STATUS: ___ FULL-TIME ___12-MONTH ___ 10-

MONTH____ 
  PART-TIME ___ OTHER 
 

SECTION I – JOB DESCRIPTION REVIEW 
 
Supervisor and staff member must review the job description together. 
Does the job description properly describe the duties and responsibilities 
of this position? 
____ YES ____ NO 
Are there any significant duties or responsibilities which would materially 
change the Job Description to 
be ____Added ___Deleted ___Rephrased? 
If there are any changes, please update the job description and attach it to the 
completed Performance Review. 

 
SECTION IIA: PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES/RESULTS 



1. Use this section to detail/describe the major outcomes/results the staff members 

achieved during this review period. Cover any relevant area however the focus 

should be on those planned outcomes/results achieved in support of  College/Unit 

Missions or which were priorities/projects established to support the strategic plan 

or the unit operating plan: 

Attach the completed Performance Planning Worksheet for this review period (if 

applicable). 

 

Attach Additional Sheets as Required 

 

 

SECTION IIB: PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES AND CRITERIA 

The following performance categories or key result areas reflect a set of 

responsibilities and outcomes/results expected of all professional staff 

members. While each staff member is accountable for overall 

performance in every category, in some instances certain criteria within a 

category may not be relevant to a particular position 

and therefore should not be considered. Likewise, additional criteria not 

listed here may be relevant to a particular department, unit or position and 

should be added in the space provided. 

Use the following rating scales to evaluate performance in each area. Add 

comments which support or clarify the rating assigned in the space provided. 

(Attach additional pages as necessary to appropriately document ratings). 

Performance Rating Scales 

Exceptional: Outcomes achieved/performance consistently exceeds 

expectations/plans in all performance categories/key areas of responsibility, and 

has had a measurable impact, departmental or college wide in at least one 

performance category/key areas  of responsibility (specific, detailed 

documentation to support an overall rating of Exceptional must be available). 



Very Effective: Outcomes achieved/performance effectively meets 

expectations/plans in all performance categories/key areas of responsibility and 

exceeds expectations/plans in many areas. 

Effective: Outcomes achieved/performance meets expectations/plans in all or 

most performance categories/key areas of responsibility and may even exceed 

expectations/plans in some areas. 

Needs Improvement: Outcomes achieved/performance meets expectations/plans 

in a number of performance categories/key areas of responsibility but falls below 

expectations/plans in some areas. 

Unsatisfactory: Outcomes achieved/performance does not meet 

expectations/plans in most performance categories/key areas of responsibility. 

 

FOR NON-SUPERVISORY POSITIONS ONLY – CORE PERFORMANCE 

CATEGORIES/KEY RESULT AREAS AND CRITERIA RATING 

 

1. FOCUS ON RESULTS 

• Accomplishes expected workload and achieves targeted/planned 

outcomes/results 

in support of College and unit missions and priorities based upon strategic and 

operational plans. 

• Develop goals/objectives in alignment with College and unit missions and 

priorities and based upon strategic and operational plans. 

• Plans, prioritizes and organizes work effectively. 

• Identifies and works to solve problems in a timely manner. 

• Identifies and utilizes resources efficiently, effectively and responsibly. 

• Accepts responsibility for own actions. 

(Overall Rating for Category) 

 Exceptional 

 Very Effective 

 Effective 

 Needs Improvement 



 Unsatisfactory 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 

2. QUALITY AND RELIABILITY 

• Completes tasks and provides services accurately, thoroughly, promptly and 

effectively. 

• Performs duties and responsibilities reliably and consistently. 

• Listens carefully and responds appropriately to requests for assistance or 

service. 

• Delivers courteous, timely and attentive service. 

• Demonstrates commitment to continually improve the quality of programs, 

methods, procedures, services etc. 

• Demonstrates sound judgment and correct decision making. 

(Overall Rating for Category) 

 Exceptional 

 Very Effective 

 Effective 

 Needs Improvement 

 Unsatisfactory 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 

 

FOR NON-SUPERVISORY POSITIONS ONLY-CORE PERFORMANCE 

CATEGORIES/KEY RESULT AREAS AND CRITERIARATING 

 

3. JOB KNOWLEDGE AND COMPETENCIES 

 

• Applies specialized knowledge effectively in the performance of job duties. 

• Uses critical thinking skills to solve problems. 

• Demonstrates ability to acquire and apply new job related skills. 

• Works well with minimal supervision. 

• Maintains job competencies and knowledge by staying abreast of new 

developments. 



• Knows and complies with College and campus operating expectations, 

principles, 

policies, and procedures. 

(Overall Rating for Category) 

 Exceptional 

 Very Effective 

 Effective 

 Needs Improvement 

 Unsatisfactory 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 

 

4. LEARNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

 

• Reflects on and continually learns from experiences. 

• Demonstrates flexibility and adapts well to change. 

• Demonstrates initiative and accepts new challenges. 

• Participates in learning and development activities. 

(Overall Rating for Category) 

 Exceptional 

 Very Effective 

 Effective 

 Needs Improvement 

 Unsatisfactory 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 

 

 

5. RELATIONSHIPS, RESPECT AND COMMUNITY 

• Actively participates and contributes as a team player. 

• Builds and maintains cooperative working relationships within unit and across 

departmental lines. 

• Helps to resolves interpersonal and team conflicts constructively. 



• Promotes and supports diversity by demonstrating respect for others and accords 

fair and just treatment to all. 

• Contributes to and/or participates in the development of the campus community. 

• Demonstrates integrity and behaves ethically. 

(Overall Rating for Category) 

 Exceptional 

 Very Effective 

 Effective 

 Needs Improvement 

 Unsatisfactory 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 

6. COMMUNICATION 

• Communicates clearly and effectively both orally and in writing. 

• Receives and provides constructive feedback. 

• Fosters open communications, elicits multiple perspectives. 

• Uses appropriate channels of communication to convey and disseminate 

information and ideas in a timely manner. 

(Overall Rating for Category) 

 Exceptional 

 Very Effective 

 Effective 

 Needs Improvement 

 Unsatisfactory 

Additional criteria and/or comments: 

 

SECTION III: OVERALL PERFORMANCE REVIEW 

 

Use the scale below to provide an overall evaluation of the employee’s 

performance during this review period. Please summarize the performance and 

make additional comments in the space below. NOTE: Specific explanation must 

be provided for any rating of Exceptional or Very Effective and specific 



recommendations for improved performance must be made for any rating of 

Needs Improvement or Unsatisfactory. 

Overall Rating:  

 Exceptional 

 Very Effective 

 Effective 

 Needs Improvement 

 Unsatisfactory 

Comments: 

Attach Additional Sheets as Required 

SECTION IV: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND/OR 

PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT PLAN 

Describe the coaching, training or development activities that would help improve 

performance in any performance 

category, promote learning and job growth, and/or enhance career development. 

Attach Additional Sheets as Required 

 

SECTION V: EMPLOYEE COMMENTS 

The employee may make any comments here regarding the above review and 

goals and/or work priorities for the next performance review period. (Attach 

additional pages as desired to fully comment) 

SECTION VI: COMMENTS OF LINE EXECUTIVE 

The Line Executive may comment here if knowledgeable regarding the 

performance of the staff member being reviewed. 

SECTION VII: SIGNATURES 

Signatures: 

I have read and discussed this review with my supervisor and I understand its 

contents. My signature does not necessarily 

imply that I agree with the review or its contents. 

________________________ ____________________________ 

Employee’s Signature  



Date 

_________________________________ ______________ 

_____________________________ _________ 

Immediate Supervisor’s Signature Date      Line Executive Date 

 

The Performance Plan for this staff member will be completed by ____________; 

is attached____. 

_____________________________________ 

______________________________ 

Supervisor’s Signature Date 

 

 

 

 

 

      
 
 
 

Appendix- R 
 

   THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY8 
PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
For Classified Civil Service 
And Unclassified Staff 

 
Guidelines for Conducting an 
Effective Performance Review 
Prepare yourself and your employee. 
schedule ample time and a private place for the discussion 
notify the employee in advance, in writing 
review documentation (notes, letters, files, etc.) before working on the review 
remember that performance management is a key service to your employees and 
unit 
Make it “priority time.” 
create an agenda for the meeting 
minimize interruptions 
Set a tone of collaboration. 



start the discussion on a positive note 
encourage your employee’s participation 
Be clear about your purpose. 
reinforce that the discussion will address strengths and areas for improvement 

 Review performance expectations. 
discuss the position description, units’ reasons for needing the position 
be clear about performance standards within your unit 
Discuss performance that is below, meets, and exceeds expectations. 
use language that is clear and specific; use examples 
describe performance, not personality 
Ask employee what he/she thinks. 
allow employee to speak freely before responding to his/her comments 
actively listen to your employee 
clarify your employee’s concerns, then address them 
Set goals to: 
improve performance in targeted areas 
build on strengths 
develop the employee’s knowledge, skills, and abilities 
align the employee’s work with the needs of the unit 
Agree to follow up. 
schedule at least one interim check-in on performance during the year 
ask how your employee prefers to receive feedback (written, verbal) 
discuss how your employee likes to be recognized for good work 
Close with encouragement. 
offer your help and support 
end on a positive note by summarizing employee strengths and contributions 

 
Section 1: Employee Information 
Employee Name ___________________________________ 
Working Title (if used) ______________________________ 
Classification ______________________________________ 
Employee ID# _____________________________________ 
Department _______________________________________ 
Department # ______________________________________ 
Appraisal Period From ___________ to _________________ 
Type of review: 
Probationary (at the end of the probationary period 
Interim (as check point during the year, or before the end of probation) 
Annual (at the end of the performance year) 
 
Section 2: Review Employee Performance on University 
Competencies 
Use the following ratings to evaluate performance in each area: 
Well Above Performance is repeatedly above expectations. 
Above performance is sometimes above expectations. 



Meets Performance meets expectations. 
Below Performance is sometimes below expectations. 

Well Below Performance is repeatedly below expectations. 
The following performance competencies reflect the University’s core values. 
Each employee is accountable for performance in these areas. 
A. Quality Service 
listens carefully and responds to customer requests and problems 
delivers friendly, courteous service to internal and external customers 
demonstrates a commitment to increasing customer satisfaction 
looks for and makes continuous improvements 
performs with accuracy, thoroughness and effectiveness 

 3. 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Quality Service: 
Well Below, Below, Meets Above, Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
B. Respect and Community 
establishes and maintains respectful and cooperative working relationships 
demonstrates respect for individuals in all forms of communication 
supports unit and university goals and priorities 
demonstrates respect for a positive, diverse work environment and university

 community 
handles interpersonal conflicts constructively 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Respect and Community: 
Well Below, Below, Meets Above, Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
C. Learning and Development 
constructively uses feedback from multiple sources 
seeks new challenges and increased responsibility 
demonstrates willingness to try new approaches 
seeks and participates in learning and development activities 
4 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Learning and Development: 
Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
D. Focus on Results 
sets goals in alignment with unit and university priorities 
organizes work to achieve goals 
identifies and solves problems 
achieves targeted results 



accomplishes a fair and agreed-upon workload 
accepts responsibility for own actions 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Focus on Results: 
Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
E. Job Knowledge 
understands job requirements and responsibilities 
demonstrates ability to perform necessary tasks and procedures 
keeps informed on up-to-date job methods, skills, and techniques 
5 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Job Knowledge: 
Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
F. Job-Specific Competency (optional) 
___________________________________ 
The supervisor and employee create a job-specific competency area to supplement 
the University competencies (A-E above). 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for _________________________________: 
Well Below, Below, Meets Above, Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
G. Performance Management (complete for supervisors only) 
sets clear expectations with staff 
gives feedback in a respectful, constructive way 
encourages staff to seek feedback from multiple sources 
promotes self-development and responsiveness to feedback 
uses coaching skills effectively to improve staff performance 
conducts effective and timely performance reviews 
recognizes excellent performance 
encourages staff to engage in learning and development opportunities 
6 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Performance Management: 
Well Below, Below, Meets Above, Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
H. Leadership (complete for supervisors only) 
builds commitment to mission and priorities of unit and university 
actively involves staff in planning and decision making 
ensures a focus on core performance competencies 



fosters a work environment characterized by mutual respect 
provides direction and defines priorities 
acts with integrity 
Describe the employee’s performance in this area, using specific examples: 
Check one rating for Leadership: 
Well Below Below Meets Above Well Above 
If you rated the employee’s performance “Below” or “Well Below,” how will you 
and the employee work to improve this? 
7 
Section 3: Review Goals (Optional) 
If appropriate, attach a copy of the employee’s performance goals for this year. 
Review and make comments below. 
Section 4: Summarize Performance and Make Additional 
Comments 
Check one rating for overall performance: 
Well Below, Below ,Meets Above, Well Above 
Supervisor’s summative or additional comments (add sheets if needed): 
Employee’s comments (add sheets if needed): 
Section 5: Complete the Employee Professional Development Plan 
Write down 1-4 professional development goals and specific action steps to 
achieve the goals. 
8 
Section 6: Signatures and Processing 
Sign below and: 
1. Give a copy to the employee 
2. Place the original in the employee’s personnel file 
Employee check here: 
My supervisor and I have reviewed this document together. 
(Signing the form indicates only that the form has been reviewed with you and 
that you have received a copy. It does not imply agreement.) 
Employee’s Signature _______________________________________ 
Date________________ 
Supervisor’s Signature _______________________________________ 
Date_______________ 
This document was 
reviewed by ________________________________________ 
Date_______________ 
(dean or administrative office signature) 
Retention of Performance Review Form: 
Do not return a copy of this form to the Office of Human Resources 
You are required to retain a copy in the employee’s personnel file within your 
unit. 
Performance review forms must be retained for each employee for six years 
after separation from the University. 

 



 
 

Appendix-S 
       
  
CONFIDENTIAL             IC No. / Passport No. : 
   
                         Staff No : 
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL REPORT 9 
LECTURER 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                         
 
                             
 
 
                                           
 
 

 
(i) Name :  
 
(iii) Current Position :  

(In the year of appraisal) 
 
   
 

UNIVERSITI TEKNOLOGI MARA 

Year of evaluation…………….. 

PART I – INFORMATION OF APPRAISED PERSONNEL (AP) 
                     
 

B 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B. TEACHING AND SUPERVISION (30%) 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor  2nd Assessor  

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 
 
1      TEACHING       

Lecture, tutorial, small group discussion, practical, clinical 
teaching (‘bed-side teaching’ / ‘ward rounds’), seminar, 
including long distance teaching.  

  

 
2.     SUPERVISION 

Elective project / postgraduate dissertation / postgraduate 
coursework / PhD thesis / supporting staff project.  

  
 

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
  

       X  30 = 
  10 

      X  30 = 
 10 

 
C. RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION  

(Non-Clinical Lecturer= 20%, Clinical Lecturer=10%) 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 
1      RESEARCH 

Completed and on-going research (begin on the assessed 
year or begin and complete on the assessed year) 
including researches with or without sponsorship that 
registered with IRDC. State the number and also the 
contribution and role in the research. 

  

2.     PUBLICATION 
Publication(published article only): Original work, 
Translation, Educational books, Chapter in book, Article in 
the journals (local or international), Proceedings, Abstract 
in journal, Abstract in the Abstract Book, Technical Report, 
Article in the newspapers, magazines and others for public 
reading, Academic Dictionary, Encyclopaedia and other 
non literary creative work (Innovation / Patent /Software 
Development) 

  

3      CONFERENCE  
All types of training including: Conferences, Seminars, 

  

PART II   
 
I : WORK OUTPUT 

Assessors are required to give evaluation according to actual work output of AP compared to 
the determined Annual Task Projection (ATP). Assessment must evidence-based and defined 
according to the criteria mentioned below, by using a scale of 1 to 5. 



Workshops, Short courses, Lectures, Colloquium and role as 
Speaker / Panel member / Chairman / Presenter (Oral / 
poster) or Participant. 

        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION       X 20/10= 
 15 

      X 20/10= 
1 5 

II: SUPERVISION AND / OR SPECIALISATION  
 (Non Clinical Lecturer =10%, Clinical Lecturer=20%) 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 
Appointment as consultant or specialist in the area of 
specialisation to exalt reputation of the Faculty and 
University as well as become an academic assessor 
(External examiner, Editor, Referee etc) 
 

  

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
 

      X10/20= 
 5 

      X10/20= 
 5 

 
 
III:  ADMINISTRATION AND DEVELOPMENT (Total= 10%) 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 

Assessment based on AP’s contribution as a member in any 
committee or organization at university level (1%) 

  

 
          TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION 
 

       X 1= 
 5 

       X 1= 
 5 

 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale    5 =Very High, 4 =High, 3 =Moderate, 2 =Low, 1 =Very Low) 

Assessment based on AP’s contribution as a member in any 
committee or organization at faculty level (9%) 

  

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
 

       X 9= 
 5 

       X 9= 
 5 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale  5 =Excellent, 4 =Good, 3 = Moderate, 2 =Weak, 1 =Very Weak) 

1.     LEADERSHIP 
Visionary, commited, decisive, initiative and motivated 
towards the objective of the organisation. 

2.     DISCIPLINE 
Mentally and physically in control, including rule abiding, 
punctual, trustworthy and patient. 
  

3.     PROACTIVE AND INNOVATIVE 
Creativeness with foresight and ability to generate new 
ideas. Innovative and progressive in the improvement of 
quality and productivity of the organisation.  

4.     NETWORKING AND COLLABORATION 
Ability to develop a harmonious and friendly working 
environment and adaptability in any situation.  
 

  

        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION         X 10 = 
 20 

      X 10 = 
 20 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale   5 =Very Active, 4 = Active, 3 = Moderate Active, 2 = Less Active, 1 = Not Active) 

1.     Service to student (10%) 
Evaluation based on AP’s contribution in any student 
activities such as OPKIM coordinator, etc. 

  
 

       TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION       X 10 = 
 5 

      X 10 = 
 5 

PART IV – LEADERSHIP AND PERSONAL QUALITY (Total 10 %) 
Assessors is required to give review based on the definion of every criteria as mention below 
by using scale 1 to 5 :- 

PART V –  ACTIVITY AND SERVICE CONTRIBUTION, INCLUDING SERVICE TO PROFESSIONAL  
                 BODIES    (20 %) 
 
Assessors is required to evaluate based on the definition of the criteria mentioned below by 
using a scale of 1 to 5 :-  
 



2.     Service to University (4%) 
Evaluation based on AP’s contribution in representing the 
university  in any society / club / task force / sports 
 

  

        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION         X 4 = 
 5 

      X 4 = 
 5 

CRITERIA  1st Assessor 2nd Assessor 

(Scale   5 =Very Active, 4 = Active, 3 = Moderate Active, 2 = Less Active, 1 = Not Active) 

3.     Service to Professional Bodies (3%) 
 
Evaluation based on AP’s contribution organisation. 

  

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
 

      X 3 = 
 5 

      X 3 = 
 5 

4.     Community Service (3%) 
Evaluation based on AP’s contribution and involvement in 
community activities that improve the quality of life such as 
lectures/forum at district/ state / national / international 
levels. 

  

 
        TOTAL ACCORDING TO PROPORTION   
 

      X 3 = 
 5 

      X 3 = 
 5 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

TOTAL  
MARKS 

 
1st Assessor ( % ) 

 
2nd Assessor ( % ) AVERAGE MARKS ( % ) 

(For office use) 
 
 

 
 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PART VI – TOTAL OVERALL MARKS  
 
Assessors is required to record the total marks obtained by AP’s in the form of percentage (%) 
based on the total marks for each section  

PART VII – OVERALL COMMENTS AND ENDORSEMENT BY THE FIRST ASSESSOR (FA) 
 

1.      Duration of time AP worked under supervision: -   
 

 Year 
 

 month 
 
3. First Assessor is required to give overall comments on the performance of AP :-  
 

(iii) Overall performance 
 

……………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 
(iv) Career progress 

 
……………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                   PYD Signature                                                                            Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.     This is to certify that the performance of this officer has been informed to the AP. 

 
FA Name :- …………………………………………………………………  Staff No. :- ……………….. 
 
Position    :- …………………………………………………………………….……………………………. 
 
Branch / Faculty / Centre / Section / Unit :-  
(Faculty official stamp) 
 
 

FA’s signature Date 

PART VIII – ACKNOWLEDGEMENT BY APPARISED PERSONNEL (AP) 
 

1.     This is to certify that the information contained in this appraisal has been informed to me 

2.     I agree               / not agree               with the appraisal given to me because : 

          
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

            
 
 

AP’s signature Date 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PART  IX – OVERALL REVIEW BY SECOND ASSESSOR (SA) 
 

1.     Duration of time AP worked under supervision: -   
 

 year  
 

  month 
 
3. SA is required to give overall comments on AP’s work performance based on comments 

by FA :- 
 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
SA Name :- …………………………………………………………………  Staff No. :- ……………….. 
 
Position    :- …………………………………………………………………….……………………………. 
 
Branch / Faculty / Centre / Section / Unit :-  
(Faculty official stamp) 
 
 

SA’s signature Date 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL SCALE 
 

WORK OUTPUT SCALE 
 

B. TEACHING AND SUPERVISION 
 

LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Very high 5 Completion of all given teaching and supervision task well 
within the time frame and produced material, technique or 
new method that could elevate the quality of teaching 
and supervision. 

High 4 Completion of all given teaching and supervision task well 
within the time frame without any negative report.  

Moderate 3 Completion of all given teaching and supervision task 
within the time frame with a minor negative report (involves 
only administrative action). 

Low 2 Not completing all given teaching and supervision task as 
assigned within the time frame with a minor negative 
report (involves only administrative action). 

Very low 1 Not completing all given teaching and supervision task as 
assigned within the time frame with a major report. 
(disciplinary action taken). 

 
 
B.   RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION (Including Conference) 
 

LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Very High 5 Output quantity and quality always above the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

High 4 Output quantity and quality sometimes above the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Moderate 3 Output quantity and quality at a minimal requirement of 
the job based on predetermined performance indicators. 

Low 2 Output quantity and quality does not reach the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Very Low 1 No research or publication output that meet the 



requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

 
 
 
 
 
C.    CONSULTANCY AND / OR SPECIALIZATION 
 

LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Very High 5 Output quantity and quality always above the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

High 4 Output quantity and quality sometimes above the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Moderate 3 Output quantity and quality at a minimal requirement of 
the job based on predetermined performance indicators. 

Low  2 Output quantity and quality does not reach the minimal 
requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Very Low 1 No consultation and / or specialization output according 
to the requirement of job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

 
D.    CONFERENCE 
 

LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Very Active 5 Involvement and contribution in conferences always 
above the minimal requirement of the job based on 
predetermined performance indicators. 

Active 4 Involvement and contribution in conferences sometimes 
above the minimal requirement of the job based on 
predetermined performance indicators. 

Moderate 3 Involvement and contribution in conferences at the 
minimal requirement of the job based on predetermined 
performance indicators. 

Less Active 2 Involvement and contribution in conferences does not 
reach the minimal requirement of the job based on 
predetermined performance indicators. 

Not Active 1 No involvement and contribution in conferences 
according to the requirement of job based on 
predetermined performance indicators. 

  
 

PART IV – LEADERSHIP AND PERSONAL QUALITIES 



 

  LEVEL SCALE DEFINITION 

Excellent 5 Always personifies and applies excellent individual qualities 
in line with exemplary and good role model. 

Good 4 Personifies and applies good individual qualities in line with 
the service ethics, profession, social and humanity. 
Satisfactory leadership. 

Moderate 3 Inherit and implement individual good qualities in harmony 
with the service ethics, profession, social and humanity. 
Occasional guidance required.  

Weak 2 Lack of personification and application of good qualities. 
Guidance required. 

Very weak 1 Does not personify and apply good qualities. Non 
responsive to advice constructive comments. 

 
 
PART V - ACTIVITY AND CONTRIBUTION BEYOND OFFICIAL DUTIES 
 

LEVEL Very Active Active Moderately 

Active 

Less Active Not Active 

SCALE 5 4 3 2 1 

 
 Appendix- T 

STAFF CONFIDENTIAL APPRAISAL FORM10  
 

 
Name:       Position Title:       

Employee ID#       Evaluator’s Name:       

Department/Unit:       Date:       

 
PART I WORK PERFORMANCE FACTORS (Complete all 5 factors. 

Illustrate with specific examples of on-the-job behavior where possible)

Client Service       
 

Working 
Relationships 

      

Communication       
 



Job Knowledge and 
its Application 

      

Taking the Initiative 
to Make Things Better 

      

 
PART II  INDIVIDUAL WORK PERFORMANCE 

FACTORS (Select factors relevant to the responsibilities of 
the position. Illustrate with specific examples of on-the-job 
behaviour where possible)

Select a Category       
 
 

Select a Category       
 
 

Select a Category       
 
 

Select a Category       
 
 

Select a Category       
 
 

 



 
WORKING ENVIRONMENT 
Questions for discussion during the performance appraisal interview: 

a)k) Do you have the tools and equipment (hardware, software, ergonomic 
workspace, etc.) required to do your job? 

b)l)What Training and Development opportunities would you like to explore in 
the coming year? 

c)m) How has your job changed in the past year and how would you like to 
see it change in the future? Are you comfortable with your current work load? 

d)n) What would you change about the way you and I communicate and 
interact? 

e)o) Are there ways that I can improve on providing constructive feedback 
to help you in the performance of your job duties? 

f)p) Are you involved in any volunteer activities on campus outside the 
scope of your job duties?  If so, what do you feel are the personal and 
professional benefits to you and/or the University? 

q) Does your job description reflect what you do? 
r) Are you aware of the general requirements and your responsibilities under 

UW Policy 34, the mandate of the Joint Health and Safety committee and the 
procedures to address health and safety concerns? 

s) Do you have or are you aware of any health and safety concerns that have not 
been addressed? 

t) Is there any health and safety related training you would be interested in 
attending? 

What other issues would you like to discuss? 
      

 
 
PART III MUTUALLY AGREED UPON GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering



Part IV  EVALUATOR’S COMMENTS 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FACTOR RATING GRID 
Rating 
Number 

INTERPRETATION 

5 Exceptional performance in all areas of the job requirements which is recognized 
throughout their unit or broadly throughout the University.  Normally, an employee 
would not receive a rating of 5 in consecutive years. 

4 Performance significantly exceeded the requirements of the job in one or more key 
areas. 

3 Performance was fully satisfactory in all key areas. 
2 Need for recognizable improvement in one or more key areas. 
1 Performance was significantly below job requirements in several important areas and 

improvements will be required or reassignment or termination will be considered.  
Ratings at this level are subject to disciplinary action. 

Note: Evaluators may add a .25 (for 3 and above) or .5 increment to a staff member's 
rating to acknowledge performance that exceeds one category, but does not achieve the 
next. Managers are expected to use the full range of evaluations as appropriate. 
 
Overall Rating - SELECT 
ONE BOX. Press Spacebar or 
click with mouse to select or 
deselect. 

5.0  4.75   4.5  4.25  4.0  3.75   
 
3.5  3.25  3.0  2.5  2.0  1.5  1.0  

 
Part V STAFF MEMBER’S COMMENTS 

Provide comments as desired.  You might want to identify any areas not covered in this review such as contributions you have 
made to the campus community.  This may involve activities outside the scope of your job duties such as UW Staff Association, 
UW United Way, Keystone Campaign or any other volunteer activity that helps make the campus community a better place.  



      

 

VERIFICATION 
This document is an accurate summary of our discussion.  All three signatures are 

required. 
 

 
Evaluator’s Signature ____________________________________ Date: ____________ 
 
Staff Member’s Signature ________________________________  Date: ____________ 
 
Reviewed by Evaluator’s Supervisor _______________________   Date: ____________ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
1 http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/meta-elements/pdf/forms/appraisal_form.pdf 
2 http://www.marist.edu/humanresources/evaluation.html 
3 http://hr.osu.edu/forms/pr.pdf 
4 http://www.medic.uitm.edu.my/images/stories/pdf/performance%20appraisal%20report.doc 
5 http://www.hr.uwaterloo.ca/forms/Performance.doc 
6 http://www.bc.edu/offices/hr/meta-elements/pdf/forms/appraisal_form.pdf 
7 http://www.marist.edu/humanresources/evaluation.html 
8 http://hr.osu.edu/forms/pr.pdf 
9 http://www.medic.uitm.edu.my/images/stories/pdf/performance%20appraisal%20report.doc 
10 http://www.hr.uwaterloo.ca/forms/Performance.doc 



          Appendix-M 
    (CONFIDENTIAL REPORT) 
 
    TECHNICAL STAFF. (BPS-14). 
 
CONFIDENTIAL REPORT FOR THE YEAR ENDING 31ST DECEMBER 2007. 
 

1. Name--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
2. Name of Service-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 
3. Qualification------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 
4. Total service on 31st December-------------------------------------------------------- 

 
5. Scale of pay and present pay----------------------------------------------------------- 

 
6. Various posts held during the year with period-------------------------------------- 

 
7. Period of report__________________________________________________ 

Particular remarks on:- 
1.      Judgment and sense of proportion____________________________________ 

 
2.      Initiative and drive________________________________________________ 
 
3.        Technical knowledge and application_________________________________ 

       
4. Supervision and control over students_________________________________ 

 
      5.        Integrity________________________________________________________ 
 
      6.        Co-operation with staff____________________________________________ 
 
      7.      Relation with public_______________________________________________ 
 

8. Suitability for promotion___________________________________________ 
 

9. Knowledge of language___________________________________________  
General Remarks:-   
  

 
     Name(in Block Letters) and 

       Designation of the Reporting Officer(with seal) 
 

 General Remarks by the Higher Officer. 
 



Appendix- O 
 
FOR OFFICERS IN BPS 19& 20       CONFIDENTIAL 
 
 
 
 
   GOVERNMENT OF N.W.F.P. 
 
 
 
Department/Office_______________        Service/Group______________ 

 

 

   PERFORMANCE EVALUTION REPORT 

 

 FOR THE PERIOD                           TO 

 

PART   1 

 

 

  (TO BE FILLED IN BY THE OFFICER REPORTED UPON) 

 

1. Name  (in block letters) _____________________________________________ 

  

2. Personal number___________________________________________________ 

 

3. Date of birth._________________________________________________  

 

4. Date of entry in service  ______________________________________ 

 

5. Post held during the period (with BPS) ________________________________ 

 

6. Academic qualifications._____________________________________ 

            _________________________________________________________ 



7. Knowledge of languages (please indicate proficiency in speaking (S), reading ( R), 

          and writing (W) 

 _________________________________________________________ 

8. Training received during the evaluation period 

 

Name of country attended Duration with 

dates 

Name of institution and 

country 

   

 

9. Period service 

 

 (I) in present post___________________  (ii) under the reporting officer_______________ 

 

PART II 

 

         (TO BE FILLED IN BY THE OFFICER REPORTED UPON) 

 

 

1. Job description 

 

 

2. Brief account of achievements during the period supported by   

statistical date where possible. Targets given and actual performance 

against such targets should be highlighted. Reasons for shortfall, if any, 

may also be stated  

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Brief account of performance on the job during the period supported by 

statistical data where possible. targets given and actual performance 

against such targets should be highlighted,. Reasons for short fall if 

any, may also be stated.  

 

 

PART III 

 

(REPORTING OFFICER,S EVALUATION) 
 

1. Please comment on the officer’s performance on the job given in Part II (2) with 
special reference to his knowledge of work, ability to plan, organize and supervise, 
analytical skills, competence to take decisions and quality and quantity of output. 
How far was the officer able to achieve the targets? Comment on the officer’s 
contribution, with the help of statistical data, if any, in the overall performance of 
the organization. Do you agree with what haw been stated in Part II (2)? 

  
 

2. Integrity  (Morality, uprightness and honesty) 
 
 
 

3. pen picture including the officer’s strengths and weaknesses with focus on emotional stability, 
ability to work under pressure, communication skills and interpersonal effectiveness 
(Weakness will not be considered as adverse entry unless intended to be treated as 
adverse) 

 
 

4. Area and level of professional expertise with suggestions for future posting  
 
 
 

5.        Training and development needs 
 
 
 



 
 
 
6.  Overall grading 

 
Very Good 
 
 

Good Average Below Average 

 
 
 
 
 
7.    Fitness for promotion               Comment on the officer’s potential for holding  
     higher position and additional responsibilities. 
 
 
 
Name of the reporting officer______________________         Signature___________ 
(Capital Letters)______________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
Designation ____________________________________  Date_____________ 
 
 
            PART  IV 
 

1. How often have you seen the work of the officer reported upon? 
 
 

very frequently 
 
 

Frequently   Rarely     Never 

 
 
 
2. How well do you know the officer? If you disagree with the assessment of the  

              reporting officer, please reasons 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



3. Overall grading 
 
Very Good 
 
 

Good Average Below Average 

 
 
 
   4.  Recommendation for promotion    (Comment on the officer’s potential for holding  
                      higher position and additional responsibilities) 
 
 
 
 
 
     5.  Evaluation of the quality of assessment made by the reporting officer 

 
 
 
 
Exaggerated       Fair     Biased 

 
 
 

Name of the countersigning  officer______________________         Signature___________ 
(Capital Letters)______________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
Designation ____________________________________  Date_____________ 
 
 
 

               PART V 
 
(REMARKS OF THE SECOND COUNTERSIGNING OFFICER (IF ANY) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Name ________________________________       Signature__________ 
 

Designation ________________________    Date____________________ 



          Appendix- T 
GOVERNMENT OF N.W.F.P. 

 
   ESTABLISHMENT & ADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENT 
 
     (ESTABLISHMENT WING) 
      
       NO.SOE-111(E&D) 1-3/2008 
       Dated Peshawar the 15th March,2008 
  
SUBJECT:- ADOPTION OF QUANTIFICATIION OF PERs AND EFFICIENCY INDEX FOR 
            MANDATORY TRAINING COURSES AND PROMOTION. 
Dear Sir,  
 
   I am directed to refer to the subject noted above and to state that civil servants, 

after their induction into service, generally become complacent doing little to update their 

knowledge, skills and promote their professional expertise. Consequently, they begin to 

stagnate, become advocates of status quo rather than active agents of change. They 

sometimes avoid even training courses mandatory for their promotions. 

2. In order to ensure good governance and to sort out best brains capable of 

combining knowledge and skills and possessing leadership qualities, the Provincial 

Government has reviewed its training and promotion policy and has decided to adopt 

Quantification of PERs and Comprehensive Efficiency Index, on the pattern of the 

Federal Government, for mandatory training courses and promotions to higher positions. 

3. The qualifying thresholds of quantification for mandatory training courses, as laid 

down by Federal Government, are reproduced below: 

 

   Training   Required Threshold 

   MCMC    60 

   SMC     70 

   NMC     75 

4. The formula to work out quantification of PERs is given at Annex: I and its 

application has been exempted at Annex: II. Specimen quantification form is 

also enclosed at Annex: III. 

5. Conditions of passing the departmental examination or successful completion 

of training course, if any, shall continue to apply. 



6. The Comprehensive Efficiency Index to be maintained for the purpose of 

promotion is clarified as under:- 

(i) The minimum aggregate marks for promotion to various grades shall 

be as follows: 

    Basic Pay Scale  Aggregate  marks of Efficiency Index 

               18                               50 

               19                               60 

               20                               70 

               21                               75 

                

(ii) The senior most officer(s) on the panel securing the requisite threshold  

of Efficiency Index shall be recommended by the Provincial Selection 

Board for promotion unless otherwise deferred. In case of failure to 

attain the requisite threshold, he (she)/ they shall be suspended and the 

next officer on the panel shall be considered for promotion. 

(iii) A panel of two senior most officers shall be placed before the 

Provincial Selection Board for each vacancy in respect of promotion to 

BS- 18 & 19. Similarly, a panel of three senior most officers shall be 

submitted to the Provincial Selection Board for each position in 

respect of promotion to BS-20 and 21 and the officer with the requisite 

score on the Efficiency Index shall be recommended for promotion. 

An illustration to work out score on Comprehensive Efficiency Index 

is at Annex: IV.  

7. Marks for quantification of PERs, Training Evaluation Reports and Provincial     

                  Selection Board evaluation shall be assigned as under:- 

       



  

S.No. Factor Marks for promotion 

to BS-18&19 

Marks for promotion 

to BS-20 &21 

1. Quantification of PERs relating to present grade 

and previous grade(s)  @ 60% : 40% 
          100%           70% 

2. Training Evaluation Reports as explained hereafter.         -----         15% 

3. Evaluation by PSB         -----         15% 

 Total         100%         100% 

 

(a) A total of fifteen (15) marks shall be allocated to the Training Evaluation 

Reports (Nine marks @ 60% for the training in the existing BPS and Six 

marks @ 40% in the preceding BPS). Evaluation of the reports from the 

Training Institutions shall be worked out as under:- 

(i) It shall be on the basis of Grade Percentage already awarded by the 

National School of Public Policy(National Management College 

and Senior Management Wing) and its allied Training Institutions 

as provided in their reports. 

(ii) Previous reports of old Pakistan Administrative Staff College and 

old NIPAs where no such percentage has been awarded, points 

shall be worked out on the basis of weighted average of the 

percentage range of grades followed by these Institutions as 

reflected in table- A below: 

                TABLE – A 

                        Old PASC & NIPAs  

Category Range Weighted Average Points of PASC 

@ 60% = 9 

Points of NIPAs 

@ 40% = 6 

A. Outstanding   91-100%           95.5% 8.60 5.73 

B. Very Good    80-90%           85% 7.65 5.10 

C. Good    66-79%           72.5% 6.52 4.35 

D. Average    50-65%   57.5% 5.17 3.45 

E. Below Average    35-49%            42% 3.78 2.52 

 



 (iii) Grades from National Defence University will be computed according to the  
according to the weighted average based on Grading Key for the range 
provided by the NDU as reflected in the Table- B below: 
 

TABLE- B 
 

NATIONAL DEFENCE UNIVERSITY 
  

Category Range Weighted Average Points @ 60% = 9 

A. Outstanding 76-100%           88%                 7.92 

B-Plus. Very Good 66-75.99%         71%             6.39 

B-High. Good 61-65.99%           63.5 %               5.71 

B-Average. Average 56-60.99%          58.5%          5.26 

B-Low. Below Average 51-55.99%         53.5%        4.81 

B-Minus. Below average 46-50.99%         48.5%        4.36 

C. Below Average 40-45.99%         43%        3.87 

F. Below Average 35-39.99%          37.5%        3.37 

      
       (b) The officers who have been granted exemption from mandatory training having         

 attained the age of 56 years or competed mandatory period of serving in a 

Training Institution upto 27-12-2007, may be awarded marks on notional basis for 

the training factor( for which he/she was exempted)in proportion to the marks 

obtained by them in the PERs. 

       (c ) Status quo shall be maintained in respect of officers of special cadres such as  

 Teachers, Doctors, Professors, Research Scholars and incumbents of technical posts 

for promotion with their own line of speciality. However, for calculation of their 

Comprehensive Efficiency Index, PERs shall carry 70% marks and consideration  by 

the PSB 30%.  

(d) Since three of the aspects of performance i.e., moral integrity, intellectual integrity,  

quality and output of work do not figure in the existing PER forms, the grades secured 

and marks scored by the officer in overall assessment shall be notionally repeated for 

the other complementary evaluative aspects and form the basis of quantification upto 

31-12-2007. 



8. You are requested to bring this decision to the notice of all subordinate offices 

under your administrative control for compliance. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

       

            (Syeda Tanzeela Sabahat) 

              Section Officer (E-III) 

     Endst: No. SOE-III(E & AD) 1-3/2008   Dated Peshawar the 14th March,2008 

 

            Copy forwarded to: 

1. The Chief Secretary, Government of the Punjab, Lahore. 

2. The Chief Secretary, Government of the Sind, Karachi. 

3. The Chief Secretary, Government of the Baluchistan, Quetta. 

 

 

      (Syeda Tanzeela Sabahat) 

                Section Officer (E-III) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



          ANNEX: I 

First Step 

  Arithmetic mean will be calculated for each calendar year containing 2 or more 

CRs to derive the ACR score for that year as follow: 

   M    =    ∑     My   

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

           Ny 

Where 

 My =     marks for each CR recorded in calendar year ‘Y’, 

Ny   =     Number of CRs recorded in year ‘Y’, 

and ∑  stands for summation. 

Second Step 

  Average marks for each level will be calculated according to the following 

formula:  

  Average marks   =    ∑   M 

                                                        T 

Where 

            M        =    Marks for ACRs; and  

       T         =    Total number of ACRs in posts at that level. 

Third Step 

  Wheightage for posts held at each level will be given as follows in computing 

the aggregate score against a uniform scale of 100 marks for promotion: 

(i) to posts carrying basic pay scale 18 10x A 

(ii) to posts carrying basic pay scale 19 (6x B) + (4x A) 

(iii) to posts carrying basic pay scale 20 (5xC) + (3xB) + (2xA) 

(iv) to posts carrying basic pay scale 21  (5xD) + (3xC) + (A+B) 

Where 

A   =   Average marks for reports in posts carrying basic pay scale 17  

B   =   Average marks for reports in posts carrying basic pay scale 18  

C   =   Average marks for reports in posts carrying basic pay scale 19  

D   =   Average marks for reports in posts carrying basic pay scale 20 



Fourth Step 

The following additions / deductions shall be made in the total marks worked 

out in the third step. 

           A.       Additions: 

  

(i) for serving in a Government training institution, including        2  marks 

those meant for specialized training in any particular cadre,  

           for a period of 2 years or more 

B. Deductions: 

(i) for each major penalty imposed under the Government Servants  3  marks 

(ii) (Efficiency and Discipline) Rules, 1973 

(iii) for adverse remarks (deductions be made for such remarks only   1  mark 

            as were duly conveyed to the concerned officer and were not      per  CR  

           expunged on his representation, or the officer did not represent)  containing 

             adverse  

              remarks 

 

      

        ANNEX: II 

 

Example:  Suppose an officer is being considered for promotion to BS-20. He has 

served for seven years in BS-17, six years in BS-18 and five years in BS-19. His 

score of PER is as under:  

     Overall Assessment 

                 BS-17. 1Very Good, 5 Good, 3 Average of which 2 Good  

and 1 Average grading are earned in one calendar  

year. The other gradings cover full calendar year.  

        BS-17:      Mean for 2 Good and one Average grading earned  

   in one calendar year.              (2x7)+(1x5) = 6.33 

                 3  

            



  

Average marks      (1x10) +(3x7) +(2x5) + 6.33  = 6.76 

                      7                

    BS-18.        5 Good, 2 Average of which 1 Good 

         and 1 Average gradings are earned  

         in one calendar year. 

 BS-18        Mean for 1 Good and 1 Average         (1x7)+(1x5)  = 6  

         gradings earned in one calendar year.                         2 

    Average marks                             (4x7)+(1x5)+6    = 6.50 

               6 

 BS-19.        1 Very  Good, 4 Good and 1 Average                      

        of which 1Very Good and 1 Average  

        are earned in one calendar year. 

 BS-19:        Mean for 1 Very Good and 1 Average     (1x10)+ (1x5)   =    7.50 

         earned in a calendar year                                     2 

    Average marks                           (4x7) + 7.5      =    7.10 

         5 

         Quality and Output of Work   

  BS-17:   2 Very Good, 6 Good and 1 Average grading of which 2 Good  

     and 1 Average gradings are earned in one  calendar year.   

  Mean for 2 Good  and 1 Average grading  =  ( 2x7)+ (1x5)     = 6.3  

                 3 

  Average Marks  =   (2x10) + (4x7)+6.3    =  7.76 

          7 

  BS-18: 1 Very  Good,5 Good and 1 Average grading  

of which 1 Good and 1 Average gradings  

are earned in one calendar year. 

  Mean for 1 Good and 1 Average grading        =  (1x7) +(1x5)    =  6 

         2 

    Average Marks   =  (1x7)+(4x7) + 6  =  7.33 

            6 



  BS-19:  5 Very Good and 1 Average grading of which 1 Good and 1 Average  

     Grading are earned in one calendar year. 

     Mean for 1 Good and 1 Average grading  = (1x7)+(1x5) =  6 

                 2 

        Average Marks                     =   (4x7)+6      = 6.8 

                5 

  Moral Integrity   

  BS-17:  2 Very Good, 5 Good and 1 Average grading of which 1 Good  

     and 1 Average gradings are earned in one  calendar year.   

          Mean for 1 Good and 1 Average gradings    =    (1x7)+ (1x5) =   6 

              2 

               Average Marks                 =   (2x10) + (4x7) + 6   =  7.71 

                  7 

  BS-18:    1 Very Good, 5 Good and 1 Average grading of which 2 Good  

     gradings are earned in one  calendar year.   

          Mean for 2 Good  gradings   =                      (1x7)+ (1x7)     =      7 

                2 

               Average Marks     =   (1x10) + (3x7)(1x5) + 7   =  7.71 

            6 

  BS-19:  1 Very Good, 5 Good of which 2 Good  

     gradings are earned in one  calendar year.   

          Mean for 2 Good  gradings   =                      (1x7)+ (1x7)     =      7 

                  2 

               Average Marks         =      (1x10) + (3x7) + 7   =   7.76 

              5 

  Intellectual Integrity   

  BS-17:    1 Very God, 4 Good and 4 Average grading of which 1 Good and  
       2 Average gradings are earned in one calendar year. 
  Mean for 1 Good and 2 Average gradings      = (1x7)+(2x5)         =          5.67 

         3 

    Average Marks     =       (1x10) + (3x7) +(2X5)+ 5.67   =   6.67 

                                                     6 



  BS-18:   5 Good and 2 Average gradings of which 2 Good gradings  

     are earned in one calendar year. 

  Mean for 2 Good gradings     =           (2x7)            =                 7 

                     2 

  Average Marks                       =   (3x7) + (2x5)+ 7                    =               6.33 

          6 

  BS- 19:  2 Very Good, 3Good  1 Average grading of which 1 Very Good  

  And 1 Good gradings are earned in one calendar year. 

  Mean for 1 Very Good 1 Good grading     = (1x10) + (1x7)    =      8.5 

                                      2 

  Average Marks       =                   (1x10) + (2x7)(1x5)+ 8.5                   =     7.5 

                  5   

  Quantified Score   

  BS-17:                 6.76 + 6.76 + 7.71 +7 .76       =   7.22 

                                                                      4 

  BS-18:                 6.50 + 6.33+ 7.16 + 7.33       =   6.83 

                                                                       4 

  BS-19:                 7.50 + 7.50+ 7.60+ 6.80       =   7.35 

                                                                       4 

  Quantification 

    =   (5x7.35) + (3x6.83) + (2 x 7.22) 

    =   36.75 + 20.49 + 14.44  

    =   71.68 

  Deduction 

            On account of adverse entry in BS- 18   =    1 

  Net quantified score                                =     71.68 – 1   =    70.68 

 

  Note:  For purpose of efficiency Index, the negative marks shall be deducted 

   From the quantified score of the relevant grade ( in the instant case 

BS-18 I.E. 20.49 -1  = 19.49). 

 



                       QUANTIFICATION FORM                             ANNEX.III 
 

SENIORITY NO........................................... 
 

NAME................................................................................................. 
 
 

PPS YEAR O.A Q&OW INTEGRITY 
 

NPS
NO 

YEAR O.A Q&OW INTEGRITY 
 

MORAL INTEL.     NORMAL INTEL.
 1965      1978     
 1966      1979     
 1967      1980     
 1968      1981     
 1969      1982     
 1970      1983     
 1971      1984     
 1972      1985     
 1973      1986     
 1974      1987     
 1975      1988     
 1976      1989     
 1977      1990     

 
QUANTIFICATION 
 

OVER ALL ASSESSMENT                          QUALITY & OUTPUT OF WORK 
 
NPS 
NO. 

No. of Gradings Mean Score 
of Broken 
periods  

                No. of Gradings 

VG G A BA  VG G A BA Mean Score 
of broken 
Periods 

17           

18      Score 
19      
20      
Average Marks 
B- 17 
B-18 
B-19 
B-20 
Score 
Marks for ACRS:                          
Addition for Serving 

ITEGRITY (GENERAL/MORAL) 
No. of Gradings Mean Score of 

broken periods. VG G....  A BA 
 
 

    

Score 
 
 

  



In a Training institution  
FroM          to  
Deduction for  
Penalty/ adverse 
Remarks 
Final Score                          

ITEGRITY (INTELLECTUAL) 
            No. of Gradings Mean Score 

of broken 
periods. 

VG G....  A BA  
 
 

   

 
Score 

To be signed by the competent authority 
 
 
   INSTRUCTIONS FOR GUIDANCE 
 
 While filling in the quantification Form overleaf and working quantification 
marks the following factors may be kept in view to avoid error:- 
 

(i) Annual confidential reports carry marks as under:- 
 

Category of 
reports 

Overall 
assessment 

Quality & 
Output of work 

Integrity 
Moral Intellectual 

Very Good 
Good 
Average 
Below Average 

10 
07 
05 
01 

10 
07 
05 
01 

10 
07 
05 
01 

10 
07 
05 
01 

 
          (ii)         DEDUCTION   is to be made from the total of ‘Overall marks’ as indicated b

             below:- 

(a) one mark for each adverse report; 

(b) 3 marks for each minor penalty imposed on a civil servant in a disciplinary 

case under E& D Rules, 1973;  

(c) 5 marks for each major penalty imposed on a civil servant in a disciplinary 

case under E & D Rules, 1973. 

(iii)      Addition of 2 marks is to be made for service in a (specialized training)    

             institution for a period of two years or more. 

(iv)      If more than one confidential reports have been initiated on an officer during the       

  calendar year, their average marks would be the marks for the whole year. 

 (v) Writing of a Confidential Report covering part  periods of two calendar years is 

  not permissible. 

 

 



 (vi)    If a period of report is less than 3 months, it shall be ignored for purposes  

           of quantification.  

 (vii)   Quantification marks should be in round figures. 

 (viii) If the overall grading in a CR is ambiguous e.g. placed between ‘Good’ and  

  ‘Average’ the quantification will be based on the lower rating. 

 (ix) Where only two reports or less are available on an officer against posts in a  

particular basic pay scale, these CRs will be added to the CRs earned to the 

lower post for calculating the average marks. 

(x) Where an officer appointed to a higher post on acting charge basis is considered 

for regular promotion to that post, the CR earned during acting charge 

appointment will be added to the CRs earned in the lower post for calculating 

average marks. 

           

 

  ANNEX- IV 

 Efficiency Index in case of the given example will be as under:- 

  Marks for quantification of PERs 

  42 @  60% for present grade     70 

  28 @  40% for preceding grades 

  Quantified score for BS-17 and BS-18 =  14.44 + 19.49   =  33.93 

  Score out of 28  @  40%                         =   33.93 x 28        = 19.00 

          50 

  Quantified Score for BS-19        =   36.75 

  Score out of 42 @  60%      =  33.75 x 42          = 30.87 

         50  

  Marks for quantification of PERs     =   19.00 + 30.87    =  49.87 

  Total marks for quantification of PERs   =         49.87 

  Marks for Training Evaluation Reports  

  (9 @ 60% for training in the present grade 

   and 6 @ 40% for training in the preceding grades                     15% 

  If an officer has earned good reports for SMC, MCMC and pre-service 



  training his marks for training will be :- 

  Marks for training in BS-19 @ 60% = 6.53 (As per Table- A of Instructions) 

Marks for training in BS-18 & 17 @ 60%  = 6.53 (As per Table- A of  

                Instructions) 

  Total Score for training evaluation    =  6.53 + 4.35    =  10.88   

  Evaluation by PSB                               15% 

  If an officer is awarded 10 marks by the PSB, his Efficiency Index shall be  

  as under:- 

    49.87 + 10.88 + 10      =   70.75 

  The minimum required threshold of marks for promotion to BS-20 is 70. 

   

   

   

 

 

   

              



                  Appendix-T-1 
GOVERNMENT OF N.W.F.P. 

   ESTABLISHMENT & ADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENT 
     (ESTABLISHMENT WING) 
       NO.SOE-111(E&D) 1-3/2008 
       Dated Peshawar the 16th June,2008 
  
SUBJECT:-     ADOPTION OF QUANTIFICATIION OF PERs AND EFFICIENCY INDEX FOR 
            MANDATORY TRAINING COURSES AND PROMOTION. 
Dear Sir,  
  I am directed to refer to this Department’s letter of even number, dated 

15th March, 2008 and to state that the competent authority has been pleased to introduce 

“outstanding” grading in the PER form. It will carry and award of 10 marks and shall be 

awarded to officers showing exceptional performance but in no case should exceed 10% 

of the officers reported on. The grading is not to be printed in the PER form but the 

reporting officer while rating an officer as “outstanding” may draw another box in his 

own hand in the form, initial it and write outstanding on the descriptive side. Convincing 

justification for the award shall recorded by the reporting / countersigning officer. The 

discretion of awarding “outstanding” is to be exercised sparingly and must be merited. 

2.  In view of the above, “Very Good” marks shall carry eight marks and the 

remaining evaluative gradings with their respective awards will remain intact. In respect 

of the PERs prior to the introduction of “outstanding” rating, the existing gradings with 

their respective awards will be applicable. 

3.  The Policy on quantification of PERs and Efficiency Index circulated vide 

letter dated 15th March, 2008 shall stand amended to the above extent. The change will be 

applicable with immediate effect. 

 

 

          (Syeda Tanzeela Sabahat) 

              Section Officer (E-III) 

 



 
          Appendix- S 
 
      LAHORE UNIVERSITY OF MANGEMENT SCIENCES 
              ANNUAL PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL FORM 
 
Name:        Designation: 
 
Educational Qualification:     Date of Joining LUMS 
 
Job History at LUMS      Appraiser’s Name 
 
Brief Job Description---------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Most successful job accomplishments since last performance appraisal (please provide  
examples): 
 
1.  -------------------------------------------------   2-  ------------------------------------------------- 
 
3- --------------------------------------------------  4- -------------------------------------------------- 
 
Performance issues or problems (if any) since last performance appraisal (please provide  
examples):---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Key strengths of employee:-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Key areas that need improvement:------------------------------------------------------------------ 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Future potential for development and possible new/additional roles::------------------------- 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
What corrective measures, if any, should be used/adopted for improvement-----------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
Accomplishment of assignments, if any, that are not part of the job description?------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
 
 



 
Appraisee’s name:      Department: 
 
Please quantify performance against each attribute on the scale of 1-10 (Excellent 9-10, 
Superior 7-8, Average 5-6, Below Average 3-4 and Poor < 3) Rate only those attributes 
applicable to the job. 
 

         Attribute 
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           Remarks 
(Please quantify each attribute and state 
specific reasons & instances in the case of 
exceptional, below average or poor 
evaluation) 

Accomplishment of Objectives- 
The objectives set for the past twelve 
months were achieved. Comment on 
factors, which may have affected 
results; address what was done 
well/not so well. 

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

Quality- produces a caliber of work 
consistent with LUMS standards; 
completes work thoroughly and 
accurately; pay attention to details; 
contributes to the improvement of the 
quality of services provided by the 
University. 

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

Self Management- produces 
services/output efficiently; is 
punctual and reliable; works 
effectively with directions given; 
provides acceptable volume of work. 

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

Adaptability- responds appropriately 
to changes and challenges; is 
flexible; is able to gain a thorough 
understanding of new 
concepts/procedures; is willing to 
learn new processes/skills. 

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

Communication- conveys ideas, 
information, and / or instructions 
clearly and concisely both orally and 
in writing; participates in meetings 
effectively; proficient and confident 
in making formal presentations; 
listens effectively. 

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

Creativity- discovers and 
implements new and improved ways 
of doing things; displays a fresh 
approach to dealing with challenges. 

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

 



Appraisee’s name:      Department: 
 
Please quantify performance against each attribute on the scale of 1-10 (Excellent 9-10, 
Superior 7-8, Average 5-6, Below Average 3-4 and Poor < 3) Rate only those attributes 
applicable to the job. 
 

                Attribute 
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           Remarks 
(Please quantify each attribute and state 
specific reasons & instances in the case of 
exceptional, below average or poor 
evaluation) 
 

Influence and Negotiation- Effectively 
influences others to accept ideas & 
recommendations; develops and 
maintains networks and contacts as 
appropriate. 

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

Initiative 
Self-starter; looks for solutions without 
prompting or assistance; generates ideas 
for change or improvement. 

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

Interpersonal Skills 
Flexible and effective in dealing with 
peers, supervisors, and others employees; 
perceives and considers the needs and 
motives of others. 

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

Job Knowledge 
Demonstrates the appropriate specialized 
knowledge required to perform the job; 
keeps current with new developments in 
area of responsibility; possesses and 
applies professional, technical, and 
operational knowledge/skills to meet 
goals and objectives. 

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

Judgment and Problem Solving- 
Anticipates and identifies problems; 
formulates appropriate alternatives and 
methods to respond to the situation; 
applies knowledge and judgment in a 
sound manner; anticipates the likely 
consequences of a selected alternative. 

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

Planning/ Organizing 
Establishes and meets work goals, 
priorities, and deadlines; organizes work 
to meet deadlines; anticipates 
goals/deadlines/demands; provides 
support, collaboration, and assistance for 
individual and unit planning; determines 
critical path, appropriate delegation and 
resources requirements. 

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

 



Appraisee’s name:      Department: 
 
Please quantify performance against each attribute on the scale of 1-10 (Excellent 9-10, 
Superior 7-8, Average 5-6, Below Average 3-4 and Poor < 3) Rate only those attributes 
applicable to the job. 
 

                Attribute 
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           Remarks 
(Please quantify each attribute and state 
specific reasons & instances in the case of 
exceptional, below average or poor 
evaluation) 

Service Orientation-  
Effectively represents the University 
students, parents, faculty, alumni, and 
other customers of the university; 
responds to queries in a timely and 
positive manner. 

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

Teamwork- shares information and 
resources with others; gives timely 
responses to requests; interacts well with 
others; establishes & maintains effective 
working relationships; willingly works 
with group decisions; considers 
suggestions from others; solicits 
feedback. 

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

Leadership- creates a direction, clearly 
identifies optimistic vision of the work 
place; able to gain/ maintain the respect 
and confidence of staff; guides and 
motivates staff to work as an effective 
unit to accomplish optimum goals; creates 
a working environment which fosters job 
satisfaction. 

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

And Supervision- coaches and counsels 
staff to sustain and improve job 
performance; effectively delegates and 
coordinates the work of others; treats staff 
fairly and equitably. 

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

Staff Development- works with staff  to 
develop their potential and increase their 
value to the University. 

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

Other Services- Participates in activities 
(Task groups, committees etc) to promote 
cross-departmental understanding, seeks 
to improve the effectiveness of the 
university. Participates in professional 
organizations and/ or charitable, and 
social services which enhances the 
university’s reputation. 

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

 



 
Appraisee’s name:       Department: 
 
Actions to be taken for improvement in performance (Training, Counseling etc.) 
Plan of Action By Whom Review date 1 Review date 2    Date of 

Completion 
     
     
     
     
 
Specific Training Needs:------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
No                                       Objectives for the next appraisal period 
   1  

 
   2  

 
   3  

 
   4  

 
   5  

 
 
Appraisee’s Comments: ------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
 
 
 
Appraiser’s Signature: --------------------------------- Appraisee’s Signature------------------- 



 
Appraisee’s name:      Department: 
 
 
 
 
No                                             Accomplishments 
   1  

 
 

   2  
 
 

   3  
 
 

   4  
 
 

   5  
 
 

   6  
                                   
 

   7  
 
 

   8  
 
 

   9  
 
 

   10  
 
 

 



 
         Department: 
 
Recommendations: 
 
            Annual Appraisal    Special Appraisal 
 
 Increment  Promotion  Probation     Interim 
 
Exceptional             Ready                Confirmation    Counseling   
 
Above Avg.             Will be ready                     Extension        Warning           
                                 After------ years     
Average                          Replace Final Warning 
 Date of last promotion 
Below Avg.  Probation 
 
None                Replace 
 
 
HOD’s Comments:------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
General Manager’s comments:-----------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
   
Dean’s Comments:-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
SAPC’s decision:--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
 
 
Signature (Authorized SAPC Official): ---------------------------------------------  Date:------------   
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