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ABSTRACT 

While oliH.:r studies llavt: looked at l'crl(mnaiJCt: Appraisal, this is the first to do so in 

relation to employees' prclcrcnces in K<.:nya to the best of" my knowledge. This n;search 

aimed at determining the preferred Methods, Raters and Uses or Pcrfor111ancc Appraisal 

by employees in selected Tertiary Public Institutions in Nairobi. The rationale of' the 

study arose fl·om the fact that Performance Appraisal is central to ciTcctivc management. 

I Iowcvcr, there arc many difficulties that arc associated with its assessment, subsequent 

application of appraisal results as well as who should do the rating itself. 

The study required collecting inf"ormation l"mm Tertiary Public Institutions in Nairobi and 

470 employees responded positi\cly. Data was colkrtcd usi11 • strurlun.·d :n1d 

unstructured questionn:.~ircs, \\'hich wen: droppL·d and pirl ·cd up later at an :lfiCL'd dak. 

The data was anulysnlusing descripti' • statistiL'S and tlnou~·h the liSl.' ol"lhc Slatistil·al 

Package !"or Social Sciences (SI' S) \lnlputcr prn•Jmnmc. 

Rc ult foliO\\ ing the nn 
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• 

• 

Such methods or appr<Jisal as go;:ll-setting (MBO) arc more in usc (71.1 %) while 

Comparative Methods arc used the least (57.<Y%). 

Employees most prefer Category R<Jting Methods (48.91%) followed by thoi-ic of' 

Narrative (45.9%), Comparative (45.1 1%) arH.I Other Methods (24.51%). 

Generally, the findings obtainable in this study arc in <Jgrccmcnt with those or other 

studies already done elsewhere, though in rather dil'f'crcnt conditions. 

Even then, however, it is suggested that further research may be urH..Icrtakcn to 

detcrrn i ne:-

• whether employees arc aware or\\ hat level or pcrl(lllllillll'C IS C.\jK'CIL'tl ol thc111. 

• whether organizations arc genuinely interested in usin~· th~.: pcrfonnancc appr~tisal 

results. 

• why appraisals conducted by subordinall:s IL'nd to h~.: hi •Illy dt:tcsiL'd by other 

employees. 



CIIAPTER I 

IN'I'ROUUCI'ION 

1.1 Background 

Performance Appraisal concept is central to effective management (Mobley, 1 977). 

ll is the process of evaluating how well employees to their jobs compared with a set of 

stundards and communicating that information to them. Performance appraisal is a 

control system that serves as an audit ofthc efll:ctivencss of each cmploycc. It is the 

combination of performance ll:cdbark and the setting of' specific goals based on this 

feedback that enables the IJl:rf(mnancc appraisal to l"ullill its two lllost irnpor t;ult 

functions, namely the counseling (moti\'ation) and dcvdoprncnl (!minim~) (I :tlharn, 

1 98 1; Bernardin, 1985 ). 

There is a .. bash: human tend Ill'~ tom. kc judgmt•nls .ahout llwst• tlllt' is" urking 

nith, as well as about one df' (I ul i ., Jt).'(; 1 lc ill: •or, 11}.)7). Appraisal, it 

seems, i both in '1t bl rnl unh 1 • I ·11u humnn in linsHiun tu judgt• l'llll t'lt'Ult' 

t•rinus moth ation.al. g tlfH ohh·m!l in th(• \\urk pin 't•, lu th' .1h ·1w' 11 f' 

fill llll 

\\ ith Ill I 
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Performance appraisal iuvolves defining the job, appraising performance and 

providing feedback Problems may arise in each case of these as1H~cts and cause 

some appraisals fail to achieve their intended purpose. 

There arc many respected sources who have expressed doubts about the validity and 

reliability of the performance appraisal. Some have even suggested lhallhe process is 

so inherenlly flawed that it may be impossible to perfect it ( Dcrven, I <)90). However, 

there are many strong advocates of performance appraisal. Some view it as 

potentially "the most crucial aspect of orgunizational li fc" (I ,awrie, 1990). Between these 

two extremes lie various schools of belief'. While all endorse the usc of appraisal, there 

arc many <.lirtcrent opinions on how and when to apply it. 

A succl'ssful performance appraisal s~ sll'm 'lwuld t•.,lahlish a rq.:ular dialogm• and 

lead to an impronment in rnanagl'r-stalf rl'laliomhips. \\ l'it t d ( lll~ 7 ) SL'cs 

perf(mnancc appraisa l a· a JHl\\ Cr-slw i n~· c ·ctci c. To "ll'l'l'l'd it must hl' a 

cooperati\c, constructin end ' ll' our'' ith input hy hoth '':If and thl' managl'r. '1 he 

ystcm should focu nth nd l lllJ ii hm lll'i of. raf!: ralhl'r th :111 their 

II I I th 1111111 
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James (I 988) s11ggests tlwt pcrl(mllance i.lppraisal has its roots in three well-substantiated 

psychological principles. People work, Jearn and arhit•vc mon· wht•n flu•y arc ginn 

adequate feedback as to how they an• performing; involved in the seHing of tasks 

and goals; and when they arc given clear, altainahlc goals. 

Performance evaluation requires performance standards. These arc the benchmarks 

against which performance is measured. To be effective, they should relate to the desired 

results of each job. Knowledge of these standards is collected through job analysis. It 

also requires clcpenclable performance mcasnn•s . These arc !ht.: ratings used to eva luate 

performance. To be useful, they must be easy to usc, reliable and report on the critica l 

behaviours that determine pcrf(HilJa!lce. 

The process of apprnisinJ.! t•mployct•s i~ mndt• diflil'ult hy lhl' fad that tht• uill'l'ia of 

cffct·tivc and incffcctin• performance an· fn•,rm·ntl~ hard to dl'l1rH', tla· an·a~ of 

performance for "hidt a singlt• indh idual i~ l"l''lwnsihlt• un• oHl•n um·kar, :tiHI 

evaluations tl•ncl often to be b d not on mt•t lll'l'llll'llh of :wlual Jll'l form:tlll'l' hut 

()II thl' JH'rcrpfious mtd judgm ·nt o 111 indh idtml's irllllh'<li:tft• liiiJll'n hor. If i ., 

a lillmcd tlmf lh p 1 fm m n ~sf, 111 Ills h 't'll dt <~igr~t d ~o that it h 

hg til dt• ua ihl 1 im nlfm 11 " · \\11 , B rn u lin I .t l I ,'/, ( 1 \•in 
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The importance of performance evaluations has led academics and practitioners to create 

many methods to appraise past perfornwnce. Studies on the usc or these methods give 

conflicting results (Zippo cull., 1984; Lotchcrand Tccl, 1977; .Jordan and Nasis, 1992). 

Most of these techniques arc a direct attempt to minimize some particular problem found 

in other approaches. None is perfect; each has advantages and disadvantages. It is also 

important that the appraiser be well informed ami credible. Appraisers should feel 

comfortable with the techniques of appraisal, and should be knowledgeable about the 

employee's job and performance. When these conditions exist, employees are more 

likely to view the appraisal process as accurate and fair. They also express more 

acceptance of the appraiser's feedback and a ~r<'ater willin~ness to chan~<.· 

(Bannister, 1986). 

Gabris and Mitchell (2001) have n:portcd a disrupti\'L' bias in pt:tllHilJancc :1ppraisal 

known as the Matthew Effect. It is named alkr the latthcw or Biblical f:unc who wn>tl'. 

'To him who has .shall be giYcn. ani h' . hall han· ahund:llltT; hut li.1r him who dol'S nut 

have, cvcn that which he h. halllt: lah:n t\\ •" ( • l:tllht'\\ 2.: )t)) . l11 pcrli.Htll:llll'L' 

apprai al the :\lalthc" l'. ff(• ·r i 'inid ro ml'IIJ "hu ( l'IIIJIIH,\l'l''i ll'tllllu lt'l'Jll'l't>l'ivin~ 

I h. t 1 , th i1 .tppt.tis tltC'. ull: ll11d !u 

I c Ill 
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There is other research (I lcm;rnan el.al., I <JR<)) to support the theory that poor 

performers might not be given a fair chance to improve. In a study of supervisors in 

nearly 40 different organizations, it was Iuund that subordinates tend to be divided into 

two groups; in-groupers and out-groupers. This study reported that in-group~rs arc 

subordinates who seem to be favoured by their supervisors. In their relationship with the 

boss, they et~oy "a high degree of trust, interaction, support and rewards". On the other 

hand, out-groupers do not do as 'vVell. They appear to be pcrm:mcntly out of favour ami 

arc likely to bear the brunt of supervisory distiUst and criticism. The effect is that 

supervisors tend to judge employees as either good or had, and then sel'k evidenn• 

that support that opinion. It was f(HJnd that when an in-groupl'r did pomly on a task, 

supervisors tended to overlook the Ltilure or attribute it to raus~s such <~Shad fuel m had 

timing; when they diJ well, their success was attributl'd to their l'f'li.llt and ability. l~ut 

when an out-grouper perlormcd poorly. there was little hesitati~111 in citinr the r:IUSl~ as 

laziness or incompetence. This hias mmt im'' it:thly ll':HI to a distortion of U~t• 

appraisal proce"is. It must aho bl' n liUUt'l't' of frustration for thost.' t.•mpluyN's "Ito 

an· discrimin:lll'd ngain I. 

lll.ll .H 111 tt') in p 1 form:tut·• :tppt aha I 1, 

impo~ ihl 
:II ,UHI pnlilk tl J.! IIIH , IIIHIIIH ~ JHIIh't' l 

thdt O\ n inl ' 
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waste of time". Thus, the appraisers will, li.>r all sorts of reasons, deliberately distort the 

evaluations that they give to employees. Larson (I <Ji{9) has also described a social garne 

played by poor perf(mncrs. The game is culled leedbuck-seeking. It occurs where a poor 

performing employee regulnrly seeks inlormul praise fi·om his or her supervisor at 

inappropriate moments. The supervisor may feel 'p ut on the sport', but will otlen 

provide encouraging words or support. The game seems innocent enough until appraisal 

time comes around. Then the supervisor will find that the employee recalls, with perfect 

clarity, every casual word of praise ever spoken. This places the supervisor in a difficult 

position; since he could appear as either he lied when giving the praise, or he misled the 

employee into thinking thai his performance" as acceptable. 

To make ciTcctive performance appraisals a reality, f(>ur crilnia need be Jlll'Sl'lll (Baker, 

1984). These arc; employ<.•t•s should ht• actinly inwln·d iu tltt.• t'Yaluatima and 

development proC(•ss; supt'l'\'isors lll't'd to l'llll'l' pl•rform:tllt.'t.' appr:abmls n ith a 

constructive and la•lpful altitude: realislil' goals must hl' mutuall~ st.•l; aud, 

SIIJH~r\'isors nw the :man· and h,' kno\\ kdgr nl lhl' l'lllplo~ l't•'s joh pl'J'formam·l' , 

According to Krein 19 , uppr i 1 s should JJUI umft out t'lllployt'l's dirt'l'tly "ilh 

nilidsm. R th r, rh 1i1111, I llhl' n lduh'C ol po111 fH'rfonll:aul't' t'llh'l ~,. 

flu . th n. 1 
I' ' fut 111.111 
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1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Many treatment of pcrfonnancc appraisal scarcely contain a hint of the human 

problems so intimately bound up with it. Primary emphasis is placed on technical 

issues (such as the advantages and disadvantages or various rating systems, sources or 

error, and problems of unreliability in performance, observation and measurement). 

These arc vitally important concerns. No less important, however, arc the human issues 

involvcu, Cor perrormance appraisal is not merely a technique, rather, it is a process, a 

dialogue involving people and data. Supervisors and subordinates who periodil'ally 

encounter appraisal systems, either as raters or ratt.•cs, an•, oftt•n mistrustful of tht• 

uses of such information. 'I hey arc intensely aware or the implications or lit· ratings 

and in many cases arc not at ~;:asc dming pcrllmnancc appt a is a I i nll'tYicws. 

Although adequate time and attention must b1..· •i\ en to tlw sl'lcl'tion and tksignura 

rating system, cnn more time mul effort mu'it lw l'\pcmll•d in dt•dding "lw should 

do the ntting it elf a thi h , profound eflt•rl ou lht• l':ltt'l''· Vat ious pcnpk• 

cvalu tc p rfl nn.n lhl'. on'i l~r tlh· lh'rfm·nt:Htu• apprni,al 

JH"l' t' I' II(.'(' 
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however, docs not capture the employees' preferences on methods, raters and uses of 

performance appraisal. In addition, the studies already done outside Kenya do not 

provide cone! usive evidence on these preferences si nee such studies gi vc co nil ict i ng 

results. Further, these studies do not give a clear picture or the issues being studied. 

Besides, conditions obtainable in other countries arc different from those in Kenya in 

terms of the levels of corruption, tribalism, unemployment or nepotism and performance 

appraisal could impact differently on employees. One could thcrcl"ore expect diiTerent 

methods, raters or uses of performance appraisal in Kenya. 

Studies by Nemcro!Tand Wcx.lcy (I <J7<J) sho\\' that t.'mployt.•cs an• likdy to f(•t'J mon• 

satisfied with their appraisal results if they han tht rhann· to talli. fn:l'ly and 

discuss their performance. It is also mon• likt•ly that sudt t•mpln) l'l'S "ill ht• hdtl•r 

able to meet future perfonttalll'l' goak 1-tnployt·cs arc- abo rnurc likl'ly lo l"l·t·lthallhc 

appraisal process is fair if they arc gi' en .1 rh.mtt' tot tlk al nul lhdr pl'tlimnam·c:'. 'I his is 

especially so when they :uc p nnitt d to 1!.111 ll'c: :111! :tpp~.::ll a •:tins! their cv:rlualiun 

(nrccnhcrg, 19 

0 th 'II,\\ hi h Jl 1 t11 IIIII { IJll 1 l tllll lhml do llllplo) l <' JUt'fl'l, "ltu 'lhoulcl clu 

lei h "" 
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1.3 Ob.icctivcs or the Study 

• To determine employees' prcfcri·cd methods ol'pcrlllll11Utlc0 appraisals, 

• To determine employees' prcrerrcd raters or pcrllmnanrc, 

• To determine employees' prclcrred uses or pcrllmnancc appraisals. 

1.4 Significance of the Study 

It is hoped that the findings or this study" ill be orhendit to the ntanagement or the 

tt:rtiary and other institutions or karnin, in I' cnya ; that is, it will pmvidc thcnt with 

itllimnation 011 the basis or which they ran ltllpton.' pctlilllllalll'C applil!Sit!S. It is also 

cxpcct~.:d that the study" ould c ·tahli ·h ground l'llt flllthL·r tCSL'<Hdt h .tradcntit's, :utd 

thus make perfiHmance apprai al a m ·.mingl'ul ami \\Oil .tl k 'l pussihk. 

1.5 Organization of th 
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The Literature Review is covered in Chapter 2 and it l'oeuses 011 the Methods o!' 

Appraising Perf(mnance, the Raters and Uses of" l'erl(mnance Appraisals whi lG ( 'lwpter 3 

is on Research Methodology. The latter covers tlte l'opulation ol'~tudy, Sa111plc <llld 

Sampling Technique, Data Collection ami its Analysis. 

On the other hand, Chapter 4 is concerned with the Research Findings and Discussion. It 

deals with Descriptive Statistics and Analysis. 

Finally, Chapter 5 covers the Summary and Conclusions. It also includes Limitations and 

Rccommendat ions of the Study as'' ell as the Rererences and Appe11dices. 



CIIAPTI~R 2 

LITI~RATURE RI~VII~\V 

2. J Introduction 

In order for any appraisal system to be useJ successfully, it must satisfy certain basic 

requirements, which include the Collowing:-

• It must be relevant to the job in question, 

• It must be acceptable both to the raters and ratees. The raters must accept the 

impmtance ofp~.:tlillnwncc apptaisal and l'ecdhack as anmg:mi;ational goal; they 

must accept th~.: apprais,d sy. tcm as an elll.·rti,·c m~..·ans I'm arhk\'in • that ~·u:ll: 

and they tnust accept a l'llrutc J crl\Hnt:lllL'I..~ apptais·tl :t · :t p1.'t, o11:d •u:d (II 'l'lt illtd 

• 

Bamc -Fan ell, Jl) 1). chic' ing a· ·cptabilit) tnd :tppt.tisal. ):-.tcllt :-.ltuuld h · 

ecn n on intcg I pat! ofthc rater·. joh. \ cpt.l ilit i. 1 two-wa) .lt~o.ct. 

though hom the p 1 

indi atcd th t cmJ I 

bch clh 

UJ 

th 
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• It must be rdiablc and practical (Casio, I 082). 

llowcvcr, there arc many dinicultics that arc associated with the assL·ssmcnl or 

pcrrormancc. Thcs<.: im:lud<.: the rollowing:-

• Tlw inhcr<.:nt subjecti\ ity or the assessment process may lead to claims of 

favoritism, uias and aruitrariness. ['or example, one or the employees' studied 

by Geary ( 1992) exclaimed, "Your appraisal depends on your supervisor. If 

you arc liked or socialize with him you arc more likely to get a good review". 

• Line managers (supervisors) may lack technical and human skills to be able to 

conduct an dTl:ctivc evaluation. 

• ll'thcn.: is alon• time span hctwcl:ll app1:tisals, mana 'L'IS may plan• grcatt•r 

importanct• on mon· rcnnt pl'rfonnann-, thcrchy po:sihly i •no1 iu • iul·id~.·lti'l'S 

that had occurred carlic1. 

• A lack of time and rc oun·t• nm • hind r liuc lllJil.l' r. in ptm•idin • 

p 

may al , p r ·ch 

fillin • 

• 

anlnhj1.Cti\C .Ctlllt •s. ' ( h ')' 
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of' these objectives t>an n .. •sull in the manipulation and 'fudging' of standards 

(Ktllll: lind Frcenwn, 19~7). 

• There arc deliberate alletupts by raters to enhance or to protect tht'ir s(•lf­

intercsts when conllicting comscs of' action arc possible. 1\tany nwnagers will 

not allow excessively accurate ratings to cause problems f'or themselves, and tiH.:y 

atlcmpt to usc the appraisal process to their own ad,·antagc (I ongem~ckcr et.al., 

1987). For instance, unfairly low ratings may be given to highly valued 

subordinates so they will not be promott:J out of a rater's department. Personal 

bias may lead to IJ.voured treatment for other employees. ln this type of' climate, 

personal values and bias can n:placc organizational standards. 

• ()!her ha1ric1s may rise f"romth ':tl'fll:tl f:tl'l'•tO-f:\l'l'l'lll'tHIII(l'l' lll'hH'l'll 

suhnrdinatc and \IIJll'l'ior (I ongcn· ·1~.:1 ' I. al., I '1~7). '!hi:; lll:t)' hindt•t 

apprai al p10 c ·s a · f(lllo\\ :-

Bccau c ofu lack fcommunirati n. lnplo t'S ttt.t ' thin! tlt~..:y :til' h ·111 • 
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Some managers con1pl ain that f'ormal perf'onnam:e appraisal int ervi ews 

tend to interfere with tile more Gonstructi ve coaGhing relationship that 

should ex ist bctv.cen superviso rs a11d subordinates. TIH.:y clailll !hilt 

appraisa l interviews emphasize the superior posit ion of the supervisor hy 

pl ac ing him or her in the role ofjud ge, thus con!1icting "ith the 

supervisor's equa lly important roles of teacher and coach. 

2.2 Methods for Appraising Performance 

Perf(H mancc can be appraised by a number of' methods. One study (/ippo ct. at. , llJX· I) 

condu<.:tcd f'or the i\rncrican i\1anagcmcnt A ociation ( 1\ IA) of'SXX ur •ani:~a t io r1 s 

belonging to A 1A's hunwnrc Olltl' . !imutcc.marhtin' and inltlllll:llinn s ·st ·nts 

divi ·ions c ·plorcd the fn.:qucncy ofu ·c of'lhL· quiuu appiUisaltlldhuds. ' l it· tl'S ult · 

wctc a l'ollm :goal- cuing or lBO (o.: 5.9°o. "ritt·nl · ,, ' :-.lttuncttts (X 1 .• 11 n), 

description of critical in id nt 7 
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which pcrfom1ance appraisal111Cthod they prcf'crrcd, who should do tlwir rating, and how 

they prdernxl the ratings to be used . The lindings were that the nurses generally 

prd'crred tlltllH.: rical scales that did not compare individuals to each other. 1\lsu, scaks 

that rclieu on uxternal criteria and applied to all wmkurs were prell:rrcd. The nurses were 

indiiTerent to the ratings performed by peers, supervisors or employees themselves . The 

least prefe rred method by nurses was the rating by subordinates. They l'urther pref'crred 

that the evaluations be used for promotion or pay dl.:cisions. but not l'or assigning shill 

work or determining layoffs . 

' I he \'arious methods fix appraisi n • p ., ll.lrmancc in~: ludc ( 'atcgmy Pat in .._', ( 'nmpar,Jti,·c 

and Na1 rativc nH.: thod ', amnng oth l'l . 

2.2.1.() Category Rating lcfhodo; 

'lllcsc method re uu upcn 1 1 t ' mark n cmJ I lc' ·I ,f 1 '11\u m 1nc • lHl n 

pccilic I nn. rfl 1m.m ·c 111 I it 1 I u I ' t hL· 

'r.tphi 1 ting h m th I 
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This is because it is less tinle-collSUining to develop and administer, it pcrmit quantitativc 

analysis and comparison; and, in contrast to the checklist, there is gn:atcr standmdiY.ation 

of it elliS SO comparability with other individuals ill diverse job categories is possible 

(llcndcrson, 1984). Thl: raters need little training or time to complete tlw f'onn ami it can 

be applied to a large number or employees. 

I lowcvcr, the drawbacks to the graphic rating scale include the l(lllowing:-

Oftcn separate traits or factors arc grouped together and the rater is given only one 

box to check. 
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2.2.1.2 Singh.• (,lohal Evaluations 

Graphic rating scales require superiors to rate subordinates 011 a variety ol'dil'll.:n.:nt 

dimensions. An allemativc approach to appraisal is the single global evaluation which 

requires the superior to make only a single rating or the overall \vork eiTeeti,eness or 

each subordinate. Such single global evaluations have the lcllh)\\ ing ad\'antages to 

recommend them (Porter ct. al., 1975): 

There is evidence that such global ratings arc highly reliable. The ratings by a 

superior tend to hl' quit stable mer lime and there also tends to be a rclati\cl) 

high lh.:gn.:c ol'agtccm ·nt "hen dilll.:tcnt talct ·a rc ash·d to tate tlw sanw 

subordinate. 

hchavi ut nnd acli\ itic . th t lin' l nd tot 

. ingl glut al C\ lu lion r. ililllc 01111 111 111 l I 111ph \~.:l' · tl'lnti\l' tnntt • 

, noth r. 



2.2.1.3 The Checklist 

The checklist uses a list or statements or words that arc chc<.:kcd by ratl!rs to des<.:ribe the 

employee's perlonnan<.:c and characteristics. Raters check statemmts most rcprcsmtativc 

of the charactcristi<.:s and performance or employees. The rater is usually tlw innnediute 

supervisor. The checklist can be modified so that varying weights arc assigned to the 

statements or words. This yields a" cightcd checklist. !'hl! results can then be 

quantified. Usually, the weights arc not known by the rating supervisor and arc tabulated 

by someone else, such as a member or the I Iuman Resource unit. The weights allow the 

rating to be quantified so that total scmcs can be determined (Anastasi, 198X). 

In this upproacll, mt r arc not sn mu·h of '\aluatots, stilt' ' arc ll:JHllll'ts ol'joh 

behaviour. •1oreovcr, rat in •s that ate de ctiplh atL' likdy to h ·hi •h1.'1 i11 rl'liahilitv th:ttl 

ratings that me cvaluati\c ( to kfon.l and Bi II }ll 1 • 110\ C'\ l:l, th tl' :11 • Sl'\ ·t.ll 

difficuhic "ith th 
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These dirlicultics limit the usc or the information when a rater discusses the checklist 

with the employee, placing a harrier to clTcctivc devdopmcnt counseling. 

On the other hand, the advantages ol' a checklist an.: ccono111y, case or ad111inistration, 

limited training or raters, and standardization. 

2.2.2.0 Comparative J\lethods 

Comparative methods require that managers directly compare the pcrfl.mnances of their 

employees against one another. 'I hus, the p~.:rrormancc or anctnplnyt:c is compan;d \\ ith 

that of' co-workers. l•ot cxampk, a s~.:crd:uy's pcrf(Hil1atll'L' would be rom par ·d \\ ith th:1t 

of' other sccrctati~.:s hy the cotnputin' :-illJll.'l \'isot. ' I hcs~.: m ·thods arc tdatiH' rath~.:r than 

all olutc mcastn ing dc\'ices. ( 'oll1Jl:ll-.lli\' • 1\:chuiqu~.: · inl'lud~.: ,,utkiu •, pain:d 

corn pari ons and !(.11· ·cd distribution. 
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objectives better than others. The second reason for using comparative as opposed to 

non comparative tncthods is that they nre titr more reliable. This is IH:cattse reliability is 

controlled by the rating process itsell', not hy ruks , policies, and other e.\telltal 

constraints. 

I lowcver, employee comparison methods su!Ter from severa I weaknesses. For one, 

employees usually arc compared only in terms or a single O\ era II suitability category. 

The rankings, tltererorc, lack behavioural spccilicity and may be subject to legal 

challenge. In addition, employee comp:nisons yield only ordinal data; that is, data that 

give no indication ol'the rclatin: distance bcl\\'e~:n individuals. t\lnrcovc1, it is olkn 

itllJH>s,ihlc to compan.: tanking .cto s' ntk •tnups, 1kp:ntmcnt lH locations. 

2.2.2.1 

I anking can b llllflc rankm• 1 It m 11 n 1 nkin 1• im1l 1.mkin' ll:l}llitl..' nnl • th tl 1 

rnl r o1dcr (h t 

ern pi h l tllt.\l '. l•tlll1tllt 

II t th fi ( Ill h .Ill l1l.ll111l 

r n tl II I I 

I II 



performa nce bdween those ranked third and f'ourtlt. /\ II that is know n is tha t certai n 

employ<:es ure better than others. This drawbacl· can be overcome to so111e exten t hy 

ussigning points to indicate the si;;.e ol'the gnps e:-..isting anton' crnployces. Ra nking also 

means that somcone must he last, it is possible that the last-ranked individual in one 

group would be the top employee in a diiTerent group. Further, ranki ng becomes very 

unwieldy i r the group to be ranked is very !urge. 

2.2.2 .2 Paired Comparisons 

'I he rater usin 'the pain;d compari tHlrndllll I f'ormally compares each employee \\'ith 

t:\cty olhct Clllplo)<:cs in the r. !ttl I •roup on :tl a timL' I hl tllllllh •r ot'l'tl111parislllls c.m 

he cal·ttl<ttul trsin 1 the fi.,lh}\\ in • ormul 
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2.2.2.3 Ji ot-ccd Distrihut iou 

'J ht: f(m:ed distribution method ratt:s etnployet:s f'rom hif.',ltest to hmest pl't f(mnann: :111d 

assumes results in a bt:ll shaped cun·e. It is a cotnpatative technique. It tl'quirl'S the rall:r 

to choose the most descriptive statement in each pair or statentents about til~: ~:ntploy~:~: 

being ratt:d. 'I he urawbacks or f(>rceu uistribution method art::-

A supervisor may resist placing any individual in the lowest (or tht: highest) 

group, 

Dirticulties can arise\\ hen th r,tter must c. pl.tin to the emplo)eC '' hy he 01 she 

\\as placed in one •rmrpin• and otl r \\ctc pl.tn:d in hi .Jtct 'lllttpin•s. 

With mall •roup , th 11.: 111.1 h 111\ re.1 1 11 to .1 stun th,ll h~:ll h.1J1L'tl drstr ihution 
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2.2.3.0 Narrative Methods 

Some managers arc n.:quircu to provide writtl:n appraisal inli.mnation. Docutm.: ntation 

anu description arc the essence or these methods, which include the critical incident, 

essay and the field review. These records (methods) describe a11 cntploycc's actions 

rather than indicating an actual rating. 

2.2.3.1 Criticallnl'idcut 1\lcthod 

In this nwthod, the muna •l!r k~:cps a writt~nr~:cord nl'thc highly 1:1\·ourahlc and 

unf~tVOlllahlc.; actions in an cntployc1.·'s p1.:rf'ortll:lllt'c. When solllt.'thin• happens (that is, a 

"critical incident") in\'olving an Clllployce, thC' nl:llttgu· ,,.,itt'S it dP\\'11 . ,\ li~t 11f' ~·1 iti1·al 

incidents is ke1 t dut ing the entire wtmg 1 ri 1 I fit l'nl·h t'lltplll) t.'l'. 

'Il1c ct itical rc tuiremcnt fa j h m~.: th ut th.tt 111.1k a~ ru·ial dillllcn~: · 
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problems in general and arc particularly well suitl:d I(Jr establishing objectives f'or 

training programmes (Flanagan ami Bums, I 955). 

The unfavourable aspects or the critical incident method include the l'ollowing: 

What constitutes a critical inciJent is not defined in the same way by all 

supervtsors. 

ProJucing daily or weekly writkn remarks about each employee's performance 

can take considerable time and is burdensome. FeeJback may, thercl'ore, be 

delayed. 

l~mployccs may become 0\ ctly conccmed about "hat till' supen isms\\ rite and 

IH.:gin to feat the mana •~:r' · "hla ·k-hook". 

In thcit nanativc f'orm, inci lent llo IIlli t.,;adil k·a I tiH.Ills~,:hts to qll:tnlilkatinn, 

whid11 o c problem in I ch\ n inli,•i lual .11111 'I\\ 'l'll 'lllttp ~'lllllp;tlisnns ,l · 

well a in lati.tic I anal) '.11 i Ilion. of the ot i 'lll,tl 

idea have be n uggc ted. Kirchn 1 11 ..: I the tlldhod to 

lll 

lc cl prn nt 

I h t 

nl II 



intent is to allow th~ rater n1on:: flexibility than other rlwthods do. The assumption 

underlying this apprn:H:h is that a candid stat~nH:nt f'lorn a rater who is knowkdgeahk ol' 

a ratee's pcrl(mnance is just as valid us 111orc l(mn;tl and mon.~ con1plicatl'd appmisal 

methods. The major advantage of JWITalive essays is that they c~111 prn' ilk detailed 

lccdbuck lo 1atecs regarding their perfotmance. 

llowever, essays arc almost totally unstructured, and they \'ary widely in length and 

content. Comparisons across individuals, groups or departments arc virtually impossible 

since dilkrcnt essays touch on dif'Jcrcnt aspcds orratcc performance or personal 

qu;1lilications. Finally, cssa)S pmvidc unl. · qualitali\ c inltHmation; yet in ordc1 li.tr the 

appraisals to set •c n, ·ritcria or to h 'l' llllp. 1 d llhj l ti\ l'ly lH' !':Itt ked ltll the pmposc ot' 

PCISOtlllcl <kci ion, s me fonn ofmtin• that :111 I · quantdi ll is l\ sl:nfial. lkltaviolll.ll 

chcckli t pr vide one u ·h ·heme. 

2.2.3.J I i ld Rc\ icn I I hod 
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The II R representati ve has n large alllount of control ove r the rating, supervisors 

may sec thi s as a challenge to their managerial authority although it may be 

des ira bl e, and 

It can b ~: time eonsutlling, pa rt ic ul arl y, it' a supervisor h,1s tu rat e a large nunth l.: r 

or employees. 

2.2.4.0 Other Appraisal Sys tems 

Other appraisa l methous incluue the fo llowi ng: 

2.2A.I Beha viourally Andwn·d l~ a tiu g Sl·all' (BAI~S) 

' litis llH.:thoJ d cnbc · c:am1 lc of' g d or bad bch,l\ ilHlr. I h c · il lllpl ·sat~· 

"nnch red" or mea ured again t a ~ I \\'h,11 ullls titu tu; ' 11 ious 
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lkhaviomally andwred rating sc;lles r<.:quire <.:xt<.:nsiv<.: time and <.:ITmt to deve lop and 

maintain. Fmther, s~:veral appraisall(mns arc ll<.:c<.:ssary to an·on1111odat~.: di llci"L' Ill typcs 

of"jobs in an organi;:ation. lksidcs, 13/\RS are primarily app licable to jobs whos~.: 111ajor 

components consist of' physically observable behaviour. J\lso, it is necessa ry to 

determine the degree of similarity between the bchaYiour of the employee that they have 

obser\eu and the particular critical incidents employed as anchors of' the BJ\RS (Borman, 

1979). 

I lowcver, research lhcs not indicate that BARS arc clearly superior in accuracy and 

validity to other appraisal tcchniquL'S that ha\ e IK·cn c~ucf'ully dcsi •ned, researched allll 

h.: sled (I krnar d i 11, 1977; .laroh et. al., I< SO; Kin •stmm t.:l . al., 1!>,' I; I and ' L'l. al., 19~0; 

Schwuh cl. al., I 'J75 . l ~vcn th '11, I 
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critical incidents or work behaviour as docs the B/\ RS. llowcver, for each performance 

dimension evaluated by a BOS, a lllllllbt·r or critical itlcitknts arc lisll:d, <liHlthc 

appraiser rates the extent to which he has actually ohscrvrd the person hcin• rated 

engaging in that behaviour on a 5 point scale varying !'rom almost nt•vrr to a I must 

always. 

Since HOS focus attention on actual observed job behaviour rather than ex peeled 

behaviour, the behavioural items inclmlcd inn BOS help f'ocus a manager's attention on 

what to look f'or dming an appraisal period ami also help t:H:ilitate the manager's recall or 

cmplnyec behaviour during the appt.li :tl pt lccss (I atham ct. a!., I\)~ I). Other 

advantages th; t BOS h·11 \\ ith Bi 1\ in lud it tck\ .mt tdiahilit: and \'alidity as .1 

11.: lilt of'hcing ha cd upon actual ll\f I 1,; IHha,iuur: ''1\ I tli\lll ollli ·h 1\'\l'ls ur 

crnploycc m:c 1 tan ·c and un t 1 tandm • • ill\ uh ·nt 'Ill in lht•it 
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the appraisal scene, although son1e disagreement cxists regarding whether they arc 

superior or inrcrior to Bi\RS as an appraisal tcchniquc (lkrnadin ct. al., I <)1{0; I ,at ham ct. 

al., I 980). 

2.2.4.3 Management By OIJjcctivcs (!\lBO) 

This is a "guided self-appraisal" system. It is also referred to as appraisal by results, 

targeting -coaching, work planning and review, performance ohjcctin::s and mutual goal 

setting. Odiorne ( 1979) describes f\tanagcmenl by Objcc!in~s as a process whereby the 

sup~.:rior and subordinate of' an organization jointly identif)• its common goals, define 

each individual's majm !llCa of' I I 011. ihility in knns of tlw I ·suits I . .'\ pee ted or him, 

and 11 'cs these n1castllt'S ~•s guide· fot opc1. ting the unit .111d .ts cs int• th • l'otttt ihutiunnl' 

each of its mcmbc1 . 
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Three key assumptions umkrlie an MBO appraisal system. First, il'an employee is 

involved in plan11ing and setting tile objectives and delenuini11g tile 111easure, a iligiler 

level ol'<.:ommit1nent and perf'mlllance may result. Secondly, il'\\ hat an employee is tu 

accomplish is defined clearly aud precisely, the employce will do a bcllcr job or 

achieving the desired results. Ambiguity and confusion and thcrdorc less dTective 

perConnance, may result when a superior detcrmincs the objectivcs, the individual gains 

an accurate understanding or what is expccteJ. ' I hird, performance objectives should be 

measurable anJ should define results. ague generalities, such as "initiati\ e" or 

"cooperation" should be avoidctl. OhjcctiHs arc t•nmpnsl·d or specilic actions to he 

taken or work to he accomplished. 

'I he C' CllCC of lBO involve 11111 )Cl' p.utkiJ 11h1n in '\l,d · llin •. I h · illlplHt,lllu.·of 

employee participation '' 
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will lead to higher levels of performance than easy vague goals (such as do your 

hcsf) or no goals al all" (I Jan is and J)isirttortc, I <)<)4). 

MBO is not appropriate f(.lr all employees or all organi1.ations . .Jobs with little or no 

flexibility arc not compatible with MBO. 'lite MHO process seents to be most useful 

with managerial personnel and employees who have a fairly'' id~,.; range or flexibility and 

control over their jobs. When imposed on a rigid and autocratic management system, 

MBO may fail. Extreme emphasis on pcnalti~.:s for not meeting objectives Jc!c:.~ts the 

development and riarticipative natun: of MHO. rvtBO is used by supcrvisms to rate 

subordinates, f(H· self-rating or in cnmhinatiun \\'ith sL'\'L'ralr~ttcrs. 

2.3.0 Raters of Performance 

l'crfonnan e rating can be on • an 
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the person being evaluated (Bureau or National AITairs (BNA) Survey, 1975). This 

practice is common that individuals and org:mi/.ations assume that it is the only ICasiblc 

way to com.luct per!'ormancc appraisal. Even then however, there arc a number or factors 

indicating its desirability; namely: 

• 

• 

• 

A supervisor is in a position best to observe the employee's performance over the 

evaluation period; 

lie is well-positioned to analyse and interpret the performance of the subordinate 

in the I ight of the goals and plans of the organization; 

lie is able to link rewards to evaluations he assigns to subordinates . 

'I hl: supervisor's judgml:nt should he objective <~nd based on artual pcrl~mnam:c . To 

achicvl: this, supervisors should keep logs (diaries) or what their cmplo 'Ccs have done lo 

lll:.~ke them rcmemhcr during the time or their pcrl'lH mancc appt ~tisa\ s. Such Utt appraisal 

should also he revicweJ by the superior of the upcrvi Lll to n urc validity and rait 1\l'Ss. 

2.3.2 Pl•cr Appnti alii 
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• The peers must not be in a position where they an.: in direct competit ion for the 

same raises or promotions ((] luech , 197R). 

The appraisal of an employee hy his peers has proven to he ciTcdive in predicting 

future management success. From a study o!'mi1itary ol'licers, peer ratings were quite 

accurate in predicting which orti cers would be promoted and which would not (Downey, 

ct. al. 197(1). In another study that involved more than 200 industrial managers peer 

ratings were similarly useful in predicting who would be promoted (Krart, 1975). Also, a 

stud y or middl e level managers at International Business Machines Corporation revealed 

that tlmsc rece iving the hi gher ratings were definit ely more likely to be promoted 

(Road ma n, 1904 ). 

'I he re ti le ce1tain advanta gl.!s w·hcn peers ra te themselves. Fo1 instance, such appraisal s 

hould :-

• 

• 

• 

Result in a Sllpcriol upward llow or information: 

Force the 11 h{ n..linatc to become more p ona11 • in 
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is best done if individual's ratings arc done separately and then summarized. Although 

research indicates thai peer evaluations can have a variety or positive outcomes for the 

organization (Lewin and Zwany, 1976), their usc is cxlrcmdy rare (BNA Survcry, I 975), 

primarily because or resistance to their usc from organization members (Love, 1981; 

Cederblom and Lounsbury, 1980) since it can damage relationships, affect team work 

and participative - management efforts. Peers' ratings arc especially use f'ul when 

supervisors do not have the opportunity to observe each employee's performance but 

other group members do. 

2.3.:\ Self-Appraisals 

Sci f'-appru i ·a Is occur when cmploycl!s 1 all: thcms l vcs. 'I hey knll to he us~.:d m~ne l~1r 

putpnscs of' development than f'or evaluation itself. 'I hey can be particulatly hl'lpl'ul in 

limulating an individmtlto think realistically about his atea 1fpctMmal ·tn .. ·n•th und 

wcakncssc and ct goal f(n improvement~ (I evinc, 1 < 0: I C\ in· ct..\\.: 1977 . 

110\ cvct, ludic have hown that l'mplo) 
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Another study of eight-one (81) subordinates in (jenera! Electric Company resulted in 

multiple values to the organi'l.ution when seW-ratings were requested (Bassett and Meyer, 

1%8). Forty (40) subordinates were asked for scll:..ratings, 41 were rated in the usual 

manner by their managers. The more dclcnsivencss was noted among those rated by 

superiors, 8 of the 41 feeling that the criticism brought up in the interview were 

umvarrantec.l. Only 2 of the 40 interviewed alter self-ratings !'cit that ensuring criticism 

was umvarranted. In a 3-month follow-up after the appraisal interviews, supcriurs 

reported that 16 of the 41 managers - appraised subordinates were not measuring up to 

the job, as compared with only 8 or the •10 self rated subordinates. Twenty-three (23) or 
tht.: 35 111anagl:rs involvl!d bclievt.:d that thl! sdl'-rating approat:h \\as dearly superior. 

In l111lSt instance. whet~: clf'-appraisal is used, the rakes arc mana •erial and prot'cssional 

P 1 llllllt.:l. hrtther, i!'the suhonlinutcs h10w that the superiors an: also prcp;uin • ,.;,litii'S, 

they nrc lllotl: likl:ly to do u rcali tic joh. As uch. a self-mting t'an he a valuable and 

ctcdihlc soutcc !'pcrliHnam:c inf(umntion. 

2.3.4 Out ide Hatl•rs 
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• It forces evaluations to be based upon observations of extremely small sample 

of an individual's behaviour. 

• By removing th ~.: superior rrom the evaluation process, the \ikdihootl ol' the 

superior becoming actively involved in the development and coaching or his 

subordinates is greatly diminished. 

These shortcomings make thi s approach to be infrequently useJ . llowever, its potential 

ad vantage is that the outside experts evaluate individuals in a standardized and 

unbiased fashion. 

2.3.5 l•, mployt·t• Rat in~ of Supl•riors (Suhordinatt• Appraisal) 

Suh01di natc. can also he involvl:d in the :'1 prai al pmccs . ' I hey ar~ ortcn wl'l l pl arL·d to 

ob crvc a great dea l of thei r ·upcri 1r's pcrllHlllanc . Ililll· c · 111\1 \~ qfth 'Sl' t ~pL'. ' ul' 

rating takes place in colleges\ here tudcnl tl't nn·mc ·in the 

cia 10om. lndu try ha at o u cd mplo) 

purpo c ; uch to h 11 mana 'C impr 
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The advantages or having th~.: ~.:mp lo y~.:~.:s rut~.: th~.:ir superiors arc as follows: -

• ll can help make the superior more responsive to employees~ 

• It can be the basis for coaching as part or a career dcvclopmcnl effort; and 

• In situations wh~.:rc supet ior employee relationships arc critical, employee rating 

can be quite useful in identifying competent superiors. 

1\ major disadvantage or this is the negative reaction superiors have to being 

C\'alnatNI hy employees. Similarly, employees may fear reprisals to give realistic 

tatings . ' lit~.: principles or 'prop~.:r' manager-employee tdatilms may he violated by 

havin' wotkcrs tate tnanagcrs. l ~ mploy~.:es tuay rcsi t ratin• tiH:ir superiors bl'l'ausc they 

do nnt pcrc~.:iv it as part o!' their job . ' I his may make wot cts rate thl'it supc1 ,·isor the 

wuy he treat thc111, and not on crith:al job rcquir m nts. 

2 .. h Committee (lland) Rating 

n lhcr apptoa ~h l p r om1 m: l m 'u tJ 1\ ll 'II t I l .I 
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Schwab, 1973 ). Ilowcvcr, such group evaluations arc almost never used (BNA Survey, 

1975). 

2.3.7 Multi-Rater Assessment 

This is also called the 360-degree feedback. lt is designed to provide information that a 

person can use to become a better manager (O'Reilly, 1994). With this method, 

managers, peers, customers, suppliers or colleagues assesses an employee. lt therefore 

requires, a wide range of people to gi e feedback on an individual's performance. 

( 'ombim:d with the traditional SOLIICe of' inltmnation from the direct superior and the 

individual thcmsdvt.:s, tlw 3(>0-degree li.:cdback chclllt.:s are tksiuncd to 'i\'t.: a mon.: 

t:otnplctc <UHI COillJ)lt.:hcnsin: picture of the individual's p<:l (i.HII\<11\Ct.: and contribution 

(l>ugdill, I1J1J4; Ward, JIJIJS: Jacobs and I•lnyd. 191>5). 

2.4.() The scs of Performance pprai al ~ 
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2.4.1 I ntlividual evaluation and motivation 

This involves using performam;c appraisal information lor compensation, promotion, 

transfer, discharge or layoff of employees. 

• Compensation Adjustments: Performance evaluations help decision mak~.!rs 

detcnninc who should receive pay rises. Many firms grant part or all of their pay 

increases and bonuses on the basis or merit, which is determined mostly through 

performance appraisals. It has been suggested that performance pay "is one or the 

most dynamic issues in human resource management and :1rguably the most 

topical component of'rcward policy today" (Brady and Wright, \()00). 

• 

l'ct f'ortlHlltCc pay is the cxplit.:it link of' finan~ial n.:wanl to indi\'idual, ,1\>ltp \H 

companypcrf'ollllall<.:c(t\nnstrongatlll lmlisw, \991: Wtight, \9()\). 

Pla<.:cmcnl I >ccision ·: l'romotio11S, Iran fct , Jcmotions att I layoff's arc usually 

ha cd on pa tor anticip•1tcd pcrr nnancc. Often. ttomuti ll\s tHl' n tl'\\'atd l~1r past 

pcrft11111UilCC. 

Self mcnt i main! ' u cd to 1d nti ' II quit m uts. 
But 11 197 
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Balkin ( 1990) reported that "discussions of pay at the time of pcrlormancc appraisal" 

increases employee acceptance or appraisal and their satisfaction with the process. 

Pay increases and pr01nolion SL'ml powcrl"ullm.:ssagcs to cmployl'CS. II" IIIL·sc 

messages do not match up with the appraisal results, employees arc likely to dismiss 

the'' hole process as a [~uce. This is a direct challenge to those who l"cclthal 

appraisal results and reward outcomes must be isolated from each other. 

In addition, organi;:ations atlempt to in!1uence the motivation and the future 

pcrlim11ance of their employees by tying the various rewards, such as salary increases 

and promotions, to the ratin • generated by the appraisals. For instance, pay for 

IH:rfimnanc~.: plans canlwvc a positive illlpacl onlllotivation and perli.Hmanre. Surh 

plans arc ba cd on information ami rating. pnl\'id d h 'p~.:rli.Hmam:c appraisals. 

2.4.2 Individual dcHiopmcnt 

·1 he information generated by pcrfonn n e appt i at 

P 1 on I d lopmcnt of empl · . I ht in 
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• 

• 

improve their future performance. l ~ mployees will be less anxious about 

criticism, and more likely to lind it useful, when they believe that the appraiser's 

intentions arc helpful and constructive (Fedor ct. al.; 1989). In contrast, other 

studies (Baron, 198R) have reported that "destructive criticism" which is vague, 

ill-informed, unl~1ir or harshly presented will lead to problems such as anger, 

resentment, tension and workplace conflict, as well as increased resistance to 

impro\'ement, denial of problems, and poorer performance. 

Training aml Development Needs: Poor performance may indicate the need lor 

!draining. l.ike\vise, good pcrl(nmance may indicate untapped potential that 

shou ld hL: dcvdopcll. 

( 'a1ce1 Planning and J)c\'clopml.!nt: Pc1 ComWIJCc fi.:edhack •uides e;ll(:er 

decisions about ·pccilic carcc1 path· one should ill\ csti •all.!. 1\ SOIIIJd appraisal 

system can generate \'alid in!'Otmationtcgardin• the arcns of'pttsnna\ sttl'n!!,lh 

and weakness of individual employee . It a! o pnn id sa means or monito1 ing 

und as c sing the rc ults and improv mcnt mi in fmm 1 pr •t am or pc1 l ma 1 

training and de clopmcnt h111h r 1 rf( nnan 

for up rvi r nd u\ rdinat th 

. n l PI ottunity 
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or documentation, manpower planning and rcseardt. !\ p<..:t t(mHanc<..: appraisal system 

gen<..:rates inf(Jrmation that permits the organi;.a tion to assess its human capital and plan 

its recruiting, staning ami development policies in an inf(mm:d, systematic and rational 

manner. Specifically, performance appraisals may also be used lor or in the 

identification of Jeficiencies in stu fling process, inf'ormational accuracies, job design 

<..:rrors, avoidance or discrimination and external challenges. 

As noted, performance appraisals have many uses. While their initial thrust is rocuscd on 

t.:va luating an employee's performance, the instt ument also serves as a means or 

conduct in • 1'111 tht.:r analysis. One study (Ibid, P.4(>5) concluded that .1 per t'onnancc 

apprai 'allwd various us~.:s. Th~o:s<.: usl.!s and their pcn:l.!ntagc tll' usc arc rmnpcnsation 

(X(>%), counsding (C>5'Vc,), tr.tining and development((> l%), pmmotion (4"'~o), pl:mnin' 

(45'Y.,), retention and di charge (30%) and validation (I 7"~,). 

In sum, accurate perf( nnancc c aluation 

the I Iuman I c urcc [) partmcnt pprai 

d I pmcnl and atccr •uidan 

dcpanmcnt obta11 cdl 

1\1 

II 
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development suffer because there is no systematic perl(mnance lccdback. 1\lso, the 

personnd department lacks adequate inl'ormation to l!valuate its perl'ormance objectively. 

This lack or feedback can cause tlw organization to miss its objectives. Thus, 

pcrf'ormancc appraisal is signilicant in human resource management. Its application to 

other areas and its uscl'ulness warrants an instrument that is free l'rom bias, one that is 

objective. 



CIIAPTl~R 3 

RI~SKARCII Ml~TIIODOLOCY 

This research was based on exploratory research design. 

3.1 The Population 

The population or interest lor this study comprised all employees in the Tertiary Public 

Institutions which conduct performance appraisal in Nairobi. The sources or the list or 

such institutions arc theY ell ow Pages or the Kenya Telephone Directory and the 

<'otnmission or llighcr Education . 'I h~.:sc (tertiary institutions) arc post secondary 

institutions that arc (iov<.:tnm nt Spon. mcd ami c, elude uni,·ct itics. 'I h~.: l~lcu s on only 

t 'lliaty Public In titutions in thi s study wa due to th ·inability to obtain a cotllpkll' 

sa111pling frame lr1r those that arc pri vate con idcring the high r. t · at" hkh th~ luttc1 

have hccn incrca ing. 

12 The Sample •md ampling Tc hniqu 
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• General Workers: These involved all employees in each institution excluding 

managL:ment such as le<.:turers, drivers, cooks and secrdaries. 

It was desirable to classify the population into these two distinctive classes (or strata) 

because Management and General Workers arc heterogeneous. The higher kvcl ol' 

management sets objectives for the levels below and consequently being assessed 

thcrnseh es by the attainment of these objectives, anJ as such their pn.:f'crcnccs regarding 

pcr!'onnance appraisal may not be the same as those or other workers. These classes 

taken sepa rately were therefore meant to be more homogeneous than the total population, 

and thcr~.:by improvl!J the efficiency of' sampli ng through stratification. 

'I h~.: population ol' interest fin this study was large that a rensus \\'as prohibitive in tenns 

of'tirnc, 11Hllldary costs and efforts expended. 'I hus, since it was not possihk to ll'arh uut 

to all the employee in w.:h institutions. there \HI nc d to take u amp!· ftll' the study 

purpo c. A rand1 m ample of thirty (30) cmplo)CC \\a dm\\n f10mla ·h in titutionthat 

rcprc cntcd one-third (1/3) and l\\o-third 2/3) for l 

r P ti ely. Such a ample o cl ctcd to 

n urate 1csuh tlmn would ha\ c l n ith h ttl 

I :II n 'o II ·( i n 
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of the questionnaire was through the "drop and pick later" method. The concern in this 

study was the individual employee and not the organi:t.ation, which only provided the 

fra111cwork for getting the individuals to be studied. 

The questionnaire had two sections. Section/\ consisted ol' questio11s aimed at obtaining 

general information about the respondents. Section 1::3 focused on the key dimensions that 

were to be used to determine the employees' Performance Appraisal prel'crenccs. The 

questions, which were both of multiple-choice and unstructured type, were liamed in the 

light or the revelations in the literature review. 

l·ollow up on the respondents was done through tekphonc calls. The qucstionnain~s were 

then collected upon completion and subsequently analy:tcd. 

3.4 Data Analysis 

'I he data that was collected was analyzed u in • de liJ th 

lllainly ic ct iptivc in nature. Thi c tabli h 

s me ofth ern a ur 
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CIIAPTI~R 4 

Rl~SEARCII FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

4·1 Introduction 

A population or 780 employees were to be surveyed but 470 (60.3%)) or th~m 

responded to the questionnaire. Their responses were then analyzed to gi' c 

meaning to the research. The resulls arc discussed in the following sections. 

4.2 Descr-iptive Statistics 

Tahlt•4.1: Gender of Respondents 

~. --
,, •l' I)(Jc I' Frequt•ncy 

(l .5 

34.5 

J.r I Ill blc 4 .I • h v , it "a. found th t \hi! 

4· 011 \cr f'rn,Ic.lhi i th 
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Table 4.2: Age of Respondeuts 

r- -
Age (Years) 

--
Frequency Pcrccut 

:-:--- --
Below 30 --

8 1.7 

3Q:40 - ----
ISO 31.9 

1-- - ----
Above 40 29R 63.4 

No l~esponse 
-

14 3.0 

l'ot;l 470 100.0 

--- - -- ---

The majority of respondents (63.4%) were aged above 40 years a<; shown li·om Table 4.2 

above. Those aged between 30-40 years were 31.9% while those below 30 years were 

llt:gli.gible ( 1.7%,). Only 3.0%, did not respond. This meant that the majority of the 

tt:spondents were people who were advanced in age as opposed to the young employees. 

Pcopk <~I this age brack<.:t tend to have specific can:~.:rs and do take tiH.:ir \\'lllk more 

scriou:ly, hl.!rH.:c the significam;c oftht: appraisal to the111 and tiH.:ir readiness to respond to 

the questionnain.:. 

TahJc 4.3: EdtH:ational Level of Hcspondcnt 

I rcq ucnry p ,. lilt 

124 

I 6 

tl 



Table 4.4: Length of Service of Respondents 

Lengu; ofService Frequency Percent 

t-
-

Less than 5 y cars 
- 1---- -

28 6.0 

1-
5-IO Years 

- - I6.6 
78 

t---. 
-

1\bovc I 0 Y cars 
-

364 77.4 

t--
l'ota I 470 IOO.O 

--

Fro111 the length or service of'lhc respondents' data given in Table 4.4 above, it was noted 

that 77 4°1 1· 1 0 , · 'J'I I I I I I 5 

· 1n o en1p oyees had over I years servtcc. 1ose w 10 laL ess t wn years 

Were 6.0%, while those with 5 to I 0 years were 16.6%. This is explainable hy the l~1ct 

that the study was conducteJ at the time when thl.! (iovcmment had suspended 

r~cn ' t 
II lllCilt 0 f' elllp!oyel.!S. 

Tahlc 4.5: l\lanagcrial Level of Hespondcnts 

rr:;.l . ----
~--- ~ tn Organization 

·11-;--:----a J r 1 
• ----J·---------1---

l o nslJtution G 

Frequency 

II - ---- ----l--------
---1 

cad of' Department 76 

hom d:H r in ·1. hi 

170 

21 

7 

II 

I. 

16. 

J(,,_ 

10 .0 



Table 4.6: Frequency of Using Category Rating Methods 

Use ofMethod 

N~~~~pon8; - ---- ----
Frequency 

14 

Yes - 328 

128 

470 

---------------~~---------- ---~--

Percent 

3.0 

69.R 

27.2 

100.0 

Table 4.6 above shows that the Category Rating Methods are used 69.8%>. This may be 

so bee·' 1 uusc sue 1 methods arc easy to usc. 

Tahle 4.7: Frequency of Using Comparative Methods 

[
11

se of Mcllu~ = Frequency l'orccnt 

to Response 14 3.0 

~t:l) .:~~ ~~~)~) 
'I hesc 11 ·tl J 

•c lots arc used 57.<J'7u by rc pondcnts a hm n in 'I able . 7 l o\ c. 

., ahJc 4.8: 

11 

Frequency of Using . · ~trrativc let hods 

I• n·quen · ' 

14 

7 

70 

.0 

7 
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tend to take more time and arc thcrcJ(>rc more involving while the latter involves 

employee participation in goal setting. This emphasizes employee participation in 

decision making as a means or gaining greater com111ilmcnt to tlw institutional goals and 

enhances c 1 , · · · · · 
c mp oyccs mtrmstc mottvatlon. 

Table 4.9: Frequency of Using Other Methods 

--llse of Met hod Frequency Percent 

No Rcspon;-- - 3.0 c 14 

-- -- -- ---
334 71.1 

122 26.0 

- ·-
470 100.0 

- - ---

'f'ahlt' 4.10: Employees' J'rcfcrencc for Category Rating i\ll•thod11 

Frcqucncy Pl'I'Cl'llf 

<JX 20.l) 

lui 



Table 4.11: Employees' Preference for Comparalive Methods 

Fre<JUcncy 

78 
- -----1-----

122 

Pt•rccnt 

16.6 

26.0 

Pr~T~e--;-d--------l-----90 ----1----- ---
1 css preferred 

Lca~t preferred 

l'otal ----

72 

108 

470 
----- -- ~- -- ----- ------ --

19.1 

IS . .f--- --
23.0 __ _ 

100.0 

From data in Table 4.11, the majority of respondents (45.J<%) prefer Comparative 

Methods of Performance Appraisal. This constitutes 26.0% (most prclcrrcd) and 19 .I <X, 

(preferred) 38.3% ofthcm do not , while the rest of'thern (16.<>"o) ga\e no response. 

'f':ahlt.• 4.12: J!:mployccs' Preference for Narrative l\lcthods 

Fn•<tucncy 

98 

40 

76 

---+---- ---
470 

lablc 4 12 
· • hove show th t 5.9 Yo lh I i , . 

the . 
arratlvc 1\Jcthod an I 3. 11 don I 11 ~·· ··.-. . -.,. .. 

Pcn:t.•nt 

20.1) 

8.5 

7. 

17.0 

I <>.2 

1 0.0 

th 111 da I n t 1 1 md. 



Table 4.13: Employees' Preference for Other Methods 

- -- - -- - --- - -- - -
Level of Preference Frcq uency Percent 

- -- -- ---- -
No Response 1 ()() 22.6 --

-- -----
Most preferred 56 11.9 

-~~ 

-- -- --
Preferred 5X 12.J 

--

t--
------

Less prclcrreu 124 26.4 
-

Least preiCrrcu 126 26.8 

I'otal 470 100.0 

- ·------ - -- - - ---

From the data in Table 4.13 above, 24.2%, (that is II. 9%, anu 12.3 %, ) o I' the rcsponucnts 

prefer Other Methods of Performance Appraisal. These include Behaviourally J\nchoreu 

Rating Scales, and Management by Ohjcctivcs. 5J.2% of them do not prefer such 

methods while 22 .6'% declined to respond. 

Tahlc 4.14: Raters of Performance 

--~-

_Rater of Performance 

Supervisor 
- ---------
Peer 

I thl lh I II 

\ lui ul 

'X• Usc ---1---
83.4 

4.7 

12. 

4.3 

4.7 

6. 

7 7 

ll 

No Rl·~twnst• 
•1.7 

I I . 1) 

I I.<) 

I .6 



Table 4. I 5: Employees Prcferellc(.'S of Rater(s) 

-·-- ---
Ra tees' P~cfe•·c•-;-cc %, Rcspousc 1X, Preference %Disli ke -
~- . -

~--

-

Supervisor (>.8 80.0 13.2 
- ~ 

- ·--·- -- -- -- -
Peer 2 1.7 15.3 (>3.0 -

--- -- --
Self 20.4 27.2 52.3 --

-· --
Subord inate 21.7 11 .9 6(>.4 

·--

- - -~ -- -- --- -
Outside Expert 18.7 23.0 

- -
58.3 

Panel of Supervisors 21.7 27.7 50.6 

-
Other 24.7 10.2 65.1 

-

From the uata in Table 4. I 5 above, 80%, of the responJcnts prefer their supervisors to 

appraise their work perforlllancc, it also shows that the least preferred raters or 

Pcrlinmancc are subordinates ( lf.<Y~ n) and Others (I 0.2%). 

Table 4.16: Employees' Preference for l'l•rformauce Appraisal llst•s 

~-------
-

Usc of Appraisal Results 

---------
Compensation 

1>;,~11 

-Truns fc r 

J)i scharg~ 

I ah l 

to 

~x, Prefrn.·•u.· t.· 

47.2 

97. 

II If 

1.7 

7 1.1 

72. ~ 

.' l 

.0 

111! I 1l 

(7 

111 



CIIAPTI1~R 5 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 Summary 

The objectives of the study were to determine employee's preferred methods and uses or 

perConnancc apprai sa ls as well as raters of performance in selected tertiary public 

institutions in Nairobi. In on.Jcr to achieve these objectives, a survey was carried out. 

Data was collected using questionnaires. 

Of the 780 cmrloyccs to be surveyed, 470 (W.Y%) responded and n..: tumcd their 

questionnaires. The data wus thcrealh:r analy1.ed using tabks f(lr f'tL'lJliL'Itcy di stribution 

and percentages as wel l as Statistical Package for Social Scicn ·cs (SI'SS) Co111 putL·r 

I>r ogramrm:. 

'I he majority of the respondents sur\'cycd "cr e mal 

((,3.4%). ·1anyofthcm (28.9 ,b), held Ditlorn or Hi •h r Dipl m. t, nl.ud Ill~.· lu~.-.rtion 

followed by th se wh held oth r Jll ( 

nd -I 'cl ( . 
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It was further revealed that "Other Methods" of Perl(mmlllce Appraisal (e.g. MBO) an.: 

used more frequently (71.1 %,) to appraise pcrformancc in tertiary public institutions wltik 

Comparative Methods arc used the kast (57 .9%,). B~sides, all various nwthods or 

appraising performance arc used well above average. llowever, employees preferred 

these methods as follows: Category Rating (48.9%,), Comparative (45.1%), Narrative 

(45.9%,) and Other (24.5(%). 

On the other hand, supervisors were more used as ratccs of pcrl<.mnancc (R3.4° 0 ) while 

subordinates were used the least (4.3%,). Similarly, it was noted from the study findings 

that most employees (HO.O%,) prefer that super\'isors rate th<..:m while they least prd'crrcd 

subordinates ( 11 .9%,) and other rat<.:rs (I 0.2%) to do it. 'I his could hl! because 

supervisors tend to contml the instnnm:nts o!'th<.: rc\\~lld S)SIL'Ill in tll~.:s<..: institulio 11s <lltd 

Were th<..:rcforc bl:lt<..:r plac<..:d to u e the. c appnti ·a l· loth I 11 11 ot'th unploy~,.·L·s. 

J\s n:gards, the usc ofpcrf(mnancc 3J prni alt ull • the lui 1 ' • d d thatun111 I..'CS 

IHd'cr them to he u cd 1110 t for tr, inin '(97.4°o nd 1 rom tim 1 
• o,) Jill! l • 1 hl· . 

least ptdcr their u c for trnn fer 2 . 



5.2 Conclusions 

The objectives of the study were to determine the preferred methods, rulers und uses or 

performance appraisals in tertiary public institutions in Nairobi. From the unlaysis, it can 

be concluded that the most common method of appraising performance included 

Management by Objectives, among others, which accounted lor (7l.l (%), while 

Comparative Methods arc used the least (57.9%). 

It can also be concluded that employees preferred Category Rating Methods (48.9%,) 

While they least preferred Comparative Methods ( 45.1 %) and Other Methods (2.J .5o{,). 

'I hey, therefore, generally preferred numerical scales that did not compare individunls to 

each other. 

I·urther, most employees (83 .4(}~,) pn:fcn d supcn·i ·ors to tate lhl: 111. 'J hL')', ho\\'t.:\'1..: 1, 

preferred least to be rated by their subordinate: ( 4.3° o). in e thi study \\':ts run il'd uut 

in training institutions, management woul th ·I ptai als h •, tud~.:nts 

on thcit Iccturct is worth it a they rc Iik I I 1 n 1 m. tt 1 ho\\ 

lt h ppr i al may appear to b h lp ul. 

imilatly, it n h 
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Since most of the respondents held various positions or responsibility (63.9'%), il can be 

concluded that they had been involved in appraising perf(mnunce of other employees. 

They therefore were knowledgeable about performance appraisal. This, thus, increased 

the reliability of the study findings. 

Most of the employees surveyed have more than 10 years service, hence experience did 

not appear to influence their preferences. Such employees tend to have rather stable 

careers and therefore the significance they attach to the appraisal system to them. 

Generally, the findings in this study tend to be in agreement with those already done 

outside Kenya, although conditions obtaining hen; may be quite difkrent. '!his shows 

that such studies may be n:plicated in Kenya or \'icc' er·a. 

Finally, the Govemmcnt, being the pon or of'th c in tituti 111s, should lrl'llgthcn and 

provide assistance in the management ofapprni al )~tcms in or kr \(1 makt• tlw uppr.tisal 

a meaningful and workable a po ibl . hrrth r, th fth~.: e in titulions 

hould put in place mea ur that 
1 lu thl 

b;ur icr · that oficn thw rt the 1 p 

ir 1i afio• II I. 

h 1 I p 1 ul1t1 n 

I IIIII I II II 
Ill 



• 

absent or in practical/clinical areas with students. This made it difficult to obtain 

respondents in good time even af'ler sending out many reminders. 

Besides, among those who were present, some of them declined to !ill the questionnaitc 

for various reasons such as being too busy, others had filled too many questionnaires in 

the past without any ieedback, while others were generally unwilling to do so. 

Further, buugetary and time constraints led the sample to be determined from Nairobi. 

Other demographic regions outside ofNairobi were therefore not sumpleu. 

5.4 Recommendations for Further Research 

l<urthcr research can look at the f(>llowing important an.:as in pcrl(umann: appraisal. 

• A tudy to determine whether employees arc aware of n hal lt•rcl of 

performance is expected of them. ·1 hi · is I edall ·. o ~ illl'l' the nikr i,1 of' 

effective and inellccti v~ pcrfimn n c • rc frc Ill ntl ·.h. r It 1 d~o.·linc. th · ar~o.·a. or 

performance fi>r which a inglc indh idu I i 

evaluation tend often to b ba d n t n m 

on the p r epti n 

An inv 

II II I lh p 

•II 11 

ar OJl ll l II •k, t, and 

1 ·tu. I p riot n.m t: but 

ltd in 

l th l 



• A study to determine why appraisals done by subordinates tend to be highly 

detested by other employees, yd most employees prdi.:r to be rated by their 

supervisors. 
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,Ar-f f e...~ cA.\ X. I: :. 
~IINJ~~y t)ll J1.J)Utf!A'nON. scrF.NC'E AND 'l.E(~HNOLOG'i' le. ~('" 0"_:\ R.e.!~C\<C...C.._ 

A-u.:\t.~r \ 7...~-t\. ~ ~ 
retesrams: "F..oocUION", Naiobi JOGOO HOUSE "D" 
Telephooe: Nl\trobi 334411 HARAMnEE AVENUE 
Wbon ceptyina plebe Quote 1~.0. Dox 30040 

Iter. No .. t1:9~.$.L.P/00_1/32C 195/2 NAIROBI 
a4 ctat.e 

John Isaac Oblye 
C/0 KMTC 
P.O. BOX 30195 
NAIROBI 

Dear Sir 

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORISATION 

........... ;1,\S.~.l:t .... ~~.P.~ .~ll!P.~.r. ........... 20 .. 01.. 

On the basis of your application for authority to conduct research on 
'A survey of preferred methods, Raters and uses of performance appraisals 
by employees in selected Tertiary Public Institutions in Nairobi, I am 
pleased to inform you that you have been authorised to conduct research in 
Nnirobi for a period ending 31st December, 2002. 

You nrc advis d to report t:o the Provincial Commissioner, the Provincial 
I>lr ctor of Education and the H ads of th lnstltutions you wlll visit before 
commencing your r>senrch proj ct. 

Upon completion of your resenrch projc·t, you nte cxp ·t d to dl'posll two 
copies o( your research findings to this Offlc . 

Yours fai thfu 11 y 

SECRETARY/EDUCATIO 

cc 
Th Provincial Commi ion r 
Nair.ob 

Til Prov n i 1 Dir cto 
irobi 

t 



UNIVERSITY OF NAIROBI 
FACULTY OF COMMERCE 

MBA PROGRAMME - LOWER KABETE CAMPUS 

Telephone: 732160 Ext. 208 
Telegrams: "Vars ity", Nairobi 
Telex: 22095 Varsity 

DATE: ~\.~·1)~ ...... ................. ...... ............. 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 

P.O. Box 30197 
Nairobi, Kenya 

The bearerof this letter: .. . :9:e?.\-:-L~ .... ) .. ... .. ..... ... ~~~-~ .. ............... . 
Registration No: .. .J'> .. (.~. \ .. .\.l: ..... S .. l ~ ...... St ... ................................. . 
is a Master of Business & Administration student of the University of Nairobi. 

He/she is required to submit as part . of his/her coursework assessment a 

research project report on some management problem. We would like the 

students to do their projects on real problems affecting firms in Kenya. We would, 

therefore, appreciate if you assist him/her by allowing him/her to collect data in 

your organization for the research. 



Appendix 111: Letter of Introduction to institutions 

The Director/Principal 

.. ... .... ... ..... ....... ... ... ··· ···· ·· ··· ... 

··· ····· ···· ··· ········ ·· ··· ········ ···· ·· ··· 

lkar 

Obiyc John Isaac 
c/o University of Nairobi 

P. 0. Box 30197 
NAIROBI 

Augusl2002 

RE: 0 \J ESTIO NAIRE ON PERFORl\lA CE APPRAISAL 

I am carrying out a Suney on the Preferred 1\lcthods, Ratl•rs and Uses of 

Performance Appraisals by Employees in elected Tl•rtiar~ Public Institutions in 

' airobi. 

I \ ouhl likc to rcquc t employee at your in titution to 1 r m timl: !t) Iii\ in thl: 

attn hcd questionnaire to en hlc me har th ir c p ri n 

I h. II, thcr f'on.::, h m t 'rat ul i u ul h l1 m t dt tu\ ut tl ~u li HHI'Iit Ill 

th Ill 

• 

• 
lll 



Appendix IV: Letter of Introduction to Respondents 

To 

The Respondent, 

Institution .. .............. . ........................ .. 

NAIROBI 

lkat Sir/Madam, 

University ofNairobi 

P. 0 . Box 30197 

NAIROBI 

August 2002 

I am a postgraduate stmh.:nt at the University of. airobi. pursuing a Mastl·rs' lk~n:c in 

Business Administration. I am required to undertake arc carch project as part !'ullillnn:nt 

of this programme. 'I he title of my research is "A Survey of Preferred l\lethods, 

Raters and Uses of Performance Appraisals hy Employ 't' in sclcrtNI Tntiary 

Public Institutions in 1 'airohi". 

I have prepared a que tionnaire to help in my d, t, c lh: ti n. I un th 1~: Olt, kind! ' 
requesting you to c mplctc it to then I 1 in \ llll.tlilmt 111 I\: I 

i purely Cor a ad rnic purp 

'I h nk y u iJ ,,d '• 11 c fot > ur 

Bl I. I. L 



Appendix V: The Questionnaire 

Section A 

1. Please indicate your gender (tick in the appropriate bracket) 

( ) Male ( ) Female 

2. Please tick against one of the following spaces to show your age bracket:-

( ) Below 30 years ( ) 30-40 years ( ) Above 40 years 

3. Please tick against one of the spaces provided to indicate your highest academic 

qualifications achieved. 

( ) '()' Level 

( ) 'A' Level 

( ) Diploma 

( University Degree 

( Other (please specify) .... .. ... .. .... ............. ..... ........ . .. . .. . .... .. ... . 

····· · ... .. . ········ ············ ··· ··· ·············································· 

4. Please show how long you have be~.:n working with) our cun 

ticking one of the paces pro\'idcd below:-

) Lc. s than 5 year 5-l 0 

5. Pic, c tid· in the pace pr vid d t lo t i1 di t th 

y u hoi in y u1 or ' niz ti n. 

( lr tltutl n 

nt emplo\ 1.: r hv . . 

l )\ (' I 0 )".II s 



Section B 

G (a) Please tick as many as arc relevant the mclhod(s) that arc used to appraise your 

work performance: 

( ) Category Rating Methods (e.g. Graphic Rating, Scales, Checklists, 

Single Global Evaluations, Pureed Choice Methods): These requires a 

rater to mark an employee's level of performance on a speeilic form. 

( ) Comparative Methods (e.g. Ranking, Paired Comparison, forced 

Distribution): These requires that raters directly compare the performance 

of employees against one another. 

( Narrative Methods (e.g. Critical Incident, the Fssay, Field Review): 

these involve raters providing written appraisal information on employees. 

( Other Appraisal Methods (e.g. Behaviourally Anchored Rating Scales, 

Behavioural Observation Scales, Management by Objectives) . 

(b) Please I ist in order of preference the method( s) you would prcli:r to he appraised 

by:-

···· ·· ······ ·· ··· ···· ··· ····· ··· ······· ························································ 

······ ··· ·· ···· ······ ······· ··· ········· ·· ····················································· 
..... .. ... ... ....... ..... .. ......... ............................................................... 

....... ... ................ ................. ...................................................... . 

7 (a) Please tick ag. in t thc r II wing t 

( . up 1 vi r 

, I 

mtl 



8.(a) Please tick as many as arc relevant to indic:.1tc what you would prcl'cr your 

performance appraisal to be used for:-

( 

( 

( 

( 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Compensation 

Promotion 

'l 'ransl'er 

Discharge 

( ) Training 

( ) Counselling 

( Planning 

( Othcr(please specify) ........................................................ . 

h) Please rank your preference in Question g(a) abO\ c in the space pmvidcd 

bdow lium the most to the least preferred usc ol'perf'ormancc appraisal ........ . 

············ ......... ... ········· ... ... ... ····· ·· ··· ········ ···· ·· ··· ······ ..... .... .... .... .... .. . 

<J. (a) Is there anything else you would like to tell me about your p lftlllll'IIICe app1.tisal'! 

(b) 

) Yes 0 

I r }CS, plea c ll e the pace jJIO\ ide I b lo\\ t) indi 

comment or ugg ti n th t i rei \ nt t thi 

include . . ............................................. . 

·· ···· ······· ·············· ..... 

itm .111 oth 1 

"i h to 



Appendix VI • List of Selected Tertiary Public Institutions in Nairobi 

1. C I 0 Training School 

2. Defence Staff College, Karen 

3. G.S.U. Training School, Embakusi 

4. East Afi·ican School of Aviation 

5. Karen College 

G. Administration Police Training College 

7. Kenya College of Communications Technology 

R. Kenya Institute of' Mass Communication 

9. Kenya Institute of" Surveying and Mapping, Ruaraka 

I 0. Kcnya Medical Training Collcgc 

II . Kenya Mdcorolo •il:al Institute 

I ~. 1-' nya Polyll.:chni<.: 

I . cny.t Scicncc 'I cachets C'olkgc 

11. Kenya Tcchnical 'l cachets College 

15. llightidgcTcach tsCollcge 

I(,, cnya IJtalii ollegc 

I 7. Kenya Water Institute 

18. 'cnyatta ational I Io pita! 

19. 1 th tc. cho I of 'ur ing 

2 . I r inin, 

21. K ll)a 

22 tir h1 1 r min • II Ill 

II 


