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Abstract: This research assesses the impact of personnel performance appraisal on productivity in organisation. It
is geared towards examining the relationship between self-evaluation apparatus, behavioural checklists, degree of
feedback mechanisms, and management by objectives and employees’ productivity of organisation. Data was
collected from both primary and secondary sources. The structured research questionnaire was administered to a
random sample of 33lemployees and customers from various organisations. The organisations were chosen
randomly within Birnin Kebbi metropolis. The research data analysis was done using descriptive and inferential
statistics. The analysis result showed that there was a statistical difference on factors motivating different levels of
management on employee loyalty and employee retention. When comparing Employee loyalty factors at
low/middle level and at low/high level, the significant value is 0.001 while at middle /high level the significant
level is 0.206. It further shows that comparing Employee retention factors at low/high level the significant value is
0.00, at middle/high level is 0.037 while low/middle is 0.066. These indicate that perception at different level
varies and based on these findings it is recommended that management should take into consideration the
motivating factors at different levels to enable them retain their employee and ensure their loyalty At the end of
this work the researcher was able to conclude that personnel performance appraisal has significant impact on
employee’s productivity through their self-evaluation, behavioural checklist mechanisms, degree of feedbacks and
management by objectives mechanisms. It is also concluded that this can lead to improve employee’s
performance, motivate and fairly used for reward system in an organisation.

Keywords: Productivity, Performance Appraisal, Management by Objective, Behavioural Checklist.

Introduction

Organisations are established to perform certain tasks and use different cadre of staff to achieve their objectives.
To maintain standards and anticipated productivity, organisations have to keep abreast with both new knowledge
and technological advances. This fast growing challenge requires that organisations engage or update their staff so
that they can cope with the rate of generation of new changes in these areas. Some of the coping mechanisms
applied by organisations are: recruitment of trainable staff, reproofing of present staff, in service training in certain
disciplines and on the job trainings.

A performance appraisal system is a good instrument that can be used to improve the quality of an organisation’s
work force productivity, which is considered as an important aspect in human resources management and as part
of the control process in administration (Kavussi Shal, 1999). It is an important instrument in the manpower
management. If it is performed correctly and logically, it can conduct the organisations to their goals and the
employees will achieve their interests (Hamidi et al, 2011). In order for an organisation to achieve its objectives,
planning of the appraisal process is an important subject which should be undertaken to enable it achieves the
objectives like work force development, including improvements, promotions and assignments in managerial
positions, persuasion and punishment, salary increase, personnel's performance feedback and determining their
educational needs. Employee perceptions of the fairness of performance evaluations are critical to the success of
any appraisal system (Rubin and Edwards, 2020).
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Therefore, an appraisal can be considered as an important factor in identifying the people's talents and capacities
and its results can make them aware of advancements, plans and goals. An organisation, itself, needs to detect the
employees’ efficiency to improve the manpower's status, for the purpose of increasing their productivity and
making positive changes in its trend (Hamidi et al, 2011). Appraisal can also be used to improve productivity
through minimizing of employee’s complaints and perception of unfairness, if it is deployed objectively (Rubin
and Edwards, 2020).

Performance appraisal is a veritable tool for employee productivity. The essence of performance appraisal is to
checkmate the contribution made by every employee and to know how well they are going on with their tasks.
Appraisal help to identify the skilled and performing employee of an organisation to increase their salary and other
benefits that can make them satisfied on their job (Lawler et al, 2013).

There are lots of problems associated with effective performance appraisal which includes untrained
supervisors/managers, lack of effective metrics, inconsistent rating of employees, unreliable reward systems. It is
on this premises that the study seeks to know the influence of performance appraisal on employee productivity.

CONCEPTUAL REVIEW
THE CONCEPT OF PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL

Mwema and Gachunga (2014) averred that performance appraisal helps in evaluating employees’ activities and
should be geared towards the accomplishment of the organisational goals and objectives. Onyije (2015) viewed
performance appraisal as efforts to match the employee’s performance with the work situation and analysing the
prospects in the future. Also, Ayomikun (2017) sees performance appraisal as a tool to identify the strength of
employee to perform his/her task and the weakness inherent in the accomplishment of the task. It also involves
the establishment of actions to achieve organisational goals.

It is this vein that Mwena and Gachunga (2014) averred that performance appraisal involved three processes
which includes: the assigning to subordinate with responsibilities that will help him/her to gain expetiences that
will aid is performance, carrying out the assigned responsibilities effectively and efficiently and evaluation of the
responsibility by the superior to ascertain suitability for reward or promotion. (Lawler et al, 2012). Hamidi et al
(2011) opined that “performance appraisal should be a systematic way of determining the ability of employee in
carrying out his/her assigned duty. It helps to know those who can petform and those who cannot”. It is
therefore imperative that performance appraisal should be both useful in judging and correcting performance in
an otrganisation. Performance appraisal should bring out the potentials in employee, reveal his/her ateas of
competence, the training needs and adequate rewards or promotion desired (Mwena and Gachunga, 2014).

The usefulness of performance appraisal or its importance as been opined by Bhurtel and Adhikari (2016) is to
help organisation allocate its resources, provide feedback mechanism to employees on their performances,
maintain working relationship in their team and reward them accordingly within the fair and equal working rules
and regulations. Performance appraisal systems should help to develop the employees for the overall
organisational objectives. The objectives of performance appraisal therefore varies from different scholars
perspectives; it is judgemental or punitive in some views while it is correctional in some others views.

Ayomikun (2017) enumerated the benefits of performance appraisal for both the employees and the organisations
as follows: Employee benefits come from them understanding their strength and weakness and their potential for
future development as indicated by the appraisal systems. He listed the benefits an employee’s gain from appraisal
to include:

Gaining additional rewards

Determining the means for salary increment and payment of bonuses
Motivation for improve performance to gain promotion.
Recognition of employee’s abilities

Enhancing of supervisory supports

Provision of needed feedbacks from the organisation
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PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL SYSTEMS

DeCenzo (2016) identified that performance appraisal can both be traditional and modern appraisal systems been
used by most organisations.

Traditional Methods

Ranking Method

Paired Comparison
Grading

Forced distribution method
Forced choice method & Checklist method
Critical balanced method
Graphic scale method
HEssay method

Field review method
Confidential report
Modern Methods

Management by Objectives (MBO)
Behavioural Anchored Rating Scale
Assessment censor

360 degree appraisal

Cost accounting method

360 Degrees Appraisal

According to Kuzulu and Iyem, (2016), the 360 degrees appraisal is a performance appraisal system that is similar
to a compass which has multiple points. The appraisal system operates such that each employee can get feedback
on his/her performance from the supetior, peers, co-workers, staff members and customers. The appraisal system
ensures that employee receive multiple feedbacks from all people they interact with in the organisation i.e all
stakeholders that the employee’s performance has impact upon. It is widely used for senior and middle level
employees as their complexity roles in the organisation need sufficient data for a meaningful assessment. It is
veritable tool for training and development within the organisation decision making such as promotion and
placement. It comprises of four integral components:

Self appraisal: in this component, the employee has the opportunity to look at his/her strengths and weaknesses,
then judge his/her performance base on his/her achievements.

Superior’s appraisal: This is the component where the superior rate the performance of the employees based on
their responsibilities and their actual performance.

Subordinate’s appraisal: This is the component where the employees are allowed to judge the superiors based on
certain performance indicators such as superior’s communication and motivating skills, delegating abilities,
leadership qualities etc. In this situation, the employees are referred to as internal customers.

Peer appraisal: This is the component where the peers and contemporaries give correct feedback to help
employee’s abilities to work in a team, co-operation and sensitivity towards others.

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL PROCESS

According to DeCenco et al (2016), the performance appraisal process has six steps which every employee must
undertake before it can be effective. These steps are:
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1: Establishing performance standards

Performance standards consist of departmental goals and objectives and the organisation’s overall strategy and
objectives that need to be achieved. These standards focused on the position in the organisation, it is not on
individual capability. The standards adhere strictly to the same rules that apply to goal-setting; it is imperative that
the rules should be “SMART"” specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time-bound.

Also, performance standards include both observable behaviours—the how—and the expected results that
comprise satisfactory job performance.

Step 2: Communicating the performance standards

Effectiveness of performance standards depend on cleatly communicated expectations and understanding of the
expectations by the employees. It is based on the assumption that individual employee is competent thus the only
requirement from the organisation is to provide initial and corrective training that will aid the performance
management process. The training should be specific so as to help the employee to perform to standard and there
is need to communicate such performance standards to the employees.

Step 3: Measuring the performance

This involves expressing the performance in terms that can be measured. The numeric value should be attached to
the performance such as quantity, quality, time frame, costs etc. that will be easy to measure. In another vein,
expression in the area of soft skills such as customer service, leadership, communication, supervision skills, etc. are
difficult to measure and evaluate. Therefore, the measuring of performance should be in the numeric values that
are simple and easy to measure.

Step 4: Comparing actual performance with performance standards

The actual performance of the employees will be compared with the standard performance set by the
organisation. There is need for the organisation to document actions and results which the following
characteristics must be identified:

Formal i.e., in writing

Factual

Accurate

Specific

Consistency that covers the entire review period.

Balanced performance including both satisfactory and unsatisfactory performance

Step 5: Discussing the appraisal with the employee

This stage is very difficult most times because the managers and the subordinates may find it challenging to
manage the emotions and expectations while discussing the appraisal. The ability of the managers to handle
emotionally laden performance discussion will help the managers to relate either by regulatly providing feedback
and coach the employees from time to time basis. It is important that the managers should note employees with
consistent poor performance, and provide corrective actions for such poor performance while motivating to
sustain the positive performance. It is on this note that the managers should not always wait for annual review
before providing corrective actions for poor performances. This will require the managers to adequately deal with
the appraisal process in civilized and calmed manner that will engender motivations rather than punishments.

Step 6: Implementing the personnel action
The implementation of action or next steps of discussion is the final step in the appraisal process. This might be a

reward such as salary increment, promotion, advancement or it can be a corrective or coaching action that will
assist the employees to achieve their desire results or goals or expectations. At this stage also, performance gaps
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are also identified, supervisors and managers therefore assess the reasons why the employees are not meeting the
expectations. It is this process that will help to determine the training needs that will help to meet expectations of
all stakeholders. Also at this stage, the performance evaluation may warrant termination of some actions in a
timely manner.

Ibrahim and Daniel (2018) argued that organisations should evaluate their employees frequently, utilized targets
and time management. Organisations should also use behavioural performance method to increase interpersonal
relationships, team work and nurtured integration. Both the appraisers and the appraisees will benefits from
effective performance appraisals as well as the organisations. The appraisees benefit in a many ways which
includes: helping them to discover expectations from them so as to set their goals, better understanding their
strengths and weaknesses so as to adjust appropriately, it also provide a feedback platform for them create
constructive forum for behavioural adjustment, it provides avenue for them to give their input to the manager in
the decision making and finally, it create a plan to improve behaviour, and get a better grasp on the goals and
priorities of the company.

The Triple-P Model

The Triple-P model has been developed based on the terminology surrounding the productivity to give a
schematic view of how the different terms are suggested to be used (Tangen, 2005). The model includes five
terms; productivity, profitability, performance, effectiveness and efficiency captured the differences and explains
their relationships.

Productivity is at the center of Triple P-model and it gives a straightforward operational definition of productivity
as a ratio of output to the input. The output is quantity i.e. number of correctly produced products that meet
specification is divided by the input which is the quantity of all type of the resources that are consumed in the
transformation process.

Profitability is also seen as the relation between output and input, but includes influences from price-factors (i.c.
price recovery).

Performance is the umbrella term of manufacturing excellence and includes profitability as well as non-cost
factors such as quality, speed, delivery and flexibility. Effectiveness is a term to be used when the output of the
manufacturing transformation process is focused, while efficiency represents how well the input of the
transformation process (i.e. resources) is utilized.

METHODOLOGY

This study employed descriptive survey design. This was used in order to facilitate answers to the research
question and testing the hypothesis. This design was adopted to ease data collection and analysis and give desired
and robust research output. The population of the study was 2,400 of selected employees/customers and the
sample size was determined using the Krejcie and Morgan 1970 table in Sarantakos (2005) to arrive at a sample
size of 331 employees and customers. The research questionnaire was administered to a random sample of
331employees and customers who are from the organisations. The organisations were chosen randomly within
Birnin Kebbi metropolis. The Heads of each organisation were contacted personally. To ensure a prompt
response rate, the questionnaires were delivered by hand to the two organisation who then administered it to their
employees/ customers. A total of 331 questionnaires were distributed at the rate of minimum of 1 per respondent
and 298 respondents returned completed and valid questionnaires, representing a 90% response rate. According to
Ikeagwu (1998), in an analytical survey of this nature, 40% of the population would be enough for adequate
generalization. Hence the final sample size of 298 was used to test the hypotheses. In order to generate the
appropriate data required to achieve the objectives of this research work, the researcher found it relevant to use
primary data. Data generated were analysed twice. First, data were submitted to a descriptive analysis through the
Frequencies procedure that provides statistics useful for describing many types of variables. Moreover, the Cross-
tabs procedure forms (two-way and multi-way tables) were useful to find the shared relations between the
variables and provide a variety of tests and measures of significant relationship for two-way tables. The descriptive
statistics measured most of the contents in the questionnaire where it involved Self Evaluation (SE), Behavioural
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Check List (BCL), 360 Degree feedback (DF), and Management by Objective (MBO). Thereafter, regression
analysis and ANOVA were performed on the data. The dependent variable (level employees’ productivity towards
performance appraisal) was regressed on each of the independent variables. Thereafter, the t-test was used to test
for significance of the regression parameters. The adoption of regression technique is due to the fact that it can be
used for data in which the independent variables are correlated with one another and even to some extent with the
dependent variable. Pallant (2007) argued that it is used when the predictive ability of a set of independent
variables on one continuous dependent variable is to be explored. The profiles of each cluster are obtained from
variables included in the analysis such as demographic and attitudinal variables. One-way ANOVA is performed
to test for differences between the identified clusters. All analyses were conducted with the SPSS 20.0 statistical

analysis program.

Presentation of Data

The tables below represent the conceptual demographic distribution of the respondents as it relates to

performance appraisal and the level employees’ productivity.

Table 1.1: Demographic and Personal Characteristics of Respondents

S/N Categorization
V1: Organisations Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
Valid  Waziri Umaru Fed. Poly | 184 62.1 62.1
Guaranty Trust Bank 113 379 379 62.1
Total 298 100 100 100
V2: Gender Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
Valid Male 159 53.4 534 534
Female 139 46.6 46.6 100.0
Total 298 100.0 100.0
V3: Age Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
Valid 20 -29yrs 103 34.6 35.0 35.0
30 — 39yrs 132 443 44.9 79.9
40 — 49yrs 54 18.1 184 97.0
50 yrs and above 9 3.0 3.0 100.0
Total 298 100.0 100.0
V4: Staff Category Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
Valid Academic 172 57.7 069.1 69.1
Non Teaching 47 15.8 18.9 88.0
Operations Staff 23 7.7 9.2 97.2
Field Staff 7 2.3 2.8 100.0
Total 249 83.6 100
Missing system 49 16.4
Total 298 100.0
V5 Educational Qualification Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
Valid  Phd/Master Degree 52 17.4 17.5 17.5
Bachelor’s Degree/ | 68 22.8 22.9 40.4
HND 59 19.8 19.9 60.3
NCE /Diploma 67 22.5 22.6 82.8
HNDY/ First degree 48 16.1 16.2 100.0
School Certificate 4 1.3 1.3
Others (please specify) 298 100 100
Total
V6: Discipline Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
Valid Humanities/Educations | 232 77.9 78.9 78.9
Management & S/Sciences | 53 17.8 18.0 96.9

36 I WWW.1jmssst.org

Copyright © 2023 IJMSSSR All rights reserved m_



file:///G:/IJMSSSR%20Paper/2019%20volume%201%20issue%201%20january-february/7..........17.02.2019%20manuscript%20id%20IJMSSSR007/www.ijmsssr.org

International Journal of Management Studies and Scocial Science Research

Engineering/Sciences 8 2.7 2.7 99.7
Others (please specify) ... |1 3 3 100,0
294 98.7 100.0
Missing system 4 1.3
Total 298 100.0
V7: Length of Service Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
Valid 1-10 years 40 13.4 13.8 13.8
11 — 20 years 04 215 221 35.9
21— 30 years 76 255 26.2 62.1
3lyears and Above 110 36.9 379 100.0
Total 290 97.3 100.0
Missing system 8 2.7
Total 298 100.0

Source: Researchers Field Work 2021

Q1(Table 1.1) While 62.1% of the respondents are from Waziri Umaru Federal Polytechnic Birnin Kebbi and
37.9% are Guaranty Trust Bank, all the respondents were responsible for performance appraisers within their
organisations. This is reflected in V1 (table 1.1)

Q2 (Table 1.1) shows the gender position of the respondents. 53.4% of the respondents are male and 46.6% are
female, all respondents were fit for the performance appraiser analysis vis-a-vis productivity of their various
organisation. This is reflected in V2 (table 1.1)

Q3 (table 1.1) represents the age distribution of the respondents interviewed. 34.6% are between the ages of 20-29
yrs, 44.3% are between the ages of 30 — 39 yrs, 18.1 are between the ages of 40-49 yrs, and 3.0% are between the
ages of 50 and above.

Q4 (table 1.1) shows the respondents’ staff category. 57.7% of the respondent’s academic staff, 15.8% Non-
Teaching Staff, 7.7% Operation Staff, while 2.3% Field Staff. This distribution shows that the respondent’s cadre
skewed towards Waziri Umaru Federal Polytechnic.

Q5 (table 1.1) represents the distribution of the respondent’s highest educational qualification. 17.4% of the
respondent have PhD/ Master Degtee, 22.8% have Bachelor Degree/ HND, 19.8%, have NCE/Diplomas, 22.5%
have a School Certificates and 16.1% have other qualifications.

Q6 (table 1.1) shows the respondent’s discipline. 77.9% atre from Humanites/Education, 17.8% are from
Management/ Social Sciences 2.7% are from Engineering/Sciences, while 3% indicated others. We have 1.3%
representing the missing system (those who did not indicate their discipline on the questionnaire.

Q7 (table 1.1) shows the respondents’ length of service distribution. 13.4% have worked with the organisation for
a period of 1 — 10 years, 21.5% have worked for 11 — 20 years, 25.5% have worked for 21 -30 years, while 36.9%
have worked for 30 —above years, others. 2.7% are the missing system (unspecified options).

Table 1.2 Personnel performance appraisals criteria such as change in the rating scale, attitude,

interpersonal skills, customer service and management by objective significantly influenced employee’s
productivity in an organisation.

Descriptive Statistics

Std.
N Minimum [Maximum [Mean |Deviation [Skewness
Std.
Independent variables Statistic [Statistic  [Statistic  |Statistic [Statistic  [Statistic [Error
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| L

Q21 Rating scale has helped the

organisation productivity improved over]298 1.0 5.0 2.916 [1.7104 .030 141
the years.
Q22 Attitude can serve as a tool forlyg. 10 50 3794 |1.1938 | 835 142

improved job performance

Q23 Interpersonal  skills  enhancefyog 1 5.0 3383 [1.3931  |.527 141
productivity in the organisation.

Q24 Customer service sustains  the]
achievement of the  organisational298 1.0 5.0 3.839 |1.1952 -.865 1141
objectives.

(Q25. Management by objectives ca
2'298

significantly connect to increase i 1.0 5.0 3.624  [1.0761 -545 141
productivity
Valid N (listwise) 296

Source: Researchers Field Work 2021

From historical development perspectives, organisation plan must identify value drivers which serve as key
performance indicators (KPIs). It measurement must not be limited to internal KPIs. According to Sroufe (2017),
strategic priorities and available resources, organisations may take different strategic responses to productivity and
form a unique strategic performance appraisal model, Sroufe (2017). The sample size for all the independent
variables is N = 298. The minimum and maximum are 1.0 and 5.0 respectively. People on the maximum
parameter score high in performance appraisal and these categories of respondents occupy high management
echelon. The mean score for

LEP = a0+al1RS+a2A+a3IPS+a4 CS + o4 MBO + éi, this translates into «a0+«12.916+023.794+033.383+04
3.839 + a4 3.624 + 141i. Mean = median = mode = 0

This shows that the mean value for rating scale is influence by employee’s productivity and organisation
sustainability because the score is strongly positively skewed compare to Attitude, interpersonal skills, customer
service and management by objectives whose distribution is left skewed. However, it is less skewed or more
symmetrical- than our rating scale which had skewness = .030. The standard deviation is above +1 which indicates
that the spread is adequate. With this, there is evidence that ratings scale is a common method of appraisal. It uses
a set of pre-determined criteria that a manager uses to evaluate an employee against each set of criteria that is
weighted so that a measured score can be calculated at the end of the review. It also evidence that the single factor
RS overshadow all other factors without any objective evaluation.

Table 1.3 Performance appraisals mechanism influence on the level of employee’s productivity in an
organisation.

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation [N
'V 21 Level of employees’ productivity 2.906 1.5997 298
V22 Self Evaluation 3.712 1.3081 298
V23 Behavioural checklist 3.385 1.4912 298
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il C

V24  Degree of Feedback 3053 13467 bos
V25  Management by Objectives 3.038 15102 bog

Here we are interested in the overall distribution of performance of the variables to see their influence on
employee productivity. The mean score for all variables is (2.53). The mean score for SE+BCL + DF +MBO =
f(x) =3.712 +3.385 + 3.253 +3.038, in the model, the mean becomes 2.53x. The mean score for SE+BCL +
DF + MBO is higher than total mean score (2.53), this show a mean distribution of the variables are influenced by
the skewing. The standard deviation indicates a narrower distribution for all the variables i.e a homogenous score
around the mean. This shows that performance appraisal influences the level of employee’s productivity. This
shall be subjected to further analysis using the regression analysis.

Model Summaryb?2

Std.  ErrorlChange Statistics

of thelR Square] Sig. H
Model R R Square [Adjusted R Square |[Estimate  [Change F Change |[dfl df2  |Change
1 .851a |741 738 .8191 741 202911 W 283 1000

A. Predictors: (Constant), Self Evaluation, Behavioural Checklist, Degree Of Feedback, Management By
Objectives

B. Dependent Variable: Level of Employees’ Productivity

ANOVAa
Sum of]
Model Squares Df [Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regtession 544.585 4 136.146 202.911 .000b
Residual 189.884 283 .671
Total 734.469 287

a. Dependent Variable: Level Of Employees’ Productivity

b. Predictors: (Constant), Self Evaluation, Behavioural Checklist,
Degree Of Feedback, Management By Objectives

Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error  [Beta T Sig.
(Constant) -.502 151 -3.319 .001
SELF EVALUATION 011 .059 .009 192 .848
BEHAVIOURAL CHECKLIST 262 .063 1244 4.163 .000
1 DEGREE OF FEEDBACK 488 060 411 3.158 .000
MANAGEMENT BY OBJECTIVES  |.293 .055 277 5.356 .000

a. Dependent Variable: LEVEL OF EMPLOYEES’ PRODUCTIVITY

Discussion of Findings
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Results of the Multiple Linear Regression Model indicate that: «0= -.502, «a1=.011, a2=.262, a3= 488, a4= 293
Thus, our model becomes

LP=-502 + .011SE + .262BCL +.488DF + .293MBO

The calculated t statistics were -3.319, .192, 4.163, 8.158 and 5.368 for constant, X1, X2, X3, and X4 respectively.
The associated significant probabilities are 0.001, .848, 0.000, 0.000 and 0.000 for constant X1, X2, X3, and X4
respectively, thus indicating that three of the independent variables (behaviourial checklist, degree of feedback and
management by objective as it relates to level of employees’ productivity) are significant predictors of the level of
employees’ productivity at the ninety-fifth percent (95%) confidence level, hence t value of 8.158 at P = 0.000 is
highly significant. It further indicates that all our variables are significant predictors of LP.

The ANOVA table indicated a calculated F statistic of 202.911 with a significant probability of 0.00, thus
indicating that the overall significance of the regression model is good (model fit positive). The value of R square
(coetficient of determination) is 0.741 while the adjusted R-square was 0.738, thus indicating that approximately
seventy-four percent (74%) of the variation toward level employees’ productivity is accounted for or explained by
variations in self-evaluation, behavioural checklist, degree of feedback and management by objective, while the
remaining 26% is explained by the error term.

The findings showed that all the relationships except that between level of employees’ productivity and degree of
feedback were statistically significant at the five percent (5%) level. Thus, at the ninety-five percent (95%)
confidence level, the research findings are:

The results of the regression test indicate that there is a positive relationship between the dependent variable
(Level of employees’ productivity) and four of the independent variables — self-evaluation (X1) behavioural
checklist (X2) degree of feedback (X3) as well as management by objective (X4) because they were significant.
However, the regression between level of employees’ productivity and all the independent variables (X1, X2, X3
and X4) was significant at the five percent (5%) level. The regression test further revealed that there is one
negative relationship between level of employees’ productivity and one independent variable, self-evaluation (X1).
This confirmed that the process is subjective, and employees may struggle with either rating themselves too high
or too low, as a results, it accounts for the partially relationship to performance output (Sroufe, 2017). The
inference drawn here is that a single factor may overshadow all other factors without any objective evaluation.

It also reveals that there is no detailed analysis or detail on how the employee is actually doing, nor does it discuss
goals, in the process of appraiser a YES or NO is recorded

Similar findings reveal that degree of feedback runs the risk of taking in broad generalizations from outside
sources who many do not know how to provide constructive feedback. This aspect of performance appraisal
provides a bigger picture of an employee’s performance and that is why it accounts for the highest level of
significance showing a relationship between level employees’ productivity and performance appraisal in the two
organisations.

Finally, It reveal that in the time past, employee and manager do not specify sets of attainable performance goals
that the employee will strive to achieve over a given petriod of time and MBO is supposed to serve as catalyst for
empowering in terms of personal career development.

This probably accounts for the significance of the t-test for significance of the coefficient of degree of feedback
(@3) at the five percent (5%) level, thus indicating that at the ninety-five percent (95%) confidence level, level
employees’ productivity is a significant predictor of performance appraisals. Indeed, the t-test for significance of
the remaining regression coefficients self-evaluation (X1) behavioural checklist (X2) degree of feedback (X3)
management by objective (X4) were all significant at the ninety-fifth percent (95%) confidence levels, thus
indicating that all the independent variables are predictors of level of employees’ productivity. This is in agreement
with Ayomikun (2017) study which shows the presence of significant positive outcomes when the organisation
uses performance appraisal as a motivation tool. Further, the study finds that the use of more than one appraisal
techniques helps yield greater satisfaction and consequently higher motivational levels. It concludes that Where
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performance appraisal is viewed as most successful in the private sector, it is firmly embedded in the context of
management and personnel systems that provide incentives for managers to use performance appraisal ratings as
the organisation intends in the public sector.

The R-Square is good because is above 50% percent. The model summary revealed an R coefficient of 0.861,
vielding an R-square of 0.741 and an adjusted R-square coefficient of 0.738; thus indicating that 74% of the
variation in the dependent variable (Level of employees’ productivity) is accounted for (explained) by the
independent variables (X1) behavioural checklist (X2) degree of feedback (X3) management by objective (X4)
The high coefficient of determination, as it were, is suggestive of a high explanatory power of the independent
variables (predictors), thus leaving a lower proportion of the variation in the dependent vatriable (level of
employees’ productivity) to factors not captured in the model-stochastic variables. Dina van jihk (2015)
continuous surveillance on performance appraisal and evaluation; explained this where it considered the lower
proportion of the variation in the dependent variable to accommodate changes in few exceptions where the
analysis of managerial performance is cast at a high level of abstraction; far less attention has been given to the
sort of detailed, task-centered definition typical of simpler, more concrete jobs and concluded that A job may be
more or less routinized, structured, and constrained by the requirements of machinery or defined by training, but
the evaluation of job performance will always depend in the final analysis on external judgments about what is
most important (number of units produced or quality of the units produced; everyday performance or response to
the infrequent emergency; single-minded pursuit of profits or avoidance of environmental damage).

Lastly, the ANOVA table revealed a calculated I statistic of 202.911 which was significant at the ninety-fifth
percent (95%) confidence level. The implication is that the overall significance of the model is good. To this end,
the study finds that the Linear Regression Model provides a better fit, and overall, the parameter estimates are
improved.

Conclusion

The findings demonstrated that the personnel performance appraisal has significant impact on employee’s
productivity through their self-evaluation, behavioural checklist mechanisms, degree of feedback mechanisms and
management by objectives mechanisms which will help to improve productivity in the organisations and their
sustainability. It can therefore be concluded that employee participations in the personnel performance appraisal
were high and led to improve employee performances. However, the perception of the objectivity of the process,
motivation, reward and outcome in promotion has being judged fair. More so, it was found that personnel
performance appraisal is an important tool used to assess employees’ efficiency in workplace and it usually takes
the form of annual review to evaluate work performance and significant training needs.
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