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ABSTRACT

The study was an investigation into the relatiopdhetween performance management and
employee performance at the National Medical stafe$Jganda at Entebbe. The study
specifically sought to examine the contribution @dur performance management
dimensions: performance planning, performance vevigerformance support and
performance rewards on employee performance at NM8. study was motivated by the
lack of empirical evidence on the effect of the vwasly introduced performance
management system on employee performance at NM&s@ study design was used. Both
questionnaires and interviews were used to collmia from management and non
management staff respectively, who constitutednapsa of 79 persons chosen by stratified
random sampling out of a population of 108 NMS fstéf response rate of 78% to
questionnaires was achieved. Data analysis edtablishat of all four dimensions of
performance management, only performance reviewstitally explained 45% of the
variance in employee performance. Triangulation dzfta from interviews and the
questionnaires indicated that both performancenptgnand performance rewards increase
employee performance at NMS. There was no evidémdastify a relationship between
performance support and employee performance. Is watablished that a poorly
implemented performance management system was ivalgataffecting employee
performance at NMS. It was the recommendation isfrigsearch, therefore, that NMS BOD
and Management revamp the performance planninggwesupport and reward systems in
order to put in place a comprehensive performanaeagement system that will improve

employee performance at NMS.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.0 Introduction

The study was an assessment of the relationshipebat performance management
and employee performance at the National MedicaieStof Uganda. Performance
management was the independent variable in the sthde employee performance
was the dependent variable. This chapter presemts historical, theoretical,
conceptual, and contextual backgrounds, the prolsietement, and purpose of the
study, specific objectives, research questions,igpdtheses. This is followed by the
conceptual framework, significance, justificatiomdascope of the study, as well as

operational definition of terms and concepts.

1.1 Historical Background

National Medical Stores (NMS) is a government piatat organization established in
1993 by Parliament to procure, store, and distebuatedical supplies to all

government health units in Uganda. On establishmé¢ltS took over the role and

infrastructure at Entebbe of Central Medical Stowasich had been a department of
the MOH. These changes were part of a restruct@nkegcise which was meant to set
up NMS as an independent organization in ordeatoong other things, improve its

performance on its mandate. NMS has since then iuedtban a number of projects

aimed at improving its performance, including rexgeof operational efficiency by

the World Bank in 2004, USAID in 2007, and an MCiddkforce committee in 2007.

Performance management was one of the areas Hitgdidor improvement, in order

to enable NMS effectively achieve its mandate tgloumproved performance of

individual employees.



According to Armstrong (1999), the term “performamanagement” was introduced
by Beer and Ruh in 1976, but was only concretedugs an approach in the mid
1980’s after realizing that performance related pag appraisal systems were not
delivering the results expected to organizatiortseer& was a need for a continuous
and integrated approach to manage and reward peafare of employees. According
to CIPD (2009), a survey carried out by Bevan armbniipson amongst human
resource practitioners in 1991 revealed that perdmce management was being
confused with its tools i.e. performance appraisaisl performance related pay.
CIPD (2009) adds that a subsequent survey on pesfice management done by
Armstrong and Baron in 1997 established that perémce management practice then
was understood to include a range of activitiegegdowards managing individual

performance. These activities were divided intosthahat supported pay led
performance management systems and those thatréaldevelopment led systems.
A web based survey by CIPD (2009) however revedted current practice in

performance management consists of objective gettperformance appraisals,

regular feedback and reviews and assessment obgagtievelopment needs.

NMS took on performance management as a way of ampg employee
performance. Performance review appraisals startegarly 2008 at a time when
management and the board pronounced their disconriorenewing employee
contracts without assessing their past performaApart from this effort, little else
has been accomplished by NMS in the area of pedoce management. As an
example, NMS has for long held a policy dubbed fiquat the gate”. This policy
meant that NMS recruits individuals who are devetbpo the extent that they will

need no other development especially in the formashing in order to perform their



jobs to satisfaction. As a result, NMS has hadtreoning policy in the period 2005 —

2010.

1.2 Theoretical Background

The research was guided by Douglas McGregor’s tbgoft and Y of management,
outlined by Kreitner (1995). Theory X assumes thmatst people dislike work and
must be coerced or threatened with punishmentderaio work. It further assumes
that most people avoid responsibility, prefer todrected, have little ambition, and
are interested only in security. Theory Y on thachassumed that many people are
creative, ingenious, proactive, and will readilkgaon responsibilities. They are
capable of self control and direction if committecbrganizational objectives and will
perform if rewarded appropriately Kreitner (1996)MS has in the past operated a
laissez faire management style similar to Theoryt¥s suspected that this is one of

the causes of the past poor performance.

The Goal Theory put forward by Locke as cited inu{lvhs, 2007) holds that preset
goals usually guide the behaviour and performaricadviduals to a large extent.
(Mullins, 2007) further explains that individualsitiv specific, measurable, and
challenging goals will perform better than peopleovhave easy to achieve, vague or
no goals at all. He adds that goals motivate petmpbehieve in order to satisfy their
emotions and wants. The Goal Theory therefore siggeat there should be a

positive relationship between performance planaimg employee performance.

The study was further guided by Adam’s Theory otiilBq which attempts to predict
the relationship between reward and individual grenfince (Gibbs, 1980). According
to Adams' Equity Theory, underpaid individuals magluce their work input by

decreasing the quality and quantity of their woRersons compensated on an



incentive or piece rate basis may decrease qualpgrformance and may or may not
increase quantity depending on the input / outcoatie for each additional unit of
production. Adams Theory helped the researcher fpward a hypothesis that

rewards affect performance of individuals at NMS.

1.3 Conceptual Background

The study was based on Douglas McGregor’s thedfieend Y of management,

Locke's Goal Theory and Adam’s Theory of Equity.e3& theories gave rise to
performance management and employee performancehesindependent and

dependent variables of the study and attempt téagxphe relationship between the
variables. The Goal Theory supports a positivetimiahip between setting individual

goals at NMS (performance planning) and the evémedormance of employees at
NMS. Theories X and Y are also useful in predgtine behaviour and performance
of individuals when subjected to varying stylespafrformance management. The
theories imply that individual performance will ingve when employees’ goals and
targets are clearly laid out, performance reviewad feedback given to employees

together with appropriate performance support amgrds.

Performance management has been defined as “a roegatiing better results from
the organization, teams, and individuals by un@eding and managing performance
within an agreed framework of planned goals, stedgja and competence
requirements” (Armstrong, 1999). He also contehds performance management is
a process of establishing a shared understanding/hait is to be achieved by
employees, while managing and developing them turenthat they will help the

organization achieve its objectives in the shod lamg run.



At NMS, individual performance plans are made duitime biannual appraisals held
between individuals and their supervisors. In thene sitting, a review of past
performance is done. Performance support is howeatrproperly institutionalized,
but involves adhoc short courses for selected iddals and consultation by staff
members amongst themselves and their supervisovgdnrelated problems. NMS
human resource manual provides for performance semwnd salary increments to
recognize good performance. Supervisors sometinsestidank staff for a job well
done. Performance management in the study therefwm@ved the dimensions:
performance planning, performance review, perfoceasupport and rewards as
defined by Armstrong (1999), Mathis and Jackson9@}9and Bratton and Gold

(2007).

Mathis and Jackson (1999) define employee perfoce@as what an employee does
or does not do. They argue that the performanem @mployee that contributes to the
organization includes the quantity of output, qyabf output, timeliness of output,
presence at work and cooperativeness. In theilarelseon the effect of peer based
reward on individual performance, Greg, Courtrig&t,Murray (2009) used the
dimensions quantity of work, quality of work, imtive, cooperativeness and effort to

represent and measure individual performance.

At NMS, individual performance is measured usinthlgeneral factors and objective
scores (NMS Appraisal form, 2009). Under genereldiss, the supervisor scores the
employee for the period with respect to work quyalfroductivity, job knowledge

exhibited, reliability in task completion, availéty at work, and independence from
supervision. A separate rating of objectives sdhatbeginning of the period is also

done and together with the general factor ratitigsy make up the average score of



the individual’s performance over the period. Enyple performance in the study was
therefore measured by the dimensions effectiveneSert, cooperativeness and
initiative. Effectiveness represented achievemdnblgectives with respect to the
quality, quantity and timeliness of work producemhile effort represented the
perceived amount of energy expended by the emplogedMS work, and included

attendance and time utilisation.

1.4 Contextual Background

NMS instituted performance appraisals in 2008. Hase appraisals, performance
objectives and targets are set and reviews are dbtige previous period. Despite
this, no research has been done to establish tfext ebf this performance
management system so far introduced on the perfarenaf employees. Instead, the
Board and Management of NMS have continued to camphbout the general
performance of NMS staff members. A pre-study amdildS top management
revealed that employees lack self initiative andallg accomplish tasks after several
reminders. For example, a number of times, NMS eepeed out of stock situations
of up to 50% of its stock range because staff daldg initiate procurement processes
or failed to follow up suppliers to replenish sto@ven after reminders by
management (NMS Management Minutes, 2008, and 200&)agement and board
were also concerned that cartons which were pasvvef 200 separate consignments
meant for delivery to customers were abandonedriwerd and dispatch staff and
accumulated over a period of 3 years in the warehdwlding area until medicines
within them expired, illustrating negligence andKaf initiative on the part of these

staff members (Board minutes, 2008, Management tdmR008).



Management was further disturbed by the failurestaff members to achieve their
objectives with regard to the amount of work ddnemost cases for example, NMS
lagged 2 or 3months behind the schedule of delit@mgustomers because sales and
warehouse staff process only half of the normdldarget of customer orders. This,
according to management is most likely becausstéfé members do not utilize their
working hours effectively as they spend a lot ohdiin personal face to face or
telephone conversations as well as on the inteflreetverify this, the researcher on
several occasions witnessed staff who took houventiading movies, or watching
other fun material on the internet. There have baenumber of attempts by
management to control this behaviour, includinguotidn in the number of direct
telephone lines. The remaining few direct lines lasevever still subject to frequent

abuse as witnessed by finance and human resourcgers.

Failure to maintain accurate and well organizembrds has been an area of concern
in the performance of NMS staff. Management haskample complained a number
of times about failure by warehouse staff to updat@anual stock records
(management minutes 2007 and 2008). The resedrabalso observed over the past
2 years that almost all NMS staff cannot retriegeords of transactions they have

filed over time. This has negatively impacted oocamtability in the organization.

Employee performance at NMS has been adversebctatf by the following
inadequacies in the performance management sysiédra: practice of setting
objectives and doing biannual performance appsigaaINMS only started in early
2008. On examination of a number of appraisal fosmsee 2008 to 2010, the
researcher discovered that individual objectiveseweot specific or measurable,

which most likely made performance reviews difftcuh all appraisal periods, for



example, over 80% of staff scored above 70% whscinat a normal distribution.
Management was in fact disturbed by more than @#es of supervisors complaining
about failure of employees to perform their corgksaover time, yet their appraisal
scores were over 80%. The researcher has alsavelséhat apart from the
appraisals twice a year, there are no other inistitalized mechanisms of measuring
individual performance and giving feedback to empls on a more regular basis.
These gaps in performance planning and review hasgatively impacted on

individual performance.

In addition to the above, performance support meishas were not in place in the 5
years ending 2010. Board and Management in thisghsupported a policy dubbed
“quality at the gate” which did not support traigiof staff (NMS Human resource
manual, 2004). The policy focused on recruiting estdining staff with the full skills

and competencies needed for their jobs and whoedeed further training. This

policy however has not helped staff to deal with dynamic challenges typical of any
job and for which employees may need to acquire kisawledge in order to perform

better.

The NMS Human Resource Manual (2004) provided feritmawards to individual
employees on the recommendation of managementsi aloutstanding efficiency.
The manual also provided for performance bonus mesvaf two or one month’s
gross salary to employees with outstanding or gme$ormance respectively as
assessed during the biannual performance apprdisate is however no evidence
that the mentioned awards or bonuses were eveiedppl all qualifying staff in the 5

years ending 2010. This negatively impacted on rtiagivation of employees to



improve their performance. The study therefore boug investigate the effect of

performance management on employee performance.

1.5 Statement of the Problem

In 2008, NMS Management started on performanceasgais, as part of an effort to
institute a performance management system as ekirdxst the Board. This was meant
to improve the performance of employees on the rstaleding that performance
appraisal results were to be used to determinehgh@mployees should continue in
their current jobs. Two years down the road, howewveanagement had not
empirically established whether the performanceagament systems introduced had
any effect on the performance of individual empks/eA pre-study among the NMS
top management revealed that employees lacked isdlative and usually
accomplished tasks after several reminders andstiafit members rarely achieved
their objectives especially with regard to the amtoaf work expected of them.
Management was concerned that whereas staff ggnadered to the company
policy on attendance, they did not utilize theirrlang hours effectively and in
addition, failed to maintain accurate and well onigad records. It therefore became
necessary to study how performance managementedfetnployee performance at
NMS. Unless this was done, NMS would continue tensptime and money on a

performance management system whose benefits noulae justified.

1.6 Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to assess the rethipnbetween performance

management and employee performance at NMS.



1.7 Objectives of the Study

1. To assess the contribution of performance plantingmployee performance at
NMS.

2. To assess the contribution of performance revievertployee performance at
NMS.

3. To assess the contribution of performance supmodniployee performance at
NMS.

4. To establish the effect of performance rewardsmpleyee performance at NMS.

1.8 Research Questions

1. What is the contribution of performance planningetmployee performance at
NMS?

2. What is the contribution of performance review tmpéoyee performance at
NMS?

3. What is the contribution of performance supportetoployee performance at
NMS?

4. Do performance rewards have a significant effecteorployee performance at
NMS?

1.9 Hypotheses of the Study

1. Hypothesis 1
Hol: There is no relationship between performancenmitey and employee
performance at NMS.

2. Hypothesis 2
Ho2: There is no relationship between performanceeveand employee performance
at NMS.

3. Hypothesis 3
Ho3: There is no relationship between performancepasup and employee
performance at NMS.

4. Hypothesis 4
Ho4: There is no relationship between performance ardg&v and employee
performance at NMS.

1.10 Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework below illustrates thetieteship between the independent

and dependent variables and their dimensions ahckitors which guided the study.
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Figure 1: Conceptual Framework of the Relationshipbetween Performance
Management and Employee Performance

\Y, DV

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT EMPLOYEE
PERFORMANCE

Performance planning - Initiative

- Individual Objectives
- Activity plans

- Performance targets - Effort
- Capacity building plans

- Effectiveness

- Cooperativeness

Performance review
- Measuring performance
- Performance feedback —

Performance Support

- Competence assessment
- Coaching

- Training

Performance Rewards
- Financial rewards
- Non-financial rewards

Source: McGregor as cited in Kreitner (1995), Loelsecited in Mullins (2007) and
Adam as cited in Gibbs (1980).

Performance management was conceptualized as thependent variable and
operationalised as performance planning, performaeuiew, performance support
and rewards dimensions. Performance managementcaaseptualized to affect
employee performance, which was measured by inmgiaeffectiveness, effort and

cooperativeness.

Performance planning was hypothesized to affect l@yep performance since
employees who have clear goals targets and propmdyout action plans perform
better that those without (Mullins, 2007). Mullifigrther suggested that clear goals
and targets help individuals focus better on tiskdaahead of them as they do not

have to waste time finding out what to do. Perfarogareviews if done regularly
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reinforce the focus of employees on their targgtseminding them of how much of
their targets had been achieved. This motivatedmmaes to do whatever is possible

to achieve the desired level of performance.

Performance support, which involved assessmenmpta@/ee competences, coaching
and training, was hypothesized to affect employedopmance by, boosting the
knowledge and skills of employees. Lastly, it wagdthesized that performance

rewards would have a positive impact on employefpaance.

1.11 Significance of the Study

Since the effect of performance management on greplperformance at NMS was
established, management may now be in a bettetiggu$d improve on performance
management practices including performance plan@ng review, performance
support, and rewards. This may in turn improve Nét§ployee behaviour, attitudes
and job performance and thus lead to enhancedrpaafice of NMS as a whole in
carrying out its mandate of procurement, storage distribution of medicines and
supplies countrywide. This may lead to greater wadion of health workers and
improved healthcare for all Ugandans. The reseailttalso benefit the academia by
adding to the body of knowledge on how performamemagement affects employee
performance and may be used as a reference paifartber research in the same

area.

1.12 Justification of the Study

A pre-study carried out at NMS indicated gaps imfggemance management and
employee performance. Individual objectives were specific enough, performance
reviews were not regularly done, and there is nacgired training or coaching plans.

In addition, apart from the salary, no other perfance reward system exists. This
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gap has resulted into deteriorating employee d#itto work, job commitment and
performance over the years. Furthermore, the etiegerformance management on
employee performance has not attracted much rdseatention at NMS since
previous studies by the Euro Health Group and Su@blain Management System
focused on operational efficiency, warehouse arsfridution improvements. The
study should give management important insightaiperformance management in

order to help them improve decision making in Hrisa.

1.13 Scope of the Study

The study was limited to the contribution of penfi@nce management to employee
performance at NMS, with performance managemetteasdependent variable and
employee performance as the dependent variable sfilyy was carried out at the
NMS head offices at the Entebbe municipality witiakiso district in Uganda. The
study focused on the past five years ending 201pereod for which the current
management and staff have institutional memory dad which employee

performance had reportedly been a major concelbodaod and management.

1.14 Operational Definitions of Terms and Concepts

Performance management: The process of ensuring that employees achieve thei

individual objectives in order to collectively aekie the NMS mission.

Performance planning: a subset of performance management which deals with
setting individual objectives, targets and measutesensure that employees

understand what they have to achieve within a gpestod.

Individual objectives: Specific, quantifiable goals or outputs in line lwithe
employee’s job that are agreed on between an NM8ogre and his supervisor to be
achieved within a specified timeframe.

Activity plans: Schedules of actions to be accomplished by empfoyeithin
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specified timelines in order to achieve individobjectives.

Performance targets: Quantifiable levels of achievement set in line vidiual

objectives.

Capacity building plans: Written plans made by employees to acquire skills and

knowledge that will help enhance their performaacsMS.

Performance review: The process of measuring and discussion of indatidu
employee performance, as well as discussion betaepervisors and individuals on
ways to improve performance. This involves schedlutg continuous formal

appraisals and informal discussions about the eyepld performance.

Performance support: Effort by NMS management and supervisors gearearisv
developing individuals to help them meet or excdbd expectations of their

performance agreements. This includes skills ass=#s on and off the job trainings.

Coaching Advice and instructions given to an employee Isydr her supervisor or
another person on a daily or as needed basis palnelemployee identify and resolve

obstacles to performance and ultimately achiev@&ifrmance objectives.

Performance Reward: A monetary or non monetary benefit given by the
organization to an NMS employee to recognize antb@rage good performance.
This includes bonuses, salary increment, certdigabf recognition, and training

opportunities

Employee performance:Employee achievements against their objectivesedsas
the effort, initiative and teamwork employed by emlividual to produce work.
Examples of performance include number of ordecsgssed by the employee per
unit time, accuracy of stock when reconciled, timeds, presence at work and

cooperativeness.

Initiative: the level of self drive and proactive behaviourhivitemployees. The
ability of employees to take action, resolve wolatexd problems and invent ways of
achieving their objectives without waiting for thaupervisors to tell them what to
do.
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Effectiveness:achievement of objectives by employees with respethe quality,

quantity and timeliness of work produced.

Effort: Amount of hard work, thought, and time dedicatedaodaily basis to the

achievement of individual objectives by NMS empleye

Cooperativeness: Willingness of an individual to work with others iorder to

achieve both individual and NMS objectives.

Stock Range:the list of medicines and supplies that must bd hrektock by NMS in

order to fulfill customer orders on time.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0 Introduction
This chapter reviews relevant literature on theties guiding the study and previous

related work on the study. It consists of a revawheories guiding the study as well
as a review, objective by objective of the literatwon the relationship between
performance management and employee performaneelit€hature is derived from

primary and secondary sources. The chapter aldéad@es a summary of the literature
review.

2.1 Theoretical Review

Kreitner (1995) argues that managers usually adoptanagement style based on
either of two extremely different assumptions ahliet attitude and behaviour of the
individuals they manage. These assumptions aretedidpom the Theory X and

Theory Y put forward by McGregor in 1960. Kreitn@995) further explain that

Theory X, based on the thinking of traditional argations, assumed that most
people are lazy, inherently dislike work and musstcbntrolled, directed or threatened
with punishment if the organization is to achietgeabjectives. It further assumes that
most people avoid responsibility, prefer to be ciegd, have little ambition and are
interested only in security. This view about indwals would therefore require

managers to exercise strong direction and contv@r employees, emphasizing

rewards and punishment in order to motivate em@sye achieve their objectives.

Theory Y on the other hand assumed that work isatigral as play and rest and that
many people are creative, ingenious, and proactimd will readily take on

responsibilities (Kreitner, 1995). He adds thatoadmg to Theory Y, employees are
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capable of self control and direction if committecbrganizational objectives and will
perform if rewarded appropriately. In relation ke tstudy, Theory Y predicts that if
people are given clear objectives, given feedbackheir performance and rewarded

appropriately, their performance will improve.

Whereas Kreitner (1995) associates Theory Y wighcimrrent and recommended high
achievement democratic style of management, intipeac@a mix of Theory X and Y
are required to explain a positive relationshipnasin performance management and
employee performance for the following reasonsstFindividuals with Theory X, or
Y behaviour or a mix of the two are bound to ndtyraxist in organizations in
almost equal proportions, therefore requiring a ofixnanagement strategies. There
is in fact a danger of underperformance of emplsyssociated with a laissez faire or
Theory Y style of management being applied to Theérindividuals. Secondly,
whereas the setting of objectives may seem to begmmotivation for Theory Y
individuals to perform well, the possibility of neigve consequences if objectives are
not achieved (Theory X thinking) would most likebe required to motivate both
Theory X and Y individuals to achieve. Thirdly, thee of rewards to motivate people
in Theory Y thinking may require withholding rewards a punishment for failure to

achieve objectives as is held in Theory X thinking.

Locke’'s Goal Theory holds that preset goals ugugllide the behaviour and
performance of individuals to a large extent (Mhgli 2007). The author further
explains that individuals with specific measurabted difficult goals will perform

better than people who have easy to achieve geadsie goals or no goals at all. He

argues that goals motivate people to achieve ierotal satisfy their emotions and
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wants. The Goal Theory therefore suggests thatetli®ra positive relationship

between performance planning and employee perfaean

Adam’s Theory of Equity attempts to predict theateinship between reward and
individual performance. (Gibbs, 1980). The authoguas that individuals will
perceive equity or inequity in an individual-orgaational relationship as a result of a
social comparison process of a person’s input ¢aue ratio to the ratio of another
individual or group of people who are engaged sinailar task or job. Inputs are all
factors such as effort, education and age thatpareeived as influencing the
probability of a certain outcome. Outcomes are bEn® the individual in terms of
monetary compensation, prestige and other desawdrds related to job inputs. The
value of the exchange to the individual is defimederms of a ratio of perceived

inputs to outcomes.

The author suggests that a person experiencingiityesuch as underpayment will
act so as to maximize desirable outcomes and nerireffort and cost of the input.
He proposes that there are several courses ofnaatioindividual may pursue to
reduce inequity through the altering of ratios.skithe individual may cognitively
distort inputs and/or outcomes. Second, he magmathe "other" or the object of the
comparison to affect a change in their inputs dcemes. Third, the individual may
actually change his own inputs or outcomes. Fouhth,individual can switch from
one "other" or object of comparison to anotherthFiaind last, the person may leave

the exchange relationship.

According to Adams' Equity Theory, individuals unokad on an hourly basis may
reduce their inputs by decreasing quality and qtyaof performance depending on

which reduces inputs the most. Persons compensaitegh incentive or piece rate
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basis may decrease quality of performance and mayay not increase quantity
depending on the input/outcome ratio for each @mutat unit of production. Adams
Theory helps put forward a hypothesis that rewaads outputs may affect

performance of individuals.

2.2 Performance Management and Employee Performance

Price (2004) contends that the aim of performanemagement is to increase the
effectiveness of organizations by improving thefg@anance of people who work in
them by developing their capabilities as individuahd within teams. Performance
management is a multidimensional process invohgetjing SMART objectives for
employees, giving coaching support to employed®etp them identify and overcome
performance barriers, giving continuous feedbaclperiormance against objectives
and recognition and encouragement of superior padnce by giving appropriate

rewards (Armstrong 1999, UOMDFA, 2008).

The success of an organization in applying thensifie elements of performance
management is found in the success of its employeesrving customer needs,
meeting their targets, producing desired impact @edting a culture of respect and
commitment, with a focus on active learning, in@as and shaping. Organizations
that implement performance management create Imdisi@ady rates of discretionary
effort by all employees; they model best practiaed take measures on their work
from customers and employees, using the feedbaeklpgo make improvements
(Wikipedia, 2008). The authors also suggest thahageg employee or system
performance facilitates the effective delivery thtegic and operational goals. They
argue that there is a clear and immediate coroglatietween using performance

management systems and improved business and oaganal results.
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Effective performance management enables emplogegdeams to understand the
goals of the organization and to identify how indual and team outputs contribute
to the achievement of organizational objectives.cokding to APSC (2001),

integrating people, planning and performance witfanizational objectives develops
individual and organizational capability and leadsigher performance. They argue
that the performance appraisal process articutatestandards of work expected and
the values and behaviours employees are expecteghiold in meeting their job

requirements and in communicating and working wvaithers. Feedback also assists
employees to understand what work they do well,re/tileeir development needs are

and how they can improve their performance.

Despite the above evidence, a survey done by CIRD2009 amongst HR

practitioners, however, only 20 % of the responslertid that performance
management has a positive impact on individual mement, 59 % were neutral and
21 percent disagreed. Whereas this puts the resdtip between performance
management and employee performance in doubt,réwops authors on the subject
present overwhelming justification of a positivelat®nship. In this research,

therefore, a positive relationship was predictetiveen performance management

and employee performance.

Mathis and Jackson (1999) define employee perfoce@as what an employee does
or does not do. They argue that the performanes @mployee that contributes to the
organization includes the quantity of output, qyabf output, timeliness of output,
presence at work and cooperativeness. They alsgestughat the job of every

employee is defined by job criteria on which pemance is measured. For example, a
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college professor’s job criteria can be teachirggearch and service. Each of the
criteria usually can be weighted based on itsikeamportance to the organization.
2.2.1 Performance Planning and Employee Performance

Armstrong (1999) states that a performance agreengexers objectives and
standards of expected performance expressed atgal@rgets are quantifiable and
can be measured in such terms such as output,asaldsvels of service delivery. He
affirms that good objectives should be specificasgable, achievable, relevant, and
time bound. In a study of nine government instng in Uganda and Tanzania,
Therkildsen et al (2007) established that settieglistic objectives and constant
feedback to employees on performance were soméeofniportant motivators of
employees to perform better. In support of the abmentioned research, Locke’s
Goal Theory in Mullins (2007) also affirms that mduals who have set goals
perform better than those without. The current wtuas in agreement with the
literature reviewed and established that employedopmance at NMS was being

negatively affected by the failing of the existipgrformance management system.

Myles (2004) however argues that humans intringigadssess a spirit of dominion,
which causes them to rebel against any person siemsythat tries to control their
lives. Setting of individual objectives for individls without their full involvement
might be viewed by staff as one such system thatis:i¢o be resisted, leading to a
negative impact on employee performance. This kinesistance against objectives
may however be overcome by involving the employksly in the performance
planning processes that concern them in order tkenthem own the objectives
arising out of the process. In the study, thregoordents asked management to
involve staff while making performance plans, whfanther stressed the importance

of employee involvement.
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2.2.2 Performance Review and Employee Performance
Armstrong (1999) contends that formal annual pentorce reviews are part of the

performance management framework but are not tret important part. He suggests
that more prominence should be given to continunasagement of performance.
This includes continuous assessment of achievenagisst objectives, establishing
any shortfalls in performance and their causes,agrdeing on any actions required
to improve performance or on changes in objecti¥s.also argues that whereas
feedback may be provided by managers, employeadcshe able to measure their

own performance in order to take timely action.

Crowell, Sergio, Dawn and Anderson (1988) conduete@xperimental study on task
clarification, performance feedback and social ggaiand their effect on the
performance of bank tellers in a number of meaderateas including service time,
courtesy, friendliness, empathy, and professiomalis service. Feedback entailed
presentation of ongoing verbal and visual informatregarding teller performance.
Praise consisted of verbal recognition of tellerfggenance by branch managers.
Results showed that task clarification effects gmdrquickly, producing an overall
increase in desired behaviors of 12% over basek®®dback and praise effects
occurred more gradually, resulting in overall irages of 6%and 7%, respectively. A
suspension of all procedures led to a decline ieral performance, whereas
reinstatement of feedback and praise was againnmgmnoed by performance
improvement. It was also noted that during the stigation, the bank experienced a
75% growth rate in deposits, and customer comgaietcreased steadily to a near-
zero level. In addition, branch management repottext customer compliments
regarding friendly service increased during thesa@riod. The current study was in

agreement with these findings and established gedbrmance feedback increased

22



employee performance.

Pearce and Porter (1996) however established dlaapérformance ratings caused a
significant drop in the attitude within both managmt and non management
employees toward the organization within 2monthsfeddback in a study of
employee responses to formal performance appréésalback. The attitudes of
employees getting high performance ratings remaimahanged. This was expected
to have similar effects on their performance by kirmg through motivation. The
current study was partly in agreement with theadifigs since the performance of
employees was shown to decline with increasingoperdnce measurement at NMS.
2.2.3 Performance Support and Employee Performance

Grant (2006) defines coaching as helping peoplntbbetter ways to set and reach
their goals in their work and lives, and is focusedenhancing employees’ abilities to
self regulate and move systematically towards gatdinment. He suggests that
coaching includes a collaborative relationship leetw coach and coachee with a
primary focus on constructing solutions. He illag#s this with the Socrates methods
of coaching where the role of the coach is to agéstjons which prompt the coachee
to reexamine their assumptions about the situatiotask in hand and in this way

develop a greater understanding.

In a study, Grant (2006) established that a coggibehavioural coaching program
improved study related self regulation and acadgraiformance. This is supported
in a study of management by objectives in 36 ogins listed on the Pakistani
stock exchange where Tahir, Shafkat, and Mohami@2&®8) found out that
coaching and mentoring of staff had a positive elatron with employee and

organizational performance. At NMS however, thedgtdailed to establish a
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relationship between performance support and emeplogerformance probably
because performance support mechanisms were ruerpr@stablished.

2.2.4 Performance Rewards and Employee Performance

Armstrong (1999) states that a reward system isemgadof both financial and non

financial rewards. He clarifies that whereas finaheewards include fixed and

variable pay as well as benefits, non financialaels include recognition, praise,
achievement, responsibility and personal growthidéatifies pay as a strategic issue
that can be used as a lever for performance impmene and culture change. He
illustrates this with contingent pay, which consisf payments related to individual
performance, contribution, competence or skill. Tia¢ionale of contingent pay

system is to motivate people to achieve high lewdlperformance by sending a
message that the organisation regards performaskid, and contribution as

important. In addition to contingent pay,

Mello (2006) proposes an individualised reward exystwhich allows individuals a

choice in the rewards they receive as a step tow@ating a strategic reward system
that boosts employee motivation. Therkildsen €R@D7) established that monetary
rewards were the most highly regarded as a mativatifactor by employees of all

the nine government institutions studied in Ugamaaa Tanzania. The monetary
rewards included pay and allowances. Accordingh® authors, allowances had
become even more important than pay since managameome organisations was
using allowances to implement their own pay refastructure. The authors also
established that non monetary rewards including geburity, careers prospects,
recognition of work done and working conditions &eimportant motivators.

Whereas the study recognised that rewards are motigators of employees, it does
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not indicate the relationship between rewards agrdopmance at NMS, which the

current study intended to establish.

Tahir et al (2008) also found that performance tasward was positively correlated
with organizational productivity and employee pemfance in Pakistani
organizations. Gibbs (1980) confirms that for i@s®ed productivity, reward
situations providing extrinsic rewards and intrmmgnotivation are superior to
circumstances offering only intrinsic motivatiorhél'evidence however also indicates

that other factors like motivation influence théeet of rewards on performance.

In a randomized field experiment where first yeaivarsity students would earn

financial rewards for passing all first year reguients within one year, Leuven,
Oosterbeek, and Van der Klaauw (2005), establighat high ability students had

higher pass rates and collected significantly menedit points when assigned to
higher reward groups. Low ability students on thieeo hand achieved less when
assigned to the high reward group. On average ftirerethe authors found a small
and non-significant positive effect of the high seed on achievement, both measured
by pass rates and numbers of collected credit @oiritis evidence showed that other
factors like ability may have influenced the redaship between rewards and
performance giving paradoxical results. The curstady at NMS however concurred
with the evidence which found that performance relwapositively influence

employee performance.

2.3 Summary of the Literature Review
In summary, the evidence in the literature esthbBsa positive relationship between
performance management and performance of emplogedsorganizations as a

whole. First a number of authors established a tigesirelationship between
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performance planning and employee performance,iraggthat clear performance

plans guide individuals on the performance expeotddem.

In addition, several authors suggest that perfoomareviews enhance employee
performance by helping employees understand anytfah® between their
performance and the performance standards expettdeem, thereby encouraging

them to strive to achieve the desired performance.

According to the literature sources above, Perfoceasupport given by the
organization to employees especially by coachinipshemployees better identify
challenges and construct solutions to surmount thEms in turn helps employees

perform better than they would have without thigsurt.

Finally, it was established that performance rewahdd a range of effects on
individual performance. In most sources it was ldsthed that rewards have a
positive effect on individual performance. Leuv@usterbeek, and Van der Klaauw
(2005) however found out that performance rewaats$ éither a positive or negative

effect depending on the ability of the individuaishjected to the rewards.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

3.0 Introduction
This section explains how the research was designéddcarried out. It explains the

overall research design, describes the populatemple size, data collection methods
and instruments used in the study as well as hay tere pre-tested. The section

also explains how variables were measured ancethétant data analyzed.

3.1 Research Design

A case study design was applied in this researchxamine the contribution of
performance management to employee performancagakie case of NMS. This
allowed a deep analysis into the relationships betwthe variables using quantitative
and qualitative methods as advised by Mugenda amgekda (2003) and Denscombe
(2000). Triangulation of both quantitative and dpadéive methods was used during
data collection and analysis to give the reseaanth b wide and deep perspective as
follows. The use of the questionnaire method helfzedollect views from a wide
section of non management staff in a short timegredis interviews were useful for

collecting in-depth information from management.

3.2 Study Population
The study population consisted of 108 individuatekien down in the following

strata: the NMS general manager (1), NMS headsspadments (7), NMS officers
(18), NMS assistants (32), and NMS support staff).(BNMS staff members were
chosen as they were expected to possess the relewarmation on performance

management and employee performance at NMS ovgrates years ending 2010.

3.3 Sample Size and Selection
Out of the population of 108, a sample of 79 indiidls was selected for data

collection. The appropriate sample size was derix@t Krejcie and Morgan’s table,
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1970, as cited in Amin (2005). Mugenda and Mugef¥3) advise that stratified
random sampling be used if the researcher inteadschieve representation from
various subgroups of the population in the sampng this method, the researcher
stratified the population by hierarchical levelNi¥S. Subjects were then randomly
selected from each stratum. The table below shdwsbreakdown of the study

population in their strata, the accessible popotaéind sample size.

Table 1: Population and sample size table

Level /Position P;?Jg;t)n Sample Sampling Technique
NMS General Manager 1 1 Census
gzﬂpzrtmengeads of 7 5 Stratified random sampling
NMS Officers 18 13 Stratified random sampling
NMS Assistants 32 23 Stratified random sampling
NMS Support Staff 50 37 Stratified random sampling
Totals 108 79

3.4 Sampling Techniques and Procedure

A sampling frame was drawn up from NMS’ full stdiffit. After determining the
sample size as 79, the sample was chosen fronofhdation using stratified random
sampling, which according to Sekaran (2003) invelseatification of the population
into mutually exclusive categories and then rangosdlecting subjects from each
category. In this case, the researcher stratifiedvthole population into groups by
level in the organization for two reasons. Becapsgormance management and
employee performance were the subject of the stiidyas thought wise to get
adequate representation from all levels in the megdion in order to get their views.

Proportionate sampling was thus used to selectaf3 members from each stratum
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as subjects to ensure equal representation. Sgcdhdle was a need to distinguish
between respondents who were to be surveyed usipgestionnaire and those in
management who had to provide detailed key infaonathrough interviews. This
again was because performance management dealstheithelationship between
supervisors and subordinates and the line of cquestl was different for the two

groups.

3.5 Data Collection Methods

The questionnaire and interview methods were usethe research as described
below.

3.5.1 Questionnaire

This method involved designing of a set of questioonstructed in such a way as to
measure the dimensions of the variables under stddgording to Amin (2005),
guestionnaires are not expensive, are conveniensubjects to fill, are free from
researcher bias and produce quick results. A quesdire was thus used in view of
the limited time scope of the study.

3.5.2 Interviews

In this method, the researcher solicited for respsrfrom the respondents in a face to
face discussion, aided by a pre-designed intervgende. Mugenda & Mugenda
(2003) contend that interviews are flexible, cafleod more in depth, personal or
sensitive information than questionnaires, yielghler response rates, and guard
against confusing questions as the interviewergtas clarification where necessary.
Interviews in the study were therefore used ontystaff above officer level at NMS,
as they were expected to have key information byuei of their supervisory

positions.

29



3.6 Data Collection Instruments

According to Amin (2005), data collection instrunteemelp translate concepts and
variables of the study into quantifiable measumed are used to collect the required
information. In the study, a questionnaire andrinésv guide were used in data
collection.

3.6.1 Questionnaire

In the study, quantitative data was collected usingiructured questionnaire. Amin
(2005) affirms that a structured questionnaire,clwlgonsists of close ended questions
followed by alternatives or short responses togihestions, elicits specific responses,
takes less time, and is therefore easy to fill.sTéspecially holds for big groups of
people who are good at reading but not writing,cllgonditions matched the wider
part of population under the study. Amin (2005)oalsontends that structured
guestions are preferred if some comparison amomgpgris to be done. This helps to
provide uniform content to all groups. The questiafso take less time to analyze.
Amin (2005) however warns that this structure oégjionnaire may bias the subjects
if not all the appropriate alternatives are avddallhis may deny the subjects a
chance to give their true opinions. The questiaen#ius consisted of a few open
ended questions to allow subjects express thear ahinions in a less restricted way.
3.6.2 Interview Guide

Qualitative data was collected using an interviemdg which consisted of open
ended questions. Whereas these types of questiayspnovide lengthy answers
which are difficult to analyze, according to AmiB00Q5), they offer any missing
information that the researcher may not have aated. They give spontaneity and
freedom of expression to subjects in order to nthkestudy richer, which characters

were required of the key informants.
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3.7 Pre-testing of Data Collection Instruments

Pre-testing of the data collection instruments wase to ensure that they were
capable of yielding data that are both correct @helant to the research hypotheses.
Relevance and correctness in the instruments wassured using validity and
reliability as explained below.

3.7.1 Validity

The validity of research instruments was checkadgusontent validity in order to
ensure that they provide adequate, comprehensivel@ep coverage of variables and
that they fully represent the constructs being mess This was done by asking 3
judges that is, the UMI research supervisor, waged supervisor and one NMS head
of department to rate all items in the instrumemtswvhether all sub areas to include
had been covered in the right proportions, as sigdeby Amin (2005). A content

validity index (CVI) was calculated as follows:

CVI = No of items in instrument declared valid /&bbhumber of Items.

According to Amin (2006), an average CVI of 0.7 albove would render the
instrument acceptable. The results of the valitlist yielded a CVI of 0.98 which was
deemed acceptable.

3.7.2 Reliability

In order to ensure that the instrument was capalbsipplying consistent results, its
reliability was checked using the internal consistemethod. This determined the
internal correlation between scores on items withi@ instruments by pre-testing
them on a sample of 5 subjects as recommended lgendia and Mugenda (2003).

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was computed as faltow
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KRz = (K) (S*-35) / (S)) (K-1)

Where: KR20 = Reliability coefficient of internal consistency
K = Number of items used to measure the cancep
§* = Variance of all scores
& = Variance of individual items

Source: Mugenda and Mugenda (2003) pg 99.

According to Sekaran (2003), the closer the rdiigbtoefficient to 1.0, the better.
The researcher used SPSS to compute reliabilingubie pretest data and found that
the reliability of the 19 performance planning itemas 0.818, and that the reliability
for 11 performance review items was 0.875. Theaneser further established that
0.807 was the coefficient for 13 performance suppems, 0.825 was the coefficient
for 8 performance rewards items and 0.793 wasctwdficient for 19 employee
performance items. The reliability of the reseainbtrument was found to be

acceptable and it was thus declared fit for ussdassed by Sekaran (2003).

3.8 Procedure of Data Collection

Using an introduction letter from UMI, the reseaclobtained approval from NMS

authorities to conduct the research. The reseatbkerpiloted the questionnaire on a
sample of five respondents and the interview guahe two respondents. The

researcher then used the comments from these wspsnto improve the

questionnaire and interview guide.

The researcher then used the sampling frame whashdeveloped as shown above to
distribute questionnaires to all officers, assittasnd support staff in the sample.
These individuals were instructed by the researttharten minutes session on how to
independently fill the questionnaire since the aesleer felt they were literate enough
to do so. The researcher used the sampling franoeltect filled in questionnaires

from respondents or through their supervisors. Somspondents returned
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guestionnaires to the researcher’s in tray. Onekwegs dedicated to this process,
after which, the researcher declared any staff Wao not returned questionnaires
non-respondents. The researcher then intervienee@&G#neral Manager and Heads of
Departments, using the interview guide to take dootes. Filled questionnaires were

collected and numbered in preparation for dataysrsl

3.9 Data Analysis

Data analysis involved the conversion of raw dati@ information that could be
interpreted. Quantitative data was analyzed seggr&iom qualitative data and the
results of both analyses were triangulated to ncakelusions.

3.9.1 Quantitative Analysis

After collection of data, it was edited to ensuhattit was accurate, consistent,
uniformly entered and complete. This was done bytstzing the questionnaire for
completeness and accuracy immediately on colle@®advised by Amin (2005). In
order to rectify blank or unclear responses, tlseaecher contacted respondents for
clarification where possible or reviewed other mfiation in the questionnaire, would
strike out the answer, or drop wrong responses ftafinal analysis altogether. The
edited data was then entered into SPSS since italvaady be pre-coded on the
guestionnaires.

3.9.1.1 Descriptive statistical analysis

First, demographic data from questionnaires wesplayed using frequency tables.
Then under each objective, descriptive statistiesewresented to give a feel of how
respondents scored each of the variables. Theseamee based on a scale of 1 to 5
with 5 as the highest rating for each questionnga®. The frequency of response,
percentage response rate, a mean score and staleg@ation were presented for each

of the items in the questionnaire. An overall meas also computed for each of the
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dimensions: performance planning, performance vevigperformance support,
performance rewards, and employee performancederdo judge the perception of
respondents about how well each of those areasndléd at NMS. The standard
deviations were used to understand how variablerdbponses were across various
guestionnaire items.

3.9.1.2 Inferential statistical analysis

Correlation and regression analytical techniquescrleed below were used to
analyze the data in order to come up with inferenggh respect to the relationship
between performance management and employee parioenThese were then used
together with qualitative data to come up to reabterconclusions.

i) Pearson’s Correlation index

Using SPSS, the Pearson Product Moment Correldtidax was extracted. This
index measures three essential characteristicshef relationship between two
variables, which are: the direction, form and degyethe relationship. If the value of
one variable increases with an increase in thenskgariable the correlation index is
positive and vice versa for a negative index. iHuex also measures the extent of
the relationship between the variables with +1 drimplying a perfect linear
relationship between the variables whereas 0 m#sre is no relationship at all.
Person’s Correlation is the recommended methocetarthining correlations for data
obtained using the interval scale (Sekaran, 2003).

i) Regression Analysis

Multiple regression analysis was used to test ypotheses by establishing the extent
to which performance management predicts the owtcoiremployee performance.
Each one of the four hypotheses was tested indepdigd The model of regression

analysis is as follows: y = a + b x where y i tthependent variable, x the
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independent variable, b is the slope or regressamfficient and a, the regression
constant. Regression analysis works in such a Watydnce constants a, and b are
established from the data using SPSS, then thard is able to predict the extent
to which a change in performance management psed@dicthange in employee
performance using the above equation.

3.9.2 Qualitative Analysis

Qualitative data from the interview were analyzedider to come up with patterns,
which were used to support the results of analysibe quantitative data in order to
come to a reasonable conclusion. In this respata, duction techniques like coding
and summarizing were used. Coding involved assggrdades or key words to
sections of text in order to categorize them whikenmarizing involved making up

summary sheets of answers collected so far.

Data were then presented as tabulated summariesesgonses arranged by
interviewee and dimensions of the variables of shely. The matrices helped the
researcher get a quick overview of the data relébed certain dimension while

comparing different respondents as advised by &#tas (1998).

3.10 Measurement of Variables

Variables were measured using both Nominal andvalescales as described below.
A nominal scale was therefore used in the first pérthe questionnaire to group

subjects into categories including gender and Agkkert scale, which is a type of

interval scale, was then used to measure variablese, subjects were asked to
indicate their level of agreement or disagreemetit the statements provided using a
scale of 1- 5 as shown: strongly agree (5), agégeneutral (3), disagree (2), or

strongly disagree (1). The likert scale was usethbge it is easy to construct and
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generates a greater volume of reliable intervah daan other scales (Cooper &

Schindler, 2006).
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CHAPTER FOUR:

DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND
INTERPRETATION

4.0 Introduction
In this section, the results of quantitative andlgative data analysis are presented

and interpreted. The section shows the respongeastwell as the demographic
composition of respondents. It also tabulates d@se summaries of the scores for
each of the dimensions as collected from the quasdires. Correlation and
regression results are displayed, the latter besegl for testing hypotheses. Finally,
data collected from interviews were summarizedpldiged, triangulated with results

from questionnaires and interpreted.

4.1. Response Rate

Out of the 73 questionnaires given out, 57 wernernetd amounting to a response rate
of 78% which was fairly good. The response rateldcdave been higher but was
affected by the fact that some respondents prefetoe return questionnaires
anonymously to the researcher and thus he coulébhoiv up effectively on the non
respondents who then could not be identified. Thiglied that the research topic was
a rather sensitive one at NMS. Returning questivesaanonymously however
implied that respondents did not want to discldsgrtidentity since they had freely
expressed their answers without any fear of disceasThree questionnaires were

however disqualified from the analysis as they wess than 80% filled.
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4.2. Demographic Composition of the Sample

The researcher tabulated information on the geratgy, department, tenure at NMS
and highest education level of the respondents roteroto get a feel of the
characteristics of the population under study aheéther these characteristics could
have influenced the study. The findings are presehelow.

42.1. Age
Table 2 below shows the age of people who respotodee questionnaire.

Table 2: Table showing Respondents’ Age

Age(yrs) Frequency Percent
<26 2 3.7
26-30 20 37.0
31-35 10 18.5
36-40 17 315
>40 4 7.4
Non Respondents 1 1.9
Total 54 100.0

Source: Questionnaire Data

The biggest group of respondents was the 26 — 20 gagup with 20 people
corresponding to 37% of respondents, followed by agoup 36-40 with 17
respondents, and then the 31-35 age group withebple. The smallest age group
was the under 26 group with only 2 respondentéovi@d by the over 40 age group
with 4 people. Since over 87% of employees lie ketw26 — 40 years of age, they
were in the process of learning within their casesnd were most likely adaptive to
changes in performance management aimed at imgr@mployee performance The

age factor was thus not expected to have interferddthe research results.
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4.2.2. Time Spent at NMS
Table 3, shows the respondents’ tenure at NMS.

Table 3: Table showing Respondents Tenure at NMS

Time at NMS Freqguency Percent

<1lYR 5 9.3
1-19YRS 8 14.8
2-29YRS 9 16.7
3-39YRS 14 25.9

>4 yrs 8 14.8

Non Respondents 10 185

Total 54 100.0

Source: Questionnaire Data

Only 5 respondents had been at NMS for under 1, ¥ehad made 1 — 1.9 years, 9
people had completed between 2 and 2.9 years,d4nhde 3 — 3.9 years and 8 had
stayed for over 4 years. Over 72% of the respoisdeat spent more than 1 year at
NMS, making them valuable sources of informationtba effect of performance
management and employee performance at NMS, simeg were around when
performance management was established in 2008.€Bpondents, however, did not
include the time spent at NMS, probably for feariadéntification, which gave an
indication that they had most likely expressedrti@ws without any inhibition and
were a source of valuable information for the study

4.2.3. Education Level
Table 4 shows the highest education level of redpots.

Table 4: Table showing the Highest Education lewtained by Respondents

Education Level Frequency Percent

BELOW O-LEVEL 1 1.9
O-LEVEL 5 9.3
A-LEVEL 7 13

ORDINARY DIPLOMA 9 16.7
BACHELOR'S DEGREE 21 38.9
POSTGRADUATE 5 9.3
MASTER'S DEGREE 2 3.7
Non Respondents 4 7.4

Total 54 100.0
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The most frequent education level of respondents thva bachelor’'s degree with 21
people followed by ordinary diplomas with 9 peopkelevel certificate holders

followed with 7 respondents, followed by O -levetrtificate and postgraduate
diploma holder each with 5 people. Respondentsib€ldevel and a Master’'s degree
were the rarest with only 1 and 2 people respdgtivEhis indicated that most

respondents were capable of understanding the tuldjehand and were able to
properly respond to the questions. The fact thar ®&8% of respondents had an
ordinary diploma or above shows a high literacyelewecessary for proper
comprehension of their duties and the performanaaagement system in order to

perform to NMS’ expectations.

4.3. Presentation, Analysis and Interpretation of Findirgs of the Study: The
Relationship between Performance Management and Enhpyee
Performance

In this section data collected from questionnaivesre presented, analysed and

interpreted objective by objective. For each olbyect descriptive statistics i.e.

frequency of response, percentage response rate seeres and standard deviations

of scores for each questionnaire item are presenzmrelations between the
independent variable questionnaire items and emeploperformance are then
presented. Thirdly, the corresponding hypothesistested by presenting and
explaining the results of the multiple regressiohall the components of the relevant
dimension against employee performance. Qualitatata collected from interviews
and open ended questions in the questionnairespegsented, analysed and

interpreted. Lastly an integrated interpretatioat ttliangulates both quantitative and

qualitative data summarizes the findings for edgedive.
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4.3.1. Findings on Obijective 1. Effect of Performance Planing on Employee
Performance

The first objective was to assess the contributcdnperformance planning to

employee performance at NMS. The findings are heteu

4.3.1.1. Descriptive Statistics for Performance Planning andEmployee
performance

Performance planning was measured by a series @dtiQas grouped under four
major indicators: individual objectives, activitylaps, performance targets and
capacity building plans. The measurement scalerdgponses to each question
ranged from 1 — 5, with 1 representing the lowest & representing the highest score
for the attribute under consideration. Table 5 Wekhows a summary of how the

respondent’s rated each of items in the questioanai
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Table 5: Table summarizing performance planning see

No. of
Response % Std.
Code | ltem frequency rezﬁ?snd Response Mean Deviation
Individual objectives 4.1911
1.1 | have individual performance objectives set 44 54 81.48% 3.9545 0.56874
1.2 My performance objectives are specific 52 54 96.30% 4.2500 0.68241
1.3 My performance objectives are measurable 54 54 100.00% 4.3333 0.70040
1.4 My individual objectives have so far been relevant
: to my job 54 54 100.00% 4.3889 0.62696
15 In my view, my performance objectives are
: achievable 53 54 98.15% 4.2075 0.53200
16 | am involved in setting my individual performance
: objectives. 54 54 100.00% 3.8519 1.18811
1.7 Performance objectives inspire me to perform better 54 54 100.00% 4.3519 0.64887
Activity Plans 3.7214
18 Personal activity plans are drawn up in line with my
. per‘formance objectives 45 54 83.33% 3.1111 1.24722
19 | am involved in drawing up my personal activity
: plans 54 54 100.00% 3.6481 1.15182
110 My personal activity plans have so far been useful in
: helping me achieve objectives 54 54 100.00% 4.1481 0.65610
111 | have at least one performance target set for each
: one of my Objectives 46 54 85.19% 3.9783 0.71458
Performance Targets 4.2374
1.12 My performance targets have so far been realistic 53 54 98.15% 4.0000 0.75955
1.13 My performance targets are measurable 53 54 98.15% 4.2453 0.58526
1.14 | do understand my targets 53 54 98.15% 4.3585 0.52236
1.15 | know the consequences of achieving my targets 52 54 96.30% 4.2500 0.92620
116 Performance targets motivate me to achieve my
: objectives 51 54 94.44% 4.3333 0.65320
Capacity building Plans 3.6867
117 During appraisals, plans for my capacity building are
: discussed 53 54 98.15% 3.7170 1.11592
118 NMS financially supports me in achieving my
. Capacity bu||d|ng p|ans 54 54 100.00% 3.1667 1.11169
119 Capacity building plans play an important role in the
: achievement of performance objectives. 51 54 94.44% 4.1765 0.74043
Overall mean for performance planning scores 4.0248

Source: Questionnaire Data

Respondents rated performance targets highestamitiean response score of 4.237
out of 5 points, followed by individual objectivesth a mean response score of 4.191
out of 5 points. This meant that these indicatoesenperceived by staff as well

handled by management. Capacity building plans waesl lowest with a mean score

of 3.687 out of 5 points, followed by activity plaing with a mean score of 3.721 out
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of 5 points. This meant that management was corate@rg more on setting individual
objectives and targets rather than helping staffichieve them through capacity
building and individual activity plans. An overatiean of 4.025 out of 5 points for
performance planning meant that respondents géyneraiceived that performance

planning was well handled at NMS.

4.3.1.2. Correlation results of Performance Planning and Emjoyee
Performance

Results of the correlation between performancentenand employee performance

are contained ifable 6below.
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Table 6: Table showing correlations between perforoe planning and employee

performance
Employee Performance
Code o . Cooperativ
Performance Planning Items Initiative | Effectiveness Effort eness
Individual objectives
My performance objectives are specific Pearson
12 Correlation|  0.142 -0.027| -0.013 0.249
My performance objectives are measurable Pearson
13 Correlation|  -0.023 0.121| -0.02 0.076
My individual objectives have so far been | Pearson
14 | relevantto my job Correlation|  -0.045 -0.161| -0.037| -277(%
In my view, my performance objectives are | Pearson
15 | achievable Correlation|  -0.127 -0.123| -0.062 -0.13
I am involved in setting my individual | Pearson
1.6 performance objectives. Correlation 0.127 .0.195 011 0.057
Performance objectives inspire me to perform | Pearson
1.7 | better Correlation|  -0.076 -0.153| -0.026 -0.023
Activity Plans
1.8 Personal activity plans are drawn up in line | Pearson
with my performance objectives Correlation .0.104 .0.066| -0.189 0214
1.9 | am involved in drawing up my personal | Pearson
activity plans Correlation|  -0.128 -0.06| -0.044 0.185
1.10 | My personal activity plans have so far been | Pearson
useful in helping me achieve objectives Correlation 0.098 0.066 0.116 10.232
Performance Targets
1.11 | I have at least one performance target set for | Pearson
each one of my objectives Correlation| -0.208 0.048| -0.047|  -0.081
1.12 | My performance targets have so far been | Pearson
realistic Correlation|  -0.025 0.013| -0.152|  .283("
1.13 | My performance targets are measurable Pearson
Correlation| -0.043 0.063| -0.054 0.121
1.14 | | do understand my targets Pearson
Correlation| -0.023 -0.046| 0.084 0.23
1.15 | | know the consequences of achieving my | Pearson
targets Correlation|  0.167 -0.068| 0.171 0.15
1.16 | Performance targets motivate me to achieve | Pearson
my objectives Correlation|  0.007 -0.05| -0.063]  -0.029
Capacity building Plans
1.17 | During appraisals, plans for my capacity | Pearson
building are discussed Correlation|  0.028 -0.079| 0.166 0.214
1.18 | NMS financially supports me in achieving my | Pearson
capacity building plans Correlation| 0,084 0.138 .319(*) 0.156
1.19 | Capacity building plans play an important role | Pearson
in the achievement of performance objectives. Correlation .0.232 .0.236| -0.075 0.147
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level @ked).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (@H{ed).
Source: Questionnaire Data
Under individual objectives, there is a significam¢gative correlation of -.277

between the item “my individual objectives havefaobeen relevant to my job” and
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cooperativeness. This means that cooperativenesengiloyees reduces with
increasing relevance of objectives. No significaotrelation was found between
items under activity plans and employee performaneaning than no relationships
were identified between the two areas. The redutwever show a significantly
positive correlation of 0.283 between the item “pgrformance targets have so far
been realistic’ and cooperativeness. This meanseimployees who perceive their
targets as realistic are more cooperative with mament and other staff. There is
also a significantly positive correlation of 0.3k8tween NMS financially supporting
individual capacity building plans and effort. Tmseans that employees who are
financially supported by NMS in achieving their gemal improvement plans for

example by training put more effort in their work.

4.3.1.3. Testing of Research Hypothesis 1; Multiple Regressn of Performance
Planning against Employee Performance

The first null hypothesis states thiiere is no relationship between performance
planning and employee performance at NNIBis hypothesis was tested by carrying
out regression analysis on the 19 components upeldormance planning against

employee performance using SPSS. The results sp&aged in Table 7.

Table 7: Model Summary for Regression tests on thygses 1
Adjusted R | Std. Error of thg

Model R R Square Square Estimate

1 .782(a) .611 -.209 40579

Predictors: (Constant), Questions 1.1, 1.2, 14,115, 1.6, 1.7, 1.8, 1.9, 1.10, 1.11,
1.12,1.13,1.14,1.15,1.16,1.17, 1.18, 1.19
Refer to Table 5: Table summarizing performance pkang scores for a full
description of predictors.
Source: Questionnaire Data

The r square of 0.611 indicates that 61% of théamae in employee performance is
explained by performance planning. The ANOVA tesiTable 8 below was used to

predict whether the regression model above suppartstatistically significant
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relationship between all performance planning itealsen together and employee

performance as advised by Cooper and Schindlei6§200

Table 8: ANOVA table for Regression tests on Hygmshl

Mode Sum of Mean
I Squares df Square F Sig.
1 Regression| 2.332 19 123 .745 .719(a)
Residual 1.482 9 165
Total 3.814 28

a Predictors: (Constant), Questions 1.1, 1.2,1148,1.5,1.6,1.7, 1.8, 1.9, 1.10, 1.11,
1.12,1.13,1.14,1.15,1.16,1.17, 1.18, 1.19

b Dependent Variable: EMPLOYEE_PERFORMANCE

Refer to Table 5: Table summarizing performance pkang scores for a full
description of predictors.

The results show that the F value of 0.745 wasw@l@5, the critical F value for this
model which was derived from the table of critigalues for F distribution in Cooper
and Schindler (2006). A significance of 0.719 foistregression model indicated that
there is a probability of over 70% that the relasiip between performance planning
items and employee performance is due to chanaehvidiway above the acceptable
error level of 5%. These results thus show thatop@ance planning items are not
significant predictors of employee performance his tmodel. The null hypothesis
was therefore accepted, implying that there is tatissical relationship between

performance planning and employee performance.

4.3.1.4. Analysis of Qualitative data on the Effect of Perfanance Planning on
Employee Performance

Table 9 below displays a summary of responses dorpgance planning and how it
affects employee performance. The summary was gtteby analysis of the content
of interviews with heads of department and resppts@pen ended questions in the

guestionnaire.
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Table

9: Matrix of interview data on performanceaning

Respondent

Performance management and employee fmmance |

Interview
Respondent 1

« Individual objectives and targets are not SMART&uese organizational targets are not clear from
BOD corporate planning.

Interview
Respondent 2

« Performance targets include sales volume, dispasffrgjow moving stock, customer orders done,
Hours spent on customer relations, No of custoraepdaints, % completion of department action
plans, and frequency of reports

» Performance planning has led to more focused aedtdd staff who can better see the “big
picture”, improved work process, easier assessuofestaff by managers.

* Activity plans are done weekly and monthly but néed tuning.

» Capacity building plans are documented in departmetion plan (benchmarking) and appraisal
forms 6monthly.

* HR needs to coordinate the top down performanaenpig process from corporate goals up to
individual goals and complement the process witkchiag training, and rewards strategies.

Interview
Respondent 3

« Staffs have not fully comprehended setting objestiand targets as it only started in 2008.

« Performance planning has made employees realizeptitmequences of performance assessmen
e.g confirmation of contracts or termination

IS

« Activity plans have been introduced as weekly répgrof achievements.
 Lack of a training plan hinders implementation apacity building plans

* A culture of performance management is needed sickegartments. This should not be left to Hf
department especially by managers who don't wabeteeen as tough with their staff.

Interview
Respondent 4

« Individual Objectives focus on quality of work aticheliness during tender preparation.

« It is difficult to evaluate how objectives influememployee performance as many external facto
influence this relationship e.g. delay in submissibtender specifications from other departments

S

« Action planning is not individualized as multitasgiis required to alleviate manpower shortages.
« Itis difficult to set targets since they would alys shift upwards whenever there are emergencies.
 Capacity building plans are recorded in appraisatsare mostly not implemented.

« HR needs to compile capacity building recommendatiato training plans or else staff morale is
lost in addition to making it hard for managerddtiow up recommended individual improvementsg i
they were premised on provision of training by NMS.

=

Interview
Respondent 5

« Individual Objectives and targets are based onmeland quality and timeliness of work produce
while processing orders.

» Setting of objectives and targets has improvedoperdnce by creating competition among staff.
« Activity plans are annual

 Capacity building plans are developed around gafised during work and when new systems a
introduced.

e

« Performance management needs to be used to devélaiping calendar, rewarding good
performance and determining opportunities for erygéogrowth.

Questionnaire
responses on
how to
improve
performance
planning at
NMS.

« Subordinates should get involved in performance$(8)
« Objectives &Targets should be achievable(2)
 Targets should be clear(2)

« Management should consuft line supervisors more

» Objectives should be measurable
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Respondent | Performance management and employee fmmance

« Organization’s targets should be decided in advé&npassed down to influence employees’ targets.

 Training (12) on performance management & revieergase training budget

Source: Interview Data

The researcher established that performance plgmsia new concept at NMS which
only started in 2008 and both employees and masamer just getting used to the
idea. Nevertheless, individual objectives are seus$ing on three major areas i.e.
volume of work produced, quality of work produceahd timeliness of work
produced.

The researcher however established from at leasé tthanagement staff that a top
down planning approach has not been developed ab NMce the organization’s
corporate objectives and targets are not clearbcifpd by the board. The NMS
corporate plan (2007) gives no clear strategicctiva, was never followed and at the
time of the research, it had expired by Jun 20&8yihg no plan in place. This has
affected the planning of individual objectives aany of them are not specific or
measurable and in totality do not point to the eebment of the ultimate
organizational objectives. Some non management reqfiested that objectives and
targets should be more clear and achievable and thiey and their first line
supervisors should be consulted during performaterening. They also pointed to a
general lack of training on performance planninyiI®Nmanagement needs to address

these areas.

Interviewees revealed that NMS has not institutiaed the making of individual
activity plans to achieve objectives. On respondand he has recently asked his staff
to start giving weekly reports of achievements,chihin the researchers’ view is like
retrospective planning. Other respondents dependepartmental activity plans and

another respondent admitted that activity plansirfge tuning. Another respondent
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confessed that activity plans for individuals a encouraged in his department

since they stifle the flexibility of staff in handfy assignments.

Whereas one respondent called for a culture ofopmdnce management where
managers take responsibility for the performanceheir staff rather than leave it to
the human resource department, a number of resptmddaimed that most

recommendations made during performance plannipgagals about employees are
never effected by management. One respondent fongbe said that if a staff was
recommended for training in order to improve hisher performance, it becomes
difficult to expect them to improve their perfornc@nlater if the training has not been
done. Respondents appealed to the HR departmentcotopile appraisal

recommendations into actions which should subsetylea implemented.

Finally, most respondents affirmed that performamdans improve employee
performance by various mechanisms. They assengdthe performance planning
has improved performance by creating competitionragrstaff, has made employees
realize the consequences of performance assessengnt®nfirmation of contracts or
termination, has led to more focused and directaff who can better see the “big
picture”, improved work process, and has facildatasier assessment of staff by
managers. Only one respondent had difficulty evalgathe effect of performance
planning on employee performance. According to arhpst of other factors outside
the control of his department influence employedgmmance. An example was the
speed of concluding procurements, which dependedthien completeness of

requirements information submitted by the requositig department.

4.3.1.5. Integrated Interpretation of findings on Performance Planning and
Employee Performance

Results of multiple regression showed that perforwegplanning was not a significant
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predictor of the variance in employee performanteNMS. Most respondents
interviewed however, differed with this positiondicating that performance planning
contributes positively to employee performance. 8gment members interviewed
further revealed that the quality of individual etfives was being negatively affected
by lack of an overall top to down organization &ggc plan. There was a general lack
of structure in individual activity planning, Tatgevere not specific due to lack of a
guiding strategic plan and that NMS was failing dopport employee capacity
building plans. Qualitative evidence thus indicatdtht performance planning

deficiencies are contributing to the employee penBnce problems at NMS.

4.3.2. Findings on Objective 2: Effect of Performance Reew on Employee
Performance

The second research objective was to examine theilmation of performance review

to employee performance at NMS. The findings aesg@mted hereunder.

4.3.2.1. Descriptive Statistics for Performance Review and mEployee
Performance

Performance review was measured by a series ofigngegrouped under two major
indicators: measuring performance and performaeegldfack. The measurement
scale for responses to each question ranged frer, Wwith 1 representing the lowest
and 5 representing the highest score for the at&ilnder consideration. Table 10
below shows a summary of how the respondent’s raach of items in the

guestionnaire.
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Table 10: Table summarizing performance review seer

No. of o
Code | Performance Review Items Response responde % Mean S.td'.
frequency nts Response Deviation
Measuring Performance 3.8410
2.1 My performance is measured against my
individual objectives 51 54 94.44% 3.1346 0.74172
2.2 The measurement of my performance against
objectives is done objectively 52 54 96.30% 3.8627 0.84899
2.3 The results of my performance are presented to
me in a way that | can understand them 51 54 94.44% 4.0000 0.84675
2.4 | actively take part in measuring my
achievement against my objectives. 54 54 100.00% 3.8113 0.98169
2.5 Measuring my performance encourages me to
perform better. 53 54 98.15% 4.3962 0.56635
Performance Feedback 37914
2.6 My supervisor and | discuss my performance 53 54 98.15% 3.2653 0.78463
2.7 The feedback | get of my performance helps
me better understand the tasks | have to 49 54 90.74% 4.3333 0.72684
improve on
2.8 Discussions about my performance are carried
out in a positive and friendly manner. 54 54 100.00% 4.1852 0.84840
2.9 Feedback discussions on my performance are
documented for further review. 54 54 100.00% 2.9423 0.84976
2.10 My supervisor and | discuss ways to help me
improve my performance 52 54 96.30% 3.2308 1.16510
211 Performance feedback discussions are useful
in |mprov|ng my performance 52 54 96.30% 4.3600 0.74942
Overall mean for performance review 3.8162

Source: Questionnaire Data

Respondents rated the indicator measuring perfaenhighest with a mean score of

3.841 out of 5, followed by performance feedbacthvei mean score of 3.791 out of

5. An overall mean score of 3.816 for all items emperformance review meant that

reviews were generally perceived as being handliely fvell.

4.3.2.2. Correlation results of Performance Review and Emplgee Performance

Table 11 below summarizes the results of corralabietween performance review

and employee performance at NMS.
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Table 11: Table showing correlations between pernf@nce review and employee

performance
Employee Performance
_ I . Cooperativ
Code | Performance Review Iltems Initiative | Effectiveness Effort er?ess
Measuring Performance
My performance is measured against my Pearson -

21| individual objectives Correlation| ~296() | =317() | 5573 007
The measurement of my performance Pearson

2.2 against objectives is done objectively Correlation -0.079 -0.098 -0.15 :332(")
The results of my performance are presented Pearson -

23 to me in a way that | can understand them Correlation 0.022 -0.094 0.131 0.195
| actively take part in measuring my Pearson -

2.4 achievement against my objectives. Correlation -0.031 -0.001 0.093 0.182
Measuring my performance encourages me Pearson -

25 -
to perform better. Correlation 0.139 0.037 0.066 0.076
Performance Feedback

2.6 My supervisor and | discuss my performance Pearsc_)n 0.022 -0.069 - 0.056

Correlation 0.025
The feedback | get of my performance helps Pearson

2.7 me better understand the tasks | have to : 0.121 0.149 0.076 _540(**)
improve on Correlation
Discussions about my performance are Pearson

28 carried out in a positive and friendly manner. | Correlation 0.093 0.154 0.001 :336(%)
Feedback discussions on my performance Pearson -

2.9 are documented for further review. Correlation 0.117 0.176 0.106 0.199
My supervisor and | discuss ways to help me Pearson -

2.10 ) - - -
improve my performance Correlation 0.021 0.216 0.141 0.029
Performance feedback discussions are Pearson -

211 useful in improving my performance Correlation 0.003 0.112 0.051 -432(**)

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level tdled).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@i{ed).
Source: Questionnaire Data

Negative relationships were identified betweenitie ‘my performance is measured

against my individual objectives” and initiative asll as effectiveness of employees,

shown by significant negative correlations of -2808l -3.17 respectively. This means

that as performance measurements become more fitegraployee initiative and

effectiveness reduce or that reducing employeeaiivie and effectiveness drives

increased performance measurement by managementhefnore,

item

“the

measurement of my performance against objectivedoise objectively” varied

positively with cooperativeness shown by a sigatfity positive correlation of 0.322,

which points to a possible cause effect relatignbletween these variables.
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There is a highly significant positive relationstiptween the item “feedback | get of
my performance helps me better understand the tasleve to improve on” and
cooperativeness with a correlation of 0.54, meattiag the two items vary positively
together. There is, furthermore, a significantl\sifige relationship between holding
performance discussions in a positive and friermdgnner and cooperativeness of
employees. This relationship, shown by a corretatib0.336, is logically expected.
Lastly, a positive correlation of 0.432 significaattthe 0.01 level between the item
“performance feedback discussions are useful inramipg my performance” and
cooperativeness means that individuals who perdethat performance feedback
discussions improve their performance are also ncooperative at work and vice
versa.

4.3.2.3. Testing of Research Hypothesis 2; Multiple Regressn of Performance
Review against Employee Performance

The second null hypothesis states tiare is no relationship betweeerformance
review and employee performance at NMS. This hyggthwas tested by carrying
out regression analysis on the 11 components oforpeance review against

employee performance using SPSS. The results sptaged in Table 12.

Table 12: Model Summary for Regression tests orothgsis 2
Adjusted R | Std. Error of the

Model R R Square Square Estimate

1 677(a) 459 267 .34818

a Predictors: (Constant), Questions 2.1, 2.2,248,2.5, 2.6, 2.7, 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.11
Refer to Table 10: Table summarizing performanceviev scores for a full
description of predictors.
Source: Questionnaire Data

An R square value of 0.459 meant that Over 45%bhef tariance in employee
performance was explained by performance reviemsteThe ANOVA test in Table
13 below was used to predict whether the regressmmdel above supports a
statistically significant relationship between g@érformance review items taken

together and employee performance.
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Table 13: ANOVA table for Regression tests on Hygss 2

Sum of
Mode Square Mean
I S df Square F Sig.
1 Regression| 3.186 11 290 2.389 | .028(a)
Residual | 3.758 31 121
Total 6.944 42

a Predictors: (Constant), Questions 2.1, 2.2,24,2.5, 2.6, 2.7, 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.11
b Dependent Variable: EMPLOYEE_PERFORMANCE

Refer to Table 10: Table summarizing performanceviev scores for a full
description of predictors.

Source: Questionnaire Data

The results showed an F value of 2.389, which wgkeh than 2.15, the critical F

value for this model and was thus acceptable. Tdrefieance of the model at 0.028

was within the acceptable 0.05 range, meaningttieat is statistical evidence of a
relationship between the performance review itebtva and employee performance
in the model above. The probability that this tielaship is by chance is less than
2.8% which is an acceptable level of error. The hypothesis was thus rejected and
the alternative hypothesis adopted to reflect #ot that performance review items in

this model are significant predictors of employe€f@rmance at NMS.

The standardized beta coefficients in Table 14caudi the relative contribution of
each performance review item in predicting varianoemployee performance.

Table 14: Table of Coefficients for Regressionstest Hypothesis 2

Coefficients(a)
Unstandardized Standardized 95% Confidence
Coefficients Coefficients Interval for B
Std. Lower Upper
Model Question B Error Beta t Sig. Bound Bound
1 (Constant) 3.517 | 0.656 5.362 0.000 2.180 4.855
Measuring performance
2.1 -0.199 0.078 -0.399 -2.564 0.015 -0.358 -0.041
2.2 -0.063 0.103 -0.138 -0.611 0.546 -0.273 0.147
2.3 -0.286 0.111 -0.640 -2.583 0.015 -0.512 -0.060
2.4 0.069 0.088 0.177 0.786 0.438 -0.111 0.250
2.5 0.074 0.112 0.106 0.664 0.512 -0.154 0.302
Performance feedback
2.6 0.135 0.123 0.247 1.104 0.278 -0.115 0.385
2.7 0.269 0.115 0.491 2.336 0.026 0.034 0.505
2.8 0.248 0.108 0.564 2.303 0.028 0.028 0.468
2.9 0.096 0.088 0.207 1.085 0.286 -0.084 0.276
2.10 -0.140 0.081 -0.410 -1.742 0.091 -0.305 0.024
211 -0.123 0.107 -0.229 -1.154 0.257 -0.341 0.095

a. Dependent Variable: EMPLOYEE_PERFORMANCE
Source: Questionnaire Data
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Under Measuring performance, only two items: 21‘imy performance is measured
against my individual objectives” and 2.3 i.e. “thesults of my performance are
presented to me in a way that | can understand "tlaeen significant predictors of
employee performance, since the significance df tieta coefficients is below 0.05,
the acceptable error level. The beta coefficient @.640 for “the results of my
performance are presented to me in a way that ucaerstand them” paradoxically
means that the more clearly performance resultpeasented to staff, the less they
perform. Similarly the beta coefficient of - 0.38® “my performance is measured
against my individual objectives” means that meiasuobjectives reduces employee

performance but to a lesser extent than presepgnigrmance results clearly to staff.

Only two items under performance feedback are fogmt predictors of employee
performance. These are: “the feedback | get of mgfopmance helps me better
understand the tasks | have to improve on” andctdisions about my performance
are carried out in a positive and friendly manneith beta coefficients 0.491 and
0.564 respectively. This means that the latter iteas a greater positive effect on

employee performance than the latter.

4.3.2.4. Analysis of Qualitative data on the Effect of Perfanance Review on
Employee Performance

Table 15 below is a matrix of responses to opere@rgliestions on performance
review and employee performance at NMS. The matas generated by analysis of
the content of interviews with heads of departmamd responses to open ended

questions in the questionnaire.
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Table

15: Matrix of interview data on performanceview

Respondent

Performance Review and employee performee

Interview
Respondent 1

» Performance of staff has not been objectively aggksince targets are unclear
 Better performance measurement tools needed.
« More frequent reviews needed i.e. monthly; 6 motdbdong.

- Staff should be encouraged to emulate good perigrme

Interview
Respondent 2

« Performance reviews were done on a six monthlystthsbugh appraisals but this is now more
frequent on a monthly basis, but is not structulidek process relies so much on the competence
the supervisor.

* Reviews help employees and supervisors get moteséacon results.
* Reviews need to be more structured on a monthligbas

« SMART individual objectives derived from organizatal top bottom action plans will improve
reviews and thus employee performance.

Interview
Respondent 3

« Performance reviews are done by immediate feedbacked by evidence.
« Some departments are relaxed on reviews.
» Feedback has made staffs aware that they must afemditheir jobs with performance.

» Line managers should however be empowered to fepriate binding decisions in line with
performance results.

» Reviews should be made continuous on a weekly aitinhpbasis.

Interview
Respondent 4

« Performance reviews are done during weekly meetifilgsse are however sometimes irregular
because of the workload.

< 6 monthly appraisals are used to review and giveleyaes feedback on performance
» Performance reviews help people follow up on thetion plans

» There is need to do performance reviews more frgttyue.g. on a monthly basis although the
workload is an impediment to this.

Interview
Respondent 5

« Performance reviews are based on customer ordey firocessed, process lead time, customer
complaints and level of stock discrepancies andlare weekly, monthly, and biannually by main
supervisors.

« Reviews and feedback have increased employee namdl@b commitment and increased
awareness on actual performance of staff.

» Performance reviews can be improved by trainingstipors on the same.

» Personal development should future in reviews.

Questionnaire
responses on
how to
improve
performance
review at
NMS.

* Management / Supervisors should establish & redalvi®rs affecting performance other than
coercion (7)

« Consider other activities employee does for NMS(3)
» Do peer reviews in order to get more balanced vevie
* Supervisors should be appraised by subordinat&€e@dback(2)

» Provide enough time and attention to performangievweexercise (5) training appraisers &
appraisees. Appraise individuals, not groups. Faekishould be communicated more effectively

* Review & discuss performance more often & open)y 182, 3 months, track performance per
hour, use weekly meeting, make reviews more timely.

« Recommended actions in performance review shoutdken e.g. promotion, transfer, training &
salary raise like in the private sector (10)

Source:

Interview Data
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The researcher found out that whereas performangews are mainly done through
six monthly appraisals at NMS, reviews were donerem&requently in some
departments through various mechanisms. Whereas sespondents used weekly
meetings to review performance, others use unstredtweekly or monthly reviews
by supervisors. One management respondent revehbtd the quality of the
performance review process now relied so much om ¢bmpetence of the
supervisors. There was a general view that mouetsitred performance reviews need
to be more frequently done, at least on a monthki The same message came out
of at least 8 non management respondents. Onetdegrdrhead however identified
big workload as an impediment to frequent perforoeareviews. Respondents also
noted that the quality of performance reviews hadrb negatively affected by

weaknesses in performance planning especiallyattiedf clear performance targets.

In addition to the above, a number of other impraents were suggested to improve
performance review at NMS. Respondents in managencaefled for better
performance measurement tools because the cupprdisal form is inadequate. One
proposed that line managers should be empoweredate binding decisions on
employees based on their performance. A numbepofmanagement staff however
suggested that management establish and resolvéathars affecting employee
performance during reviews rather than coercing leyegs to perform. They
proposed that peer reviews should be introduoeget more balanced reviews, and
that supervisors should also be appraised by sirates. A number of employees
also called for enough time and attention to beegivo the performance review
exercise, and that recommended actions in reviales promotions, trainings,

transfers and salary raises should be implemented.
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Finally most respondents agreed that performaneews contribute to employee
performance by helping supervisors and subordin@ess on the results, making
staff aware that they must defend their jobs wihfgrmance, helping staff follow up
on their action plans and by increasing employeaatap job commitment and

awareness on the actual performance of staff.

4.3.2.5. Integrated Interpretation of findings on Performance Review and
Employee Performance

Performance review items significantly explained#bf the variance in employee
performance at NMS using multiple regressions. fatale findings were in
agreement with this position as most responderds/eti how performance reviews
are putting pressure on staff to perform, whilephg both supervisors and staff to
follow up the achievement of agreed targets. Glasft performance results was the
most important item affecting employee performandering performance
measurement with a beta value of -0.640. This mehas the more clearly
performance results are presented to staff, the tlesy perform. This result is best
interpreted together with qualitative evidence taffsappealing for more time and
attention to be given to the appraisal processbéiter performance measurement
tools because the current appraisal form is inaakequfor peer reviews to be
introduced in order to get more balanced reviewsd, taat supervisors should also be
appraised by subordinates. This evidence poinfailiore in the quality of the current

performan ce measurement process.

The most important item affecting employee perfaroga under performance
feedback was whether supervisors give performaeeglblack in a positive and
friendly manner with a beta value of 0.564. Thisamge that more positive and

friendly performance feedback yields better empdoyperformance. In their open

58



ended responses, a number of staff requested nrapagé establish and resolve the
factors affecting employee performance as a wayngfoving reviews, rather than
coercing employees to perform. This further sholat tthe style of conducting

performance reviews is important in determiningsgguent employee performance.

4.3.3. Findings on Objective 3: Effect of Performance Supprt on Employee
Performance

The third research objective was to find out thaetdgbution of performance support

to employee performance at NMS. The findings aes@mted hereunder.

4.3.3.1. Descriptive Statistics for Performance Support andEmployee
Performance

Performance support was measured by a series dftigoue grouped under three
major indicators: competence assessment, coaclicigraining. The measurement
scale for responses to each question ranged frer, Wwith 1 representing the lowest
and 5 representing the highest score for the at&ilnnder consideration. Table 16
below shows a summary of how the respondent’s raach of items in the

guestionnaire.
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Table 16: Table summarizing performance supportesco

Response No. of % Std

Code | Performance Support ltems frequency resgﬁsnde Response Mean Deviation
Competence Assessment 3.5960

31 An assessment is done to find out whether 50 54 92.59% 3.5577 105558
I have the skills to do my job.

3.2 An assessment is done to find out whether 5> 54 96.30% 3.5200 109246
I have the knowledge to do my job.

33 An assessment is don_g to find out \{vhether 48 54 88.89% 2 8269 146490
I have the physical ability to do my job.

3.4 Compgtence assessments are important in 54 94.44% 4.4792 0.58308
improving my performance
Coaching 3.6731
My supervisor guides me on how fo

3.5 | overcome challenges in achieving my 54 54 100.00% 3.8824 0.79113
objectives

3.6 My Supervisor guides me In 54 54 100.00% 3.9074 0.97649
understanding my performance objectives

3.7 My supervisor adequately gl_ude_s mejn. g 54 94.44% 3.7963 0.97863
achieving my performance objectives

38 _Coachmg by my supervisor considerably 49 54 90.74% 3.9020 0.80635
improves my performance

3.9 Please_mdu_:ate how often your supervisor o 54 90.74% 28776 179853
sets aside time to coach you on the job
Training 3.5342

3.10 How often did you attend trainings 51 54 94.44% 25714 1.06066
arranged by NMS?

3.11 Of all trainings you had at NMS, How 52 54 96.30% 3.8431 1.37655
many were relevant to your job?
How adequate are trainings arranged|by

3.12 | NMS in addressing the training needs|of 50 54 92.59% 3.4423 1.40606
your job?

313 How do trainings offered by NMS impact 50 54 92.59% 4.2800 0.99057
on your job performance?

Mean of 3.6066
means

Source: Questionnaire Data

An overall mean score of 3.6 for all items underf@@nance support as shown

indicates that the former was perceived by respatisdas being handled fairly well.

With a mean score of 3.673 out of 5 points, coaghwas rated highest, followed by

competence assessments with a mean score of 39 & points. Training was

rated worst with 3.534 points. It should be naotieak the items “how often did you

attend trainings arranged by NMS?” and “Pleasecatdi how often your supervisor

sets aside time to coach you on the job” were regtiter poorly with 2.571 and 2.878

out of 5 points. These scores were an indicatiogaps in the performance support
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system at NMS.

4.3.3.2. Correlation results of Performance Support and Empbyee Performance
Table 17 shows the results of correlation betwesfopmance support and employee

performance at NMS.

Table 17: Table showing correlations between performarsugpport and employee

performance
Employee Performance
Code | Performance Support Items Initiative | Effectiveness Effort Cooperat
iveness
Competence Assessment
An assessment is done to find ¢ Pearson
3.1 | whether | have the skills to do m . 0.037 0 -0.032 | .295(*)
job. Correlation
An assessment is done to find ¢ Pearson
3.2 | whether | have the knowledge to . -0.085 -0.058 0.027 | .287(*)
i Correlation
my job.
An assessment is done to find ¢ Pearson
3.3 | whether | have the physical abili . -0.036 0.08 0.152 0.064
. Correlation
to do my job.
Competence  assessments Pearson
3.4 |important in improving my C . 0.017 0.158 0.009 -0.007
orrelation
performance
Coaching
My supervisor guides me on how Pearson
3.5 | overcome challenges in achievil . 0.097 0.06 0.075 | .420(**)
L Correlation
my objectives
My supervisor guides me i Pearson
3.6 | understanding my performang . 0.041 0.172 0.044 | .284(*)
o Correlation
objectives
My supervisor adequately guidg Pearson
3.7 | me in achieving my performang . 0.11 0.126 0.088 | .295(*)
S Correlation
objectives
Coaching by my supervisg Pearson
3.8 | considerably improves m . 0.093 0.217 -0.004 | .404(*)
Correlation
performance
Please indicate how often yo Pearson
3.9 | supervisor sets aside time to cog . 0.131 0.213 0.03 .356(*)
] Correlation
you on the job
Training
How often did you attend trainind Pearson .
3.10 arranged by NMS? Correlation 0.183 0.103 -326() | 0.126
Of all trainings you had at NMS Pearson
3.11 | How many were relevant to yol . 0.177 -0.076 0.149 0.025
job? Correlation
How adequate are training Pearson
3.12 | arranged by NMS in addressing t . -0.111 -.301(%) 0.003 -0.063
o ) Correlation
training needs of your job?
. )
313 How do trainings offered by NM3 Pearson_ 0.065 005 0.106 0.17
impact on your job performance? | Correlation

Source: Questionnaire Data

61




There were significant positive correlations ofdh2and 0.287 respectively between
cooperativeness and the two performance supparsitan assessment is done to find
out whether | have the skills to do my job.” andh “@assessment is done to find out
whether | have the knowledge to do my job.” THi®wed that cooperativeness of
employees at work increases as job skill and jobwkedge assessments are made

more regular.

There were also positive correlations between c@bpeness and all the coaching
variables i.e. supervisory guidance to overcomdlamges in achieving objectives
with a correlation of 0.42, supervisory guidanceutaderstand objectives with a
correlation of 0.284, supervisory guidance to aghiebjectives with a correlation of
0.295, perception that coaching improves perforraamith a correlation of 0.404 and
regularity of coaching sessions with a correlatain0.356. This may probably be
explained in a way that coaching by supervisoroerages employees to be more
cooperative probably because by coaching, sup&svidemonstrate to employees
how to be more helpful to each other. A signifitanpositive correlation was
established between regularity of trainings arrdnge NMS and effort put into work
by employees probably because of the motivatioffi@tteof training on employees. A
negative correlation of -0.301 that showed a patimab negative effect of adequacy

of NMS trainings on effectiveness at work was hogreabserved.

4.3.3.3. Testing of Research Hypothesis 3; Multiple Regressn of Performance
Support against Employee Performance

The third null hypothesis states ththere is no relationship between performance
support and employee performance at NMS. The hgstthwas tested by carrying
out regression analysis on the 13 components ofonpeance support against

employee performance using SPSS. The results spéaged in Table 18 below.
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Table 18: Model Summary for Regression tests orottgsis 3
Adjusted R | Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate
1 .533(a) .284 -.206 44399
a Predictors: (Constant), Questions 3.1, 3.2,34,3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9, 3.1, 3.11,
3.12,3.13
Refer to Table 16: Table summarizing performancepport scores for a full
description of predictors.
Source: Questionnaire Data

An r square of 0.284 indicates that 28.4% of theawn&e in employee performance is
explained by performance support items. The ANO¥YBIe in Table 19 below was
used to predict whether the regression model abopports a statistically significant
relationship between all performance review iterakeh together and employee
performance.

Table 19: ANOVA table for Regression tests on Hg®i$ 3

ANOVA(b)
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regressior 1.484 13 0.114| 0.579| 0.842
Residual 3.74% 19 0.197
Total 5.230 32

a. Predictors: (Constant), Questions 3.1, 3.2,34,3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9, 3.1, 3.11,
3.12,3.13

b. Dependent Variable: EMPLOYEE_PERFORMANCE

Refer to Table 16: Table summarizing performancepport scores for a full
description of predictors.

Source: Questionnaire Data

The results indicate that The F value of this maded.579 was way below 2.3, the
critical value for this model. This, combined witie fact that the significance of the
model at 0.842 was above the acceptable 0.05 lewel, indicated that there is not
significant statistical evidence to show a linealationship between performance
support items and employee performance. The nylbthesis was accepted and this

meant that the researcher failed to find a sigafiaelationship between performance

support and employee performance.
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4.3.3.4. Analysis of Qualitative data on the Effect of Perfanance Support on

Employee Performance

. Table 20 has a summary of qualitative findinggtmneffect of performance support

on employee performance at NMS. The summary wasrgeed by analysis of the

content of interviews with heads of department @sphonses to open ended questions

in the

Table

guestionnaire.

20: Matrix of interview data on performanegport

Respondent

Performance support and employee perforamce

Interview
Respondent 1

« Staff training by NMS has been unsatisfactory sinaming plans and budgets have never been
approved.

 Training needs assessment has never been propesy d
» Corporation assumes employees are competent aritreent.

» An equitable system for continuing staff educatm benchmarking needs to be put in place.

Interview
Respondent 2

« Coaching and training have not been structuredmndl for some time. They depend on
supervisors’ leadership style.

« Employee Induction is not structured.
« Training needs assessment is based on the guiffeenagers.

« A proper system for Training and needs assessmaiorted to suit the organization action plan is
needed to have an impact on employee performance.

Interview
Respondent 3

« Competence assessments are done by delegatingtaskbecking on success
« Performance support is also given by coachingitigj counseling and encouragement.

 Trainings held in the past 3 years include: perforog management, team building, first aid, fire
fighting, and individual tailored courses identifie

* The assessment of the effect of training on perdoe has not been done.
» More refresher courses need to be undertaken fy sta

« On job coaching and guidance by managers is needed.

Interview
Respondent 4

» Assessment of employees’ capability is done onilgt Hasis as work is performed.
» Assessments vary amongst supervisors and indiddual

 Supervisors usually guide new staff on PPDA rybescurement process, records management
computer skills. Job rotation is encouraged fortnskill building.

 Training has been mainly on PPDA guidelines anfl ptavately taking on individual courses.
» The effect of training has mainly improved comptiario PPDA regulations.

* NMS needs to have a comprehensive training planetbfrom a proper training needs assessme

and

2Nt

Interview
Respondent 5

« Competence assessments are not done.

« Coaching is however done by supervisors in an méunstructured manner on work procedure
and processes.

» Coaching helps reducing errors in work and timenspg employees figuring out the right course
action.

"2

of

* Some training has been given to staff on prodwenttification, and handling of items during stora

ge
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Respondent

Performance support and employee perforamce

and distribution. The impact of this training onmayee performance has not been assessed.

« Management can better support employees to petfgrstarting quarterly appraisals, driving a
clear performance culture, and addressing gapsriofgance management raised by staff.

Questionnaire
responses on
how to
improve
performance
support at
NMS.

< More and better trainings needed (29) use in-hoesaurce centre, train in a more balanced way,.

Have a training plan

 Training needs assessment is needed (3). Traiheeglse involved in choosing courses. Specia
training needed for persons on sensitive activities

« Financial support for professional training (3)thar studies as well, not just short courses
* More working tools needed (10)

« Shorten implementation time of improvements e.glisg machine, welfare — shower rooms

Job rotation(4)

Benchmarking (3) with companies doing better.

 Improving motivation factors 7 welfare (6) e.g. eds, seminars, workshops, training classes, t
offs, development loans, sugar, shower room.

« Closing the relationship gap between supervisodssabordinates (2) for a good working
environment

» Giving employees a sense of ownership of NMS, \fgj& Putting into consideration employees
suggestions on work environment(2) encourage upW&mivard communication

» Deal with system failures
» Give support to individuals as per appraisal recemuations

 Job security required(3)

A

me

Source: Interview Data

Performance support was identified as a major tie@aneeded improvement at NMS.

Both management and non management respondentaiijyeauded to the lack of a

comprehensive training plan leading to unsatisfgct@ining practices at NMS. 29

out of the 54 respondents to the questionnaireddtr more on job training. One

management respondent revealed that NMS assunesnpboyees are competent on

recruitment, thus re-echoing the “quality at theéegjgolicy in force at NMS until

recently. Induction programs for new staff are rm@mmon. Training needs

assessments are done in an unstructured manneupgyvssors. Some heads of

department use delegation and others, their gut fee

Coaching follows the same unstructured trend asvalat NMS, based on the

supervisor’'s leadership style. Whereas most reggpaschad not evaluated the effect
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of training and coaching on employee performan@absge of the unstructured nature
of performance support practices at NMS, one redpinrevealed that training and
coaching have helped staff understand and comptyadourement laws. A number of
other recommendations were made by non managenathbos how they needed to
be supported better by management to improve pleeformance. These included the
need for proper training needs assessment, the foeddMS to financially support
more professional long term trainings for staffe theed to provide more working
tools, especially warehouse equipment. The empffigther requested management
for opportunities to benchmark their practices vaitimilar organizations, as well as to
look out for and improve those factors affectingffsmotivation like workshops, job
rotation, time offs, loans, staff welfare, job segy and giving employees a sense of

ownership of NMS.

4.3.3.5. Integrated Interpretation of findings on Performance Support and
Employee Performance

It was established using multiple regression thatfgpmance support is not a
significant predictor of employee performance at SIMQualitatively, most persons
interviewed were not sure of the effect of coactongemployee performance except
for one respondent who affirmed that coaching inpsoperformance. This could be
attributed to lack of a guided coaching programmmal astructured induction
programme as highlighted by most people interviewBdth quantitative and
qualitative evidence were in agreement.

Most interview respondents could not assess thectefbf training on employee
performance as trainings are rarely done at NMS fafildw no particular plan.
Qualitative data collected from open ended respoirsguestionnaires also had over
half of the respondents requesting for on job trgnwhich highlighted the same as

one of the most deficient areas at NMS. In summawth quantitative and qualitative
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evidence failed to support any relationship betweesining and employee

performance at NMS.

4.3.4. Findings on Objective 4: Effect of Performance Rewals on Employee
Performance

The fourth research objective was to establisheffect of performance rewards on
employee performance at NMS. The findings are tpresented in the following
subsections.

4.3.4.1. Descriptive Statistics for Performance Rewards an@Employee
Performance

Performance rewards at NMS were measured by assafriguestions grouped under
two major indicators: financial rewards and norafinial rewards. The measurement
scale for responses to each question ranged frerf, Wwith 1 representing the lowest
and 5 representing the highest score for the at&ilnder consideration. Table 21
below shows a summary of how the respondent’s raach of items in the

guestionnaire.

Table 21: Table summarizing performance rewardsesco

No. of

Code | Performance Reward Items Response responde % Mean S.td'.
frequency nts Response Deviation
Financial Rewards 2.6023
a1 How glear are the criteria for awarding 54 54 100.00% 27992 139293
financial rewards at NMS?
How often have you received a financjal
4.2 | reward from NMS for good performange 51 54 94.44% 1.7059 1.02556
in the past 5 years?
To what extent is the criteria for giving
4.3 ) ; 53 54 98.15% 2.6981 1.33855
out financial rewards followed at NMS? ’
4.4 To what extent do NMS financial rewards 53 54 98.15% 3.2830 1.19900
help you to perform?
Non-Financial Rewards 2.1695
45 How _clear. are the criteria for awarding 53 54 98.15% » 3585 105783
non-financial rewards at NMS?
How often have you received a non-
4.6 | financial reward from NMS for good 52 54 96.30% 1.2885 0.84799
performance in the past 5 years?
To what extent is the criteria for giving
4.7 | out non-financial rewards followed at 52 54 96.30% 2.2308 1.11347
NMS?
48 To what extent do NMS non-financial 50 54 92.59% » 8000 119523
rewards help you to perform?
Mean of means 2.3858

Source: Questionnaire Data
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Financial rewards were scored poorly with 2.6 olitsopoints, followed by non

financial rewards with 2.169 out 5 points. Overp#lyformance rewards was the most

poorly rated performance management dimension bporedents with an overall

mean score of 2.385. These results indicate a dgsémal performance reward

system at NMS.

4.3.4.2. Correlation results of Performance Rewards and Emplyee

Performance

The results of correlation between performance rdsvand employee performance at

NMS can be found ifable 22

Table 22: Table showing correlations between penfmmce rewards and employee

performance
Employee Performance
Code | Performance Reward Items Initiative Effectiven Effort Cooperativ
ess eness
Financial Rewards
How clear are the criteria fg Pearson
4.1 awarding financial rewards at NMS Correlation 0.171 -0.019 0.138 0212
How often have you received
4.2 financial reward frqm NMS fo Pearsqn 0.159 0.1 0.075 0.122
good performance in the past| Correlation
years?
To what extent is the criteria fq Pearson
4.3 | giving out financial rewards Correlation 0.112 0.053 0.126 0.136
followed at NMS?
4.4 To what extent do NMS financig Pearsqn 0.167 0.032 0124 0.189
rewards help you to perform? Correlation
Non-Financial Rewards
How clear are the criteria fg Pearson
4.5 | awarding non-financial rewards . 0.121 -0.128 0.142 -0.074
Correlation
NMS?
How often have you received a ng
46 financial reward frqm NMS fo Pearson 0.235 0.007 | 274(% 0.016
good performance in the past| Correlation
years?
To what extent is the criteria fq Pearson
4.7 | giving out non-financial reward Correlation 0.014 -0.015 0.005 0.005
followed at NMS?
To what extent do NMS norn Pearson
4.8 | financial rewards help you t X -0.054 -0.227 | -0.014 0.086
Correlation
perform?

Source: Questionnaire Data

No significant correlations were found between ficial reward items and employee

performance, meaning that there are no significatdtionships between the two

variables. A significantly positive relationship svdnowever established between
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giving non-financial awards and effort put into wdry employees illustrated by a
positive correlation of 0.274. This means that there non financial rewards are
given, the more effort employees will put into therork. No other significant

correlations were found between non financial relwand employee performance.

4.3.4.3. Testing of Research Hypothesis 4, Multiple Regresm of Performance
Rewards against Employee Performance

The fourth null hypothesis stated that there isrelationship between performance
rewards and employee performance at NNIge hypothesis was tested by carrying
out regression analysis on the 8 components ocbpaénce review against employee

performance using SPSS. The results are contan€dlle 23.

Table 23: Model Summary for Regression tests orothsis 4
Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate
1 435(a) 189 .019 .39002
a Predictors: (Constant), Questions 4.1, 4.2,448,4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8
Refer to Table 21: Table summarizing performancevards scores for a full
description of predictors.
Source: Questionnaire Data

Performance reward items explained 18.9% of theamee in employee performance,
as shown by an R square value of 0.189. The ANOARetin Table 24 was used to
predict whether there is a statistically significeglationship between all performance
planning items taken simultaneously and employe®peance.

Table 24: ANOVA table for Regression tests on Hygsis 4

ANOVA(b)
Model Sum of Squares  df Mean Square - ig.
1 Regressior 1.351 8 0.169| 1.110/| 0.378
Residual 5780 38 0.152
Total 7.131 46

a. Predictors: (Constant), Questions 4.1, 4.2,48,4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8

b. Dependent Variable: EMPLOYEE_PERFORMANCE

Refer to Table 21: Table summarizing performancevards scores for a full
description of predictors.

Source: Questionnaire Data

The F value of 1.110 obtained was however below8,2He critical F value for this

model. A significance of 0.378 for this regressimodel indicated that there is a
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probability of over 37% that the relationship betwgerformance planning items and

employee performance is due to chance, which isalaye the acceptable error level

of 5%.These results thus show that performance rcewiams are not significant

predictors of employee performance in this modék full hypothesis was therefore

accepted.

4.3.4.4. Analysis of Qualitative data on the Effect of Perfanance Rewards on

Table25

Employee Performance

Is a matrix showing respondents’ views on theaftd performance rewards

on employee performance.

Table 25: Matrix of interview data on performancewards

Respondent

Performance Rewards and employee perfoance

Interview
Respondent 1

» Areward system is documented but never implemented

» Good performers should be recognized e.g. throughalleof fame. BOD needs to show support ir
order to motivate staff

« Staffs need to be involved in deciding on the nso#tlable performance rewards.
» Rewards for innovations should be introduced ireotd tap into the high potential of staff.

 Salaries need to be benchmarked and improved

Interview
Respondent 2

» There is lack of a coherent and functional perfaroearewards system.

» The current reward system in the HR manual cosfligth the wage policy on the criteria for
financial performance rewards.

» Managers come up with their own reward schemedlegartmental team building events.

» There is need for a reward system aimed at retithia right people and motivating staff to achie
the organization’s action plan.

Interview
Respondent 3

» Performance rewards have not been implemented. itk policy in the HR manual is that
exceptional performance should be rewarded withlarys increase.

» The lack of a rewards system has de-motivated geoidrmers while encouraging poor performe
not to improve.

» An objective system for both financial and non fio@l rewards is urgently required.

5 to

Interview » Performance rewards have not been received from .NM8ies are arranged on a personal basi
Respondent 4 reward staff.
» The performance rewards scheme in the human resauaaual has never been implemented.
» A comprehensive rewards scheme especially attaohsubstantial financial benefits needs to be
put in place.
Interview » Rewards are not being affected at the moment aideffects on performance have thus not bee

Respondent 5

assessed.

Questionnaire
responses on
improving
performance
rewards at NMS.

* Improvement in remuneration needed (4), increageogaeniority.

» Rewarding best performers effectively (9) certifesa& financial rewards. Promotion, HODs sho
give non financial rewards

» More recognition needed of outstanding performgBgalisplay stars on notice board.

uld

Source:

Interview Data
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All people interviewed revealed that the NMS revgaslystem is dysfunctional.
Whereas some respondents said that the systemllisdlegeimented on paper but
never implemented, one respondent said that thelewhewards system was
incoherent even on paper. He cited for example that financial performance
rewards policy in the human resource manual stagdsstep increases in salary shall
be awarded for good performing employees. The vyajey however recommends

the same salary increments for all staff every y@aspective of performance.

Respondents also lamented that even basic noncialaiewards like certificates of
recognition, and a wall of fame for good performeave not been implemented yet
they do not put any financial strain on the orgatan. It was established that
managers have as a result come up with their owtivatimnal mechanisms including
parties and team building events arranged on apaldasis. Respondents revealed
that good performing workers have been demotivateite the poor performers have
had no incentive to step up their performance essalt of a dysfunctional rewards
system. The organization has also failed to retta@nright people or to motivate staff
to achieve organizational action plans since rewareé not given in line with action
plan achievements. The absence of rewards hadealdo failure of management to
tap into the high potential of employees for inngwas, since they attract no
recognition or reward. Respondents advised thdt g&t involved in determining
which rewards are best for them and that rewaresraroduced for innovations; the
support of the board of directors was needed is. il summary, an objective and
comprehensive performance rewards system considdyath financial and non

financial rewards is lacking at NMS.
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4.3.4.5. Integrated Interpretation of findings on Performance Rewards and
Employee Performance

Quantitative evidence failed to find any statidticgationship between performance
reward and employee performance at NMS using thkipteuregression technique.
Most respondents interviewed however disagreed thithanalysis and showed how
the lack of a performance reward system at NMS ladsto declining employee
performance by de-motivating both good and poofoperers. This evidence was
supported by respondents overall mean score obqeaince rewards at 2.385 out 5
points. In summary, the qualitative evidence pototghe fact that a non existent
system for financial and non financial rewards &M has negatively affected
employee performance. The lack of a performanceargsv system at NMS is
supported with quantitative evidence. The effegb@formance rewards on employee

performance is however not statistically supported.

4.3.4.6. Descriptive statistics for Employee Performance

A summary of self ratings of employee performangstaff is contained in Table 26.
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Table 26: Table summarizing employee performancerss

No of

Std.
Response | Respond % Mean Deviation
frquency ents response

51 Hoyv many of your team members compl 53 54 98.15% 4.0566 74460
their assignments on time?

5.2 | How many of your team members compl
their assignments without follow up K 54 54 100.00% 3.9444 -85598
supervisors?

5.3 | How often do your team members ident
problems hindering their performance out 54 54 100.00% 3.8148 -82586
their own initiative?

5.4 | How often do your team members reso 54 54 100.00% 3.7407 73164
work related problems on their own?

5.5 | How many of your team members take
more work once their daily targets are 1 54 54 100.00% 3.7593 -95038
before the end of day?

56 | To yvhat_ extent dq your team members achi 5 54 96.30% 4.1923 56146
their individual objectives?

5.7 | How many of your team members produce 54 54 100.00% 4.3333 67293
volume of work expected of them by NMS?

5.8 | How much_ of the work done by members 54 54 100.00% 3.8704 86975
your team is free from errors?

5.9 _How _much of th_e work of your team membyg 54 54 100.00% 4.1852 64644
is delivered on time?

5.10 | How much of the official 8 working hours ¢@ 53 54 98.15% 4.7736 42952
your team members spend on NMS work?

5.11 | How many of your team members work long 54 54 100.00% 3.0370 1.35929
than the normal 8 working hours a day?

5.12| How many of your team members report 52 54 96.30% 4.7692 42544
work on time?

5.13| How often do your team members report 54 54 100.00% 4.9444 23121
work?

5.14 | How often do your team members set ag
time to discuss how to improve your tear 54 54 100.00% 3.9074 1.45717
performance?

5.15| How much time per week do your tes
members set aside to discuss how to impf 52 54 96.30% 2.5000 1.39326
your team’s performance?

5.16 | Most members of my department are gener
cooperative with me and others in matters 53 54 98.15% 4.4528 77375
do with NMS work.

5.17 | My team members work togeth_er to achiq 53 54 98.15% 4.3774 71324
our common performance objectives.

5.18 | My team members come in to help each of
to better understand their roles whenever tl 53 54 98.15% 4.0566 -76999
is a misunderstanding of the same.

5.19| In my team, members encourage each oth¢ 53 54 98.15% 4.1132 66968
meet our performance objectives.

Mean of 4.0436
means

Source: Interview Data

A relatively high mean of scores for all items abut of 5 points indicated that NMS

staffs perceive their performance to be relatiggpd. Attendance at work was rated
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highest with 4.9 points, followed by time utilizati, represented by the percentage of
working hours spent on NMS work at with 4.8 poiriise third most highly rated
item was percentage of staff reporting to work iomet The least rated items were
time spent on improvement discussions with 2.5 tgopifollowed by percentage of
staffs who work above the official 8 working houfide third least rated item was
resolution of work related problems on employeexfidtive with 3.7 points. The
trend in the highest and least rated items indécdtat employees might be focusing

more on attendance than on the quality and quaottityork produced.
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CHAPTER FIVE:

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

5.0 Introduction
This chapter presents a summary of the principéufes of the study and an outline

of the main findings identified. It builds on thest chapter by discussing the findings
of this research. The results of the researchearnewed in light of the objectives of
the research, literature review and methods usedclGsions are then drawn on the
research findings together with practical implioas of the study on NMS and
practical suggestions meant to influence managemhamiting and practice. Finally,
appropriate recommendations are made in line watitlasions and on further areas

of research.

5.1. Summary of Findings

The study was an investigation into the relatiopstbetween performance
management and employee performance in the NatMadical stores of Uganda in
Entebbe. The study specifically sought to examihe tontribution of four
performance management dimensions: performanceniplanperformance review,
performance support and performance rewards onoy@@lperformance at NMS.
Employee performance was in turn represented by dimeensions initiative,
effectiveness, effort, and cooperativeness of eyaas while at work.

Data analysis established that of all four dimemsiof performance management,
only performance review significantly explained 4%$%the variance in employee
performance with support from qualitative evidendeerformance planning,

performance support and performance rewards fadldistically to qualify as
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significant predictors of employee performance wigiri multiple regression.
Qualitative findings from interviews however indied that performance management
and performance rewards affect employee performandiS. Performance support
was found to have no effect on employee performagven qualitatively. Qualitative
findings established gaps in performance managewmlkeich are negatively affecting
employee performance at NMS. These gaps includedattk of a top down strategic
performance planning approach at NMS, an irregafat insufficient performance
review system, failures in training needs assesgnmigmning plans and insufficient
trainings as a result, as well as a complete filto practice the documented
performance rewards system. These findings aréduriscussed in the following
sections in order to arrive at specific conclusi@msl recommendations for the

betterment of NMS performance management systems.

5.2. Discussions of Findings
The purpose of this research was to establishdlaionship between performance
management and employee performance at NMS. Thissealiscusses the findings

of the study in light of the specific objectiveddamypotheses of the study.

5.2.1. Discussion of Findings on Performance Planning anBmployee
Performance

Multiple regression results failed to explain andiigant statistical relationship
between performance planning and employee perfarenah NMS. Qualitative data
collected from interviews however showed that NM&agement felt that despite the
lack of an organizational strategic plan, and etreugh performance planning was
recently started in 2008, it has improved perforceanf employees at NMS. These
results are supported by the earlier Goal TheoryLbgke (Mullins, 2007) who

explained that individuals with specific measurahled difficult goals performed
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better than people who have easy to achieve geatgje goals or no goals at all.
Management members interviewed also revealed tioitidual objectives were not
specific enough because of lack of the guidanceawf overall top to down
organization strategic plan. There was a genecéld structure in individual activity
planning, targets were not specific due to lackaajuiding strategic plan and that
NMS was failing to support employee capacity butgdi plans. Unless these
performance planning deficiencies are addressedS NWl continue experiencing

problems with employee performance.

It should also be noted that overall, however tla#f sated performance planning as
well handled at NMS with an overall mean score.0R48 points out of 5, despite the
fact that management revealed a number of gagseisame when interviewed. This
is partly explained using McGregor’'s Theory X whistates that people generally
dislike work (Kreitner, 1995). Using this theorynployees who dislike work would
generally be happy if their objectives are non gjgeand thus not very demanding on
them. This, supported by the argument put forwaydMyles (2004) on people’s
natural instinct to resist instructions from th&iperiors suggests that the current style
of setting objectives in NMS, which according tomso respondents is non
consultative and does not take into consideratast pupervisors’ recommendations
before setting new ones causes resistance amotagstand affects performance

negatively.

It is also worth examining whether the researchhatlogy used could possibly

have been improved. Performance planning was daawély measured by asking

employees to respond to questions with a ratingl-&f with 5 as the highest.
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Employee performance was similarly measured byngskespondents to rate the
performance of their team by responding to a sequafstions with a rating of 1-5.
This method could have biased respondents to getterbratings of performance
planning in order to avoid the consequences ofeptojg their supervisors as
incompetent. Scores in employee performance cdatdleve been similarly biased.
Document analysis of performance planning tools emgloyee performance records
could probably have reduced the bias, but in thEedhey could not be related with

respondents as the latter were anonymous.

5.2.2. Discussion of Findings on Performance Review and Hrioyee
Performance

It was established that performance review is ofethe factors significantly
contributing to employee performance at NMS. Pentonce review items explained
45% of the variance in employee performance using inultiple regression
technique. Members of NMS management who wereviewwed also revealed that
performance reviews affect the performance of eyga#de at NMS by helping staff

and supervisors focus on performance results aidithprovement.

The multiple regression model of performance reviggams against employee
performance revealed that employee performance cesdduwith increasing

performance measurement. Pearce and Porter (1996) established that low
performance ratings caused a significant droptitude within employees toward the
organization. The negative effect of performanceasueement on employee
performance could have resulted from an incondispamformance measurement
system as shown by data collected from interviewh management members and
open ended questionnaire responses. These revdaédnot enough time and

attention was being given to performance measureraed that the performance
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measurement tools were inadequate for the purpose.

The multiple regression model also indicated thatfggmance feedback increased
employee performance. Crowell, et al (1988) altaldished that feedback was found
to enhance employee performance. Qualitative eeeldrom interviews however

established that feedback during appraisals didmative peer reviews or feedback
to supervisors and are therefore not compreherysiiaie. It was also established that
structured performance feedback reviews were oohedsix monthly and needed to

be structured on a more frequent basis.

Whereas the overall mean score of 3.8 for perfoomareview indicated that

performance reviews were overall well handled at $yMhe qualitative evidence
above suggests otherwise. This could probably bplamed by the research
methodology used to measure performance reviewhalias by asking employees to
rate various performance review aspects from 1tk Wias the highest. The method
could probably have been made more objective byewsng documentation of

periodic performance reviews and comparing thesd wubsequent performance
scores in order to study whether reviews causatani in employee performance. In
this research, performance documentation howevaldcoot be easily traced as

reviews are not regular.

5.2.3. Discussion of Findings on Performance Support andployee
Performance

The third objective of this research was to find the contribution of performance
support to employee performance at NMS. The quivé and qualitative evidence
analysed failed to prove any relationship betweenfiopmance support and employee

performance. This partly contradicts the resultsTahir, Shafkat, and Mohammad
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(2008) and Grant (2006) who found that coachingaanbs employee performance.
The results could however be explained by the that the lack of structured
competence needs assessment programmes as welnasebensive coaching and
training plans at NMS has not given enough oppdatufor the effect of performance

support on employee performance to be evaluated.

The research methodology could also have affed¢teddsults. Whereas staffs were
asked to rate performance support by rating a nurmbperformance support items
from 1 to 5, the method could probably have beedamaore objective by looking

through HR records for any performance assessmewdshing and trainings done in

the past. The lack of a well organized archive ha@v®bviated this method.

5.2.4. Discussion of Findings on Performance Rewards andniployee
Performance

The last objective of this research was to estalthe effect of performance rewards
on employee performance at NMS. Multiple regressioiperformance reward items
against employee performance failed to confirmagistical relationship between the
two variables at NMS. Qualitative evidence from NM$anagement interviews
differed from this position. The opinion of mostopée interviewed was that the
dysfunctional rewards system at NMS has demotivgedd performing workers
while the poor performers have had no incentiveiniprove their performance.
Evidence from the literature from Therkildsen et(2007), Tahir et al (2008), and
Gibbs (1980) also confirms that both financial arah financial rewards stimulate
employee performance in organizations. The conbBetween the quantitative and
gualitative research findings could be due to @t that that the rewards system at

NMS is dysfunctional. This could have distorted thesponses since neither
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management nor non management staffs have expedi¢he effects of a functional

rewards system.

The researcher however found that both qualitativé quantitative evidence were in
agreement on the rating of how performance rewasel® poorly handled at NMS.
This in addition to the fact that an overall coateln of 0.435 was obtained between
performance support and employee performance, thgearcher finds that
performance rewards at NMS have an influence onl@rap performance. It is felt
that the relationship should have been supporegéstally if the NMS performance

rewards system was in place.

5.3. Conclusions
This section, presents the conclusions arrivedftat discussion of the findings. It

also presents the implications of the results efstudy on NMS.

5.3.1. Conclusions on Performance Planning and Employee Hermance
The first objective of the study was to assesstmdribution of performance planning

to employee performance at NMS. Linear regressimh bt explain a statistical
relationship between performance planning and eyegloperformance. Using
qualitative evidence however, it was establishedt tmadequate performance
planning led to a reduction in employee performarespecially because of the
following deficiencies in the performance plannsygtem. The lack of a substantive
guiding strategic plan at NMS was negatively affextdownstream planning of
departmental and individual objectives. Employeesennot adequately involved in
performance planning. This was worsened by failammake individual activity plans

which are ordinarily meant to help employees mbetrtdaily and weekly targets.

81



Management was also failing to support capacitiding plans for employees to help
them perform, even if these plans are highlightedind appraisals. There was
therefore a need for a concerted effort by board management to put in place
proper performance planning systems to reverse tieisd in order to prevent
organizational failure.

5.3.2. Conclusions on Performance Review and Employee Perimance

The second objective of the study was to assessdhg&ibution of performance
management to employee performance at NMS. Perfarengeview items explained
45% of the variance in employee performance. Wisetleia was indicative of the fact
that performance reviews greatly influence emplogedormance at NMS, it was
established that an inconsistent performance measant system at NMS has
resulted in a situation where employee performaneduces with increasing
performance measurement. Employee performance lewesreases with increasing
performance feedback, despite the fact that feddbassions are not comprehensive
enough and are not organized as frequently assisedie

5.3.3. Conclusions on Performance Support and Employee Prmance

The third objective of the study was to assesstmribution of performance support
to employee performance at NMS. The evidence shawat performance support
was not a significant contributor to employee perfance at NMS. This was
attributed to the fact that the whole performanappsrt system of NMS which
should include training needs assessment and chensie coaching and training
plans was found to be dysfunctional and neede tewamped.

5.3.4. Conclusions on Performance Rewards and Employee Rermance

The last objective of the study was to assessdh&ibution of performance rewards

to employee performance at NMS. Performance rewarte found to be the worst
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managed dimension of performance management at NK& researcher came to a
conclusion that the performance rewards affect eyga performance at NMS and
that the complete absence of a reward system at WekSnegatively impacting on

employee performance at NMS.

5.4. Recommendations
This section presents a way forward for NMS manageno take advantage of the

opportunities identified during the study.

5.4.1. Recommendations on Performance Planning and Emploge
Performance

The study findings gave rise to the following recoemdations. NMS board and
management should put in place a strategic plantHferorganization with clear
objectives, targets and indicators. This will guittee formulation of specific
objectives and targets for NMS departments andviddals. The HR department
should pick up their coordination role in the pemi@ance planning system to ensure
that all departments have clear, specific and nrabi objectives and targets for
their staff for each 6 months period. The objediaad targets should be set with the
full involvement of the employees and their supsovs and should be aligned with
the ones in the NMS strategic plan. Daily acticangl should be done in order to give
staff step by step milestones to achieve their atives. Management should
appropriately support any capacity building plaasl lout between supervisors and
employees. These plans should form the basis anmgtion wide training plans,
which should be financially supported by board erhagement in order to empower

employees to achieve their objectives and thustbdfMS.

5.4.2. Recommendations on Performance Review and Employ&erformance
It is recommended that NMS management should pag time and attention to the
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performance review system in order to institutddyestructured performance reviews.
In this regard, performance measurement and fe&dblaculd be programmed to
happen on a more frequent basis. Weekly reviewsddou example be helpful in
following up on the progress of employees on thaation plans. Monthly
performance measurement and feedback should be foseldetter follow up of
employee’s progress on their objectives. The sixtimy appraisals should remain for
the purpose of putting together and evaluatingréselts of all performance reviews
in the six months period. In this way, staff canhe#ped to focus on achieving their
objectives since they are constantly reminded efmthif individual objectives have
been planned properly in line with NMS’ strateggrfprmance measurement and
feedback will help the organization remind emplsy¢e achieve NMS’ mission,
through their individual targets. The HR departm&muld play a coordinating role in
this, while heads of departments should take respiity for doing performance
reviews within their departments on time.

5.4.3. Recommendations on Performance Support and Employdeerformance

It is recommended that NMS puts in place a propafopmance support system
which includes assessment of employee capabilitied training needs during
performance reviews and appraisals, compiling #eda into training and coaching
plans in addition to implementation of the sameisTéhould go a long way in
supporting employees to acquire the knowledge &t shey need to perform to
NMS’ expectations. The training plan should beoragiized into short and long term
training. NMS management should financially suppantinuous training of staff in
order to help them improve on their work skillsn&ly, NMS management should
explore new ways of supporting staff to perforngliling benchmarking practices

with similar organizations and job rotation.
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5.4.4. Recommendations on Performance Rewards and Employee
Performance

It is recommended that the BOD and Management dhavamp the performance
rewards system and align it with NMS’ strategicemives in order to focus staff on
achievement of NMS goals. Both financial and namaficial rewards should be
designed to meet this objective. NMS should alsik lout for innovative ways to
motivate staff by asking employees from time toetimhich rewards motivate them

most and including these in the performance rewaralsagement system.

5.5. Areas for further Research

During the research, a number of areas were idetht#s suitable for further research.
In order to help NMS benefit fully from the resuttsthis research, further studies are
required on the other factors that affect the perémce of employees at NMS since
only 45% of the variance was explained quantitifivieactors like employee attitude,

distance from home to work, competence, work emrent, meetings held and

adherence to work procedures were mentioned anid ¢d®uassessed. The research
also needs to be expanded to look at the effeqpesformance management on
organizational performance. Lastly, this kind osearch could be carried out on

related organizations.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1 — Questionnaire

Dear Respondent,

RE: REQUEST THAT YOU PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUD Y

| am a student of Masters in management studiésgahda Management Institute.
My topic is the contribution of performance managetto employee performance in

National Medical Stores.

As a member NMS, you are in a privileged positiorpossess information on the
above topic. | therefore request you to fill thteaehed questionnaire completely and
to the best of your knowledge in order to faciétéhe completion of this research. |
promise you that the information | collect in tihesearch will be treated with utmost
confidentiality and will only be used for the pugaes of this research without

revealing your identity or the identity of any bEtother respondents.

| thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Yours,

Paul Njala
Researcher



Questionnaire for Officers, Assistants and Supporstaff

Instructions

In the subsequent questions and with respect tpetfies 2005 - 2010Please choose the most

appropriate answer at the end of each statement.

1) PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

a) Performance planning

Please choose the most appropriate answer on howlgdividual Objectivesare set.

1.1 | have individual performance objectives set
5. Every 3months 4. Every 6months 3. Fyear 2. Every 2years 1. Never
For the following responses, please indicate whethieu Strongly agree (SA), agree (A), are nalt(N), disagree (D),
or strongly disagree (SD) with the statement.
1.2 My performance objectives are specific SA |A|N|D| SD
1.3 My performance objectives are measurable SA |A|N|D| SD
1.4 My individual objectives have so far been reléwarmy job SA| Al N| D| sSD
15 In my view, my performance objectives are achiévab SA |A|N|D| SD
1.6 | am involved in setting my individual performanaigjectives. SA| A N D SD
1.7 Performance objectives inspire me to perform bette SA |A|N|D| SD
Activity plansare usually drawn up to specify the steps thahgaarson will take to achieve his/her performanbgctives.
Please select the most appropriate answer below.
1.8 Personal activity plans are drawn up in line wati performance objectives
5. Every month 4. Every 3months 3. Every fithe 2. Every year 1. Never
1.9 | am involved in drawing up my personal activitaps SA |A|N|D| SD
1.10 | My personal activity plans have so far been useftelping me achieve objectives SA A [N |D S
Performance targets
For the following questions, please select the magpropriate response.
1.11 | I have at least one performance target set fdr eae of my objectives
5. Every 3months 4. Every 6months 3. Eyear 2. Every 2years 1. Never
1.12 | My performance targets have so far been realistic SA |A|N|D| SD
1.13 | My performance targets are measurable SA |A|N|D| SD
1.14 | I do understand my targets SA |A|N|D| SD
1.15 | I know the consequences of achieving my targets SA |A|N|D| SD
1.16 | Performance targets motivate me to achieve myctigs SA |A|N|D|SD
Capacity Building plansfocus on helping you acquire the ability (skids)d knowledge to excel in your job. Please chd
the most appropriate response.
1.17 | During appraisals, plans for my capacity buildarg discussed SA A N D SO
1.18 | NMS financially supports me in achieving my capabuilding plans SA| A N D SD
1.19 | Capacity building plans play an important rolghie achievement of performance objectives. 5A | A| N | SD




Please suggest ways in which NMS management canowa the process of Individual performance plagnim your

department

b) Performance Review

Please select the most appropriate response onyloowperformance is measured.

2.1 My performance is measured against my individlggctives
5. Every month 4. Every 3months 3. Every fithe 2. Every year 1. Never
2.2 The measurement of my performance against obgtsszdone objectively SA A N D SO
2.3 The results of my performance are presented tmraevay that | can understand them SA |A|N |D 9L
2.4 | actively take part in measuring my achievemeyatimst my objectives. SA A N D SO
25 Measuring my performance encourages me to perfetber. SA| Al N| D| SD
Let's now look at hoeedback on your performancis handled.
2.6 My supervisor and | discuss my performance
5. Every month 4. Every 3months 3. Every 6the 2. Every year 1. Never
2.7 The feedback | get of my performance helps mesbettderstand the tasks | have to improve op SA| Al IN| SD
2.8 Discussions about my performance are carriedroatgositive and friendly manner. SA A N |[D SD
2.9 Feedback discussions on my performance are dodathér further review.
5. Every month 4. Every 3months 3. Every 6the 2. Every year 1. Never
2.10 | My supervisor and | discuss ways to help me impnay performance
5. Every month 4. Every 3months 3. Every 6the 2. Every year 1. Never
2.11 | performance feedback discussions are useful inawipg my performance SA A N D SO
Please suggest ways in which NMS management gamoima the process of reviewing performance in yepartment
c) Performance support
Job Competence Assessmefusus on finding out whether the ability (skillsdaknowledge) to excel in your job. Plegse
choose the most appropriate response on how NM8lémthese assessments.
3.1 An assessment is done to find out whether | hgeskills to do my job.
5. Every 3months 4. Every 6months 3. Fyear 2. Every 2 years 1. Never
3.2 An assessment is done to find out whether | hage&khowledge to do my job.
5. Every 3months 4. Every 6months 3. fyear 2. Every 2 years 1. Never
3.3 An assessment is done to find out whether | hbeghysical ability to do my job.
5. Every 3months 4. Every 6months 3. Fyear 2. Every 2 years 1. Never
3.4 Competence assessments are important in impromyngerformance SA| A N D SD
Coachingrefers to directions, advice and instructions gite an employee by his or her supervisor whenmauired in
order to guide him/her to achieve objectives. Pée@spond to questions below using the most apai@palternative.
3.5 My supervisor guides me on how to overcome chg#erin achieving my objectives sA A N D SDb




3.6

My supervisor guides me in understanding my penforce objectives SA A D SO

3.7

My supervisor adequately guides me in achievingogrjormance objectives SA A N D sD

3.8

Coaching by my supervisor considerably improvesperformance SA| A N D SD

3.9

Please indicate how often your supervisor setieasine to coach you on the job

5. Every week 4. Every month 3. Every 6then 2. Every year 1. Never

Let's now look aflraining practices at NMS.

In what areas has NMS trained you on in the pastafs? Please mention hereunder

3.10

How often did you attend trainings arranged by N(MS
5. Every 3months 4. Every 6months 3. Fyear 2. Every 2 years or more 1. Never

3.11

Of all trainings you had at NMS, How many weresxgnt to your job?
5.81-100% (all) 4. 61-80% 3. 41-60% 2. 21-40% 1. 0-20% (Almost none)

3.12

How adequate are trainings arranged by NMS inessiing the training needs of your job?

5 =Adequate 4. Somewhat Adequate 3 txarow 2. Somewhat Inadequate 1 =Inadequate

3.13

How do trainings offered by NMS impact on your joérformance?

5 = Positively 4. Somewhat positively Pon’'t know 2. Somewhat negatively 1 = Negatively

Please suggest ways in which NMS management carsbpport you to improve your performance.

d) Performance Rewards

Financial Rewardsare usually monetary awards given to employees perform well. Please choose the best respo
to questions below on the same

Which financial rewards you have received for gpedormance at NMS in the past 5 years. Pleasetsall applicable:

1. Performance bonus 2. Gratuity 3. Salany stet. Other — Please mention

4.1

How clear are the criteria for awarding financglards at NMS?

5 =Clear 4. Somewhat clear D@n’'t Know 2. Somewhat unclear 1 = Unclear

4.2

How often have you received a financial rewardrffdMS for good performance in the past 5 years?

5. Every 6months 4. Every year 3. Every 2 years 2. OimcByears 1. Never

4.3

To what extent is the criteria for giving out fir@al rewards followed at NMS?

5 =Always followed 4. Usually followed 30Dt know 2.Usually not followed 1 = Never followed

4.4

To what extent do NMS financial rewards help yoypérform?

5 =Highly Enhancing 4. Enhancing 3. Ddmiow 2. Somewhat enhancing . Not enhancing

nSes

Non-Financial Rewardsare usually non-monetary awards given to employess perform well. Please choose the h
responses to questions below on the same

est

Which non-financial rewards you have received dood performance at NMS in the past 5 years. Pleaket all
applicable:




1. Certificate of recognition 2. Employee of thenth award 3. Other — Please mention

4.5 How clear are the criteria for awarding non-finahcewards at NMS?

5 =Clear 4. Somewhat clear D@n’'t Know 2. Somewhat unclear 1 = Unclear
4.6 How often have you received a non-financial rewfawch NMS for good performance in the past 5 years?

5. Every 6months 4. Every year 3. Every 2 years 2. OimcByears 1. Never
4.7 To what extent is the criteria for giving out nfimancial rewards followed at NMS?

5 =Always followed 4. Usually followed 30Dt know 2.Usually not followed 1 = Never followed
4.8 To what extent do NMS non-financial rewards hedp yo perform?

5 =Highly Enhancing 4. Enhancing 3. Ddmiow 2 Somewhat enhancing . lot éhhancing

2) EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE

Please select the most appropriate response foh @fiche questions below. It should be noted thatm
membersas used in this questionnaire can be defined apl®mes who share the same immediate

supervisor.
Initiative
51 How many of your team members complete their assants on time?
5.81-100% (all) 4. 61-80% 3. 41-60% 2. 21-40% 1. 0-20% (Almost none)
5.2 How many of your team members complete their assants without follow up by supervisors?
5. 81 - 100% (all) 4. 61-80% 3. 41-60% 2. 21-40% 1. 0-20% (Almost none)
5.3 How often do your team members identify problenimsl@ring their performance out of their own iniitvat?
5. 81-100% of problems 4, 61-80% 3. 41-60% 2. 21-40% 1. 0-20%
5.4 How often do your team members resolve work rdlat®blems on their own?
5. 81-100% of problems 4, 61-80% 3. 41-60% 2. 21-40% 1. 0-20%
5.5 How many of your team members take on more wodedheir daily targets are met before the end gPda
5. 81 -100% (all) 4. 61-80% 3. 41-60% 2. 21-40% 1. 0-20% (Almost none)
Effectiveness
5.6 To what extent do your team members achieve théividual objectives?
5. 81-100% 4. 61-80% 3. 41-60% 2. 21-40% 1. 0-20%
5.7 How many of your team members produce the voluhveook expected of them by NMS?
5.81-100% (all) 4. 61-80% 3. 41-60% 2. 21-40% 1. 0-20% (Almost none)
5.8 How much of the work done by members of your téafree from errors?
5. 81-100% error free 4. 61-80% 3. 41-60% 2. 21-40% 1. 0-20%
5.9 How much of the work of your team members is detd on time?
5. 81-100% 4. 61-80% 3. 41-60% 2. 21-40% 1. 0-20%
Effort
5.10 | How much of the official 8 working hours do yoeatn members spend on NMS work?
5. Over 81% 4. 61-80% 3. 41-60% 2. 21-40% 1. 0-20%
5.11 | How many of your team members work longer thamtbrenal 8 working hours a day?

5. 81 - 100% (all) 4. 61-80% 3. 41-60% 2. 21-40% 1. 0-20% (Almost none)




5.12 | How many of your team members report to work aref?
5. 81 - 100% (all) 4. 61-80% 3. 41-60% 2. 21-40% 1. 0-20% (Almost none)

5.13 | How often do your team members report to work?
5= 5/5days 4. 4/5 days 3. 3/5days 2. Apsl 1 = Never

5.14 | How often do your team members set aside timéstuds how to improve your team'’s performance?

5. Weekly 4. Every 2 weeks 3. Mot 2. Every 6months 1 = Anrlyalr less frequently
5.15 | How much time per week do your team members $&¢ &s discuss how to improve your team’s perforoegn

5= 2.1-3hours 4. 1.6—-2hours 3. 1.1-1.5hrs 2. 0.6 kalurs 1. 0.5hrsor less

Cooperativeness

5.16 | Most members of my department are generally cadjverwith me and others in matters to|[dSA | A| N | D | SD
with NMS work.

5.17 | My team members work together to achieve our compeformance objectives. SA° AN D sSD

5.18 | My team members come in to help each other t@batiderstand their roles whenever there®A | A| N | D | SD
a misunderstanding of the same.

5.19 | In my team, members encourage each other to meg@keoformance objectives. SA° AN D sD

Please suggest ways in which staff members in gepartment can improve their performance

Personal Data
Finally, please fill in or tick the most appropgatsponse that describes you.

Department at NMS Age in years:
[ 2630 [ Abdg
Position:

(1)Head of Dept (2) Officer (3) Astsint (4) Support Staff (5) Othlrgse specify .......coovvveiii i

Gender(1) Male (2) Female Time spent at NMS in years
1) under 1 (2)1-1.9 3)29 (4)3-3.9 (5) above 4
Highest level of education attained1) O-Level (2) A-Level (3)Btzelor’s degree (4)Masters’ degree

5) Other please SPECITY .....eiuiiiee i e e e e e e

Scale:Strongly agree=5, Agree = 4, Neutral = 3, Disagrée strongly disagree = 1



Appendix 2 — Interview Schedule for NMS Heads of Omartment
(All answers to be given in the context of the tifreene2005 - 2010)
PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT
a) Performance planning

i) Around what key areas are individual objectiveganr department set?

i) How has the setting of objectives influenced peniance of staff in your department?

lii) How often are employee activity plans done? ................. How do they contribute to
the performance of staff in your department?

Iv) What Performance targets are usually set in yopadment?

v) How do you plan for capacity building of staff ioyr department?

vi) Is the NMS performance planning system adequageun view? Why do you think so?




vii) How do you think performance planning can be imptbat NMS?

b) Performance Review

i) Please briefly describe the system of measuriniyiohahl performance in your
department (What is measured, when, and by who?)

i) How is measurement done and why?

lii) How does measuring individual performance influees®loyee performance in
your department?

iv) How is performance feedback to employees managgdundepartment?




v) How does performance feedback influence the pedaoa of individuals in your
department?

vi) How do you think performance reviews can be impdoaeNMS?

c) Performance support

i) Do you periodically assess the ability of your dépeantal staff to perform in
their jobs?

i) If your answer is yes, how often is this done apavho?

lii) Which competencies are assessed?

Iv) How do the above competence assessments affgoetfoemance of staff in your
department?




v) Do you have an arrangement for on the job coactiirygur staff?

vi) If your answer is yes, who coaches staff and hdencf

vii) In what areas are employees coached?

viii)  How useful is coaching in improving employee pearfance in your
department

iX) In what areas has NMS trained your department#listthe past 5 years?

X) Has training had any effect on the performancadividuals in your department?

xi) If your answer is yes, please describe how.

-10 -




xit) How do you think NMS can better support its staéfimiers to perform to their
NMS’ expectations?

d) Performance Rewards

i) Do staff members in your department get performaeaards?

i) If your answer is yes, please mention the varigpeg of performance rewards
ever received by your staff in the past five years

iii) What are the criteria for awarding performance relwan your department?

iv) How do performance rewards affect employee perfag®an your department?

v) How do you think NMS can improve on its performane@ard systems?

-11 -




EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE

Briefly describe the level of performance of yoepdrtmental staff in the past 5 years
ending 2010 in the following areas. Please giveraagons why you think the
performance was as described.

1) Self initiative

i) Achieving performance objectives

iii) Quality of work done

iv) Timeliness of work (meeting deadlines)

v) Amount of time (working hours) dedicated to NMS wor

-12-




vi) Reporting time and Attendance

vii) Effort dedicated to improving inputs, systems armbpcts.

viii)  Cooperativeness with each other to achieve NMSctilsgs

iX) What are the major factors affecting employee perémce at NMS?

x) How can employee performance be improved at NMS?

Personal Data
Please fill in or tick the most appropriate resgotist describes you.

Department at NMS Age in years:

[ 26-30 31-35 [ Abdd
Gender: Position:
[ Feméle (1)Head of Dept (2) Officer  (3)Assistant (4)Support Staff
Time spent at NMS in years
B DZ D3 D4D 5 (5)Other please SPECITY ... ...
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