International Journal of Academic Research in Accounting, Finance and Management Sciences
Vol. 9, No.1, January 2019, pp. 11–20
E-ISSN: 2225-8329, P-ISSN: 2308-0337
© 2018 HRMARS
www.hrmars.com

To cite this article: Babagana, S.A., Mat, N. B., Ibrahim, H. B. (2019). Determinants of Effectiveness of Performance
Appraisal (EPA) for Academics in Nigerian Higher Education Institutions(HEIs): A Pilot Study, International Journal of
Academic Research in Accounting, Finance and Management Sciences 9 (1): 11-20.
http://dx.doi.org/10.6007/IJARAFMS/v9-i1/5720 (DOI: 10.6007/IJARAFMS/v9-i1/5720)

Determinants of Effectiveness of Performance Appraisal (EPA) for
Academics in Nigerian Higher Education Institutions (HEIs): A Pilot Study
Suleiman Abubakar Babagana1, Norsiah Bt Mat2, Hadziroh Binti Ibrahim3
1,2,3

School of Business Management, Universiti Utara Malaysia, Sintok, Kedah, Malaysia,
1
E-mail: sbabagana@fptb.edu.ng (Corresponding author)

Abstract
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Effective performance appraisal (EPA) is indispensable to organizations in establishing their accomplishments
as well as improving employees’ performance. Previous literature has indicated the impacts of organizational
fairness, organizational politics, transactional leadership and employee’s participation on performance
appraisal (PA). The objective of this study is to confirm the validity and reliability of the research instruments
in examining the relationships between organizational fairness, Politics, transactional leadership, and
employees’ participation on EPA among academics in Nigeria. A survey method was employed, and a total of
40 questionnaires set was distributed to respondents via convenience sampling. Results confirmed the
validity and reliability of the instruments adapted.
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1. Introduction
Performance appraisal (PA) is one of the HRM policies that organizations endeavor to implement
effectively. The effectiveness of performance appraisal (EPA) requires the support of top management by
demonstrating commitment and translating organizational goals and objectives into individualized clear
employee goals (Boice and Kleiner, 1997). Executing PA with no well-defined objectives can have severe
effects such as employee dissatisfaction, decreasing productivity and organizational commitment (Maley,
2013). Human resource management (HRM) literature indicated that PA is an area that HRM researchers
and practitioners have focused interest on because of its observed impact on overall organizational
effectiveness (Robbins & Judge, 2009). Besides, it has also been reported that important positive job
outcomes such as organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and work performance have an impact on
the practice (Idowu, 2017, Kampkotter, 2016; Othman, 2014). Hence, effective EPA will reinforce the
quality of the employee performance evaluation (Moradi et al., 2017), which might manifest on the overall
employees’ performance (Harrington and Lee, 2015; Kampkotter, 2016).
Extant literature (Atkins and Wood, 2002; Banks and Murphy, 1985; Schraeder et al., 2007) have
demonstrated the failure of PA systems in some organizations, and this warrants a holistic approach
towards ensuring the practice of an EPA system (Ikramullah et al., 2016). Specifically, the problems
militating against EPA have been reported in numerous studies. For instance, unfair judgement on a good
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performance in appraisals (Egginton, 2010; Getnet et al., 2014), organizational politics (Rosen et al., 2017),
as well as leadership (Tredrea, 2018) some of these issues. Similarly, the inability to consider the future by
pursuing strategies that may produce better outcomes (Para-Gonzalez et al. (2018), as well as less or nonemployee participation (Roberts, 2003; Saad, 2014), makes the employees see the appraisal process as
valueless and ineffective (Wright, 2004). Arguably, prior studies, apart from developing frameworks,
focused on certain predictors as determinants of EPA (Abbas, 2014; Christopher et al., 2017; Hemans and
Abena, 2011; Phin, 2015). Though, there are few studies that have investigated certain factors or variables
to determine the EPA, yet, not much is known on how the variables for this study could establish EPA as the
exploration of the area is still ongoing. Thus, the uniqueness of this study shall increase knowledge by
developing a framework that will determine whether organizational fairness, organizational politics, and
transactional leadership may establish EPA with the moderating role of employee participation in that
regard.
Prior studies on EPA and its predictors adapted a variety of measures from different sources for the
purpose of their research. This study has similarly adopted different measures from a variety of sources to
achieve its aim. Accordingly, this paper presents the results of the pilot test concerning the determinants of
EPA among academics in Nigerian HEIs. The aim is to ascertain the reliability as well as the validity of the
constructs in diverse settings and context at large before proceeding ahead to the main survey. This is
desirable to confirm the content validity and internal consistency of the measures adapted. It is important
because validity measures the degree to which an instrument is assessing what it ought to be measured,
whereas reliability determines the extent to which an instrument is devoid of error and consistent among
different measures of the scale (Sekaran and Bougie, 2010).
2. Literature review
2.1. Performance Appraisal
PA is an area that scholars and practitioners in HRM have focused interest because of its impacts on
an organization’s overall effectiveness (Robbins and Judge, 2011). Scholars have been defined the concept
in several ways. For instance, Giangreco et al. (2012) defined it as a series of procedures carried out in
organizations that centered on reviewing objective employees’ responsibilities connected with mental
attributes, as well as assessing expected performance against actual performance. It is also a procedure
related to the annual evaluation of an individual’s job performance aimed at improving individual and
organizational performances. However, Bekele et al. (2014) described it to mean an activity that measures
employees’ accomplishments and deficiencies in order to establish if a certain employee requires
promotion or training based on assessed performance. Drawing from the above definitions, the concept
can simply be described as a process meant to assess and develop employees’ potentials within a stipulated
period towards achieving organizational set objectives. Therefore it becomes imperative that organizations
set and pursue PA policies that will support EPA system.
EPA plays a significant role towards evaluating employees’ quality (Shin, 2011), as well as supporting
managerial decisions in organizations on issues that could stimulate and boost employees’ performance
based on PA outcomes (Fletcher, 2001; Kampkotter, 2016). Moreover, it has been reported that PA impacts
on organizational commitment and organizational performance (Armstrong-Stassen and Schlosser, 2010;
Williams et al., 2015). This might perhaps justify why organizations in both the public and private sectors
embrace the practice in order to achieve effectiveness and competitiveness (Armstrong and Baron, 2005;
Rusli and Sopian, 2013). Therefore, addressing its ineffectiveness, as well as establishing the elements that
will support its effectiveness becomes critical (Christopher et al., 2017; Idowu, 2017; Ikramullah et al.,
2016; Iqbal et al., 2015; Longenecker and Fink, 2013; Raja, 2016; Saad, 2014; Sharma and Sharma, 2017).
The standalone relationships between PA with elements such as; organizational fairness, organizational
politics, transactional leadership, and employees’ participation has been studied. However, bringing these
elements in a framework to determine EPA will contribute towards further understanding the role they will
play.

12

International Journal of Academic Research in Accounting, Finance and Management Sciences
Vol. 9 (1), pp. 11–20, © 2019 HRMARS (www.hrmars.com)

2.2. Organizational Fairness
Perceived fairness practices concerning issues such as employee PA are of paramount importance to
organizations (Trivellas and Kakkos, 2015). Thus, the trust employees have on the PA system fairness is very
vital; otherwise, it may end up being of no value (Roberts, 2003). If, employees’ perceptions on PA are seen
as unfair, this might influence the benefits that could be derived from it, an employee’s positive attitudes
and performance may deteriorate instead of rising (Getnet et al., 2014). It is observed that employees’
views on all aspects of organizational fairness have an effect on their job performance throughout the PA
process (Richter et al., 2016).
Extant literature has indicated that various types of organizational fairness have been established
(Colquitt et al., 2012). For instance, based on equity theory (Adams, 1963), it is argued that it consists of
three dimensions which are; distributive fairness, procedural fairness and interactional fairness
(interpersonal and informational) (Cheng, 2014; Collins and Mossholder, 2017; Karkoulian et al., 2016;
Sharma et al., 2016). While some scholars (Trivellas and Kakkos, 2015; VouBem et al., 2016), argue that it
has two dimensions which are distributive fairness and procedural fairness.
Distributive fairness signifies the degree to which outcomes of appraisal are allocated fairly (Saad
and Elshaer, 2017), as well as associated with the ratings of PA earned by employees (Abbas, 2014).
However, Procedural fairness concerns decisions about the procedure used to establish outcomes (VouBem
et al. 2016), particularly the perceptions held by employees that procedures engaged by supervisors to
evaluate their performances (Collins and Mossholder, 2017; Colquitt et al., 2001; Salleh et al., 2013).
Interactional fairness is conversely, a social in nature, denoting supervisor-subordinate relations as well as
the extent to which employees are treated in the PA process (Collins and Mossholder, 2017; Greenberg,
2011; Salleh et al., 2013). Scholars (Collins and Mossholder, 2017; Greenberg, 1993; Phin, 2015; Saad and
Elshaer, 2017) recognize the concept has two different and precise types or dimensions; interpersonal and
informational. These types or dimensions have been reported as being particularly significant while
studying relational phenomena (Collins and Mossholder, 2017).
2.3. Organizational Politics
The enormity of the influence politics has on the appraisal of employee performance has been
reported in Tziner et al. (1996) study. Moreover, it was observed that the standing of politics regarding PA
have been generally stressed in extant literature (Shah and Hamid, 2016). Rusli Ahmad (2007) describes PA
as comprising the use of various kinds of political influences and power with the intention to promote an
internal political relationship among raters and rates. However, Rosen, et al. (2017) contends that politics
have an influence on the manner supervisors assess information while evaluating performance. It is further
argued that once the main individual’s interest was for employees’ benefit, organizational politics may
likely result in effective HR decisions (Saad and Elshaer, 2017). But where employees probably recognize
workplace politics as unbearable, withdrawal from the organization by indicating the intention to quit, turn
out to be rampant (Ahmad and Lemba, 2010).
2.4. Leadership
Northouse (2012) defined leadership as a manner that shows an individual’s influence on a group of
individuals to achieve common objectives. It is also explained as symbolizing the duty meant at realizing
precise goals by exploiting human and material resources to accomplish a structured organizational interest
(Ololube, 2013). Thus, effective leadership can be associated with the way that people and teams willingly
shoulder responsibility for improving the appraisal process with skills development (Giri and Gayathri
(2018). Furthermore, Peretz and Fried (2012) argue that leaders should manage the challenging
responsibility of PA as it affects the future of employees’ performance.
Transactional leadership is a type of leadership style that is associated with two specific behaviors
(Bass, 1985). First, contingent reward behavior and the second is "management by exception". This type of
leadership style entails carefully observing for deviances, inaccuracies, and mistakes so as to ensure that
corrective actions are applied as soon such are observed (Bass et al., 2003). Research reported that
transactional style leadership is positively connected to followers’ commitment, satisfaction, and
performance (Bycio et al., 1995; Podsakoff et al., 1984).
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2.5. Employee Participation
Employee participation is the participative way in which the efforts of the employees are utilized to
increase their commitment to the accomplishments of an organization (Robbins and Judge, 2009). In the PA
process, employee participation is an essential element in achieving effectiveness (Saad, 2014). Besides,
employee participation in decision making on HRM practices and policies enhances employee job
satisfaction and performance (Bartram et al., 2009). Likewise, it has also been reported as significantly
impacting on organizational effectiveness (Tahsildari and Shahnaei, 2015), participation in management
(Zhu et al., 2015), and employees’ commitment to the organization (Kirmizi and Deniz, 2012). Moreover,
employee participation in performance management system development is reported as linked to
perceptions held on the fairness of the appraisal system (Cawley et al., 1998; Colquitt et al., 2001).
3. Methodology of research
The study adapted a survey research design to examine the EPA among academics in a Nigerian
higher education institution (HEI). This is a pilot study and is important in order to ascertain and confirm
the reliability and validity of the research instrument (Flynn et al., 1990; Neuman, 2014). Thus, the main
study shall integrate recommendations as well as implement them. Sample in this type of studies are
generally not large (Fink, 2003). For instance, Lopez-Gamero et al., (2009) Cortes and Plaza-Úbeda, de
Burgos-Jiménez and Carmona-Moreno (2010) argue that for pilot study, the participants should range
between five (5) to thirty (30) respondents. However, the number may be increased (Dillman, 2007). Thus,
a range from twenty five (25) to seventy five (75) is suggested for pilot study (Babbie, 2008; Miller and
Salkind, 2002). The essence of confirming reliability is to ascertain the degree to which measurements
instrument are found to be with minimal or manageable errors (Zikmund, 2003). Hence, items or measures
found to have high reliability suggests minimum likely error variance, so long as the analysis demonstrates
high reliability value (Sekaran, 2003). Also, another justification for conducting a pilot study is to confirm
questionnaire wordings are clear and relevance of the content. Based on the above reasons for conducting
pilot study, in line with Forza’s (2002) argument, the study was conducted in three different stages. Firstly,
contact was established with experts in field of HRM as well as academics and the questionnaire was
emailed to them for validation. Secondly, upon getting back the questionnaire from the experts, the
instrument was revised to incorporate suggestions made. Thirdly, revised the questionnaire were selfadministered to fifty (50) participants in one of the HEIs within the scope of the study.
Closed-ended questionnaire was used and considered suitable as it enables reliable and easy
generation of data for coding, tabulation and analysis (Dawson, 2007; Sekaran and Bougie, 2010). Besides,
it inspires the respondents’ fast and easy choice of options in the questionnaire (Sekaran and Bougie,
2010). Furthermore, the items of the instrument were measured on seven-point (7) and five-point Likert (5)
scales. This is because the use of multiple scales can help in avoiding common method bias (Crampton and
Wagner, 1994), and also generate better results (Sauro, 2010). Out of the 50 questionnaires distributed, 40
of them representing 80% were retuned and found to be correctly filled and were used for analysis.
Discussing on authenticating the validity of the instruments which is meant at establishing the extent
to which the instrument measures are valid, literature indicated that validity of research instrument can be
assessed through two ways which are; content validity and construct validity (Huck, 2004). Thus, content or
face validity was conducted to confirm the validity of the items on the face to be certain that they are or
will measure the intended constructs. This was achieved as mentioned above by the validation of experts.
Similarly, reliability test was conducted. Even though there are diverse statistical techniques for testing
reliability, Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient is reported as the most generally used technique by researchers
with a threshold of 0.60 (Sekaran and Bougie, 2010; 2016). Accordingly, SPSS v23 for Windows was
employed to test the reliability of the measures.
4. Results
4.1. Validity Test
As mentioned in the preceding discussion, experts and academics in the field of HRM and a small
sample of respondents were requested to provide comments and input on the appropriateness of the
14

International Journal of Academic Research in Accounting, Finance and Management Sciences
Vol. 9 (1), pp. 11–20, © 2019 HRMARS (www.hrmars.com)

adapted measurement items of the constructs. Experts consulted comprise a Professor, Assistant Professor
and a Senior Lecturer at Cardiff University, UK, UTB School of Business, Universiti Teknologi Brunei, and
Umaru Aliyu Shinkafi Polytechnic, Sokoto, Nigeria respectively. Also, to ascertain the clarity and simplicity
of the survey instruments, some lecturers in Nigeria were conferred with for their input. On the basis of
these, certain items were rephrased appropriately to measure the constructs so as to be explicit to
potential respondents.
4.2. Reliability Test
Drawing from the result of the reliability test, it is found that all the measures are above the
accepted reliability values ranging from 0.657 to 0.860. This is consistent with the criterion that a
Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient of 0.60 is deemed an average reliability, while a coefficient of 0.70 or higher
signifies that the instrument has a high reliability standard (Sekaran and Bougie, 2011). Table 1
demonstrates the summary of the reliability results. The results of the pilot test indicate that the
Cronbach‘s alpha values for the respective constructs under examination are all above 0.60. Therefore, in
view of the established benchmark of 0.60, conclusion can be drawn that all the constructs are reliable,
consequently, no need to remove any item.
Table 1. Reliability and Validity of Constructs (n=40)
Latent variables
EPA
DF
PF
INTPF
INF
OP
TL
EP

No. of indicators
3
4
7
4
5
9
4
5

Cronbach‘s alpha
0.790
0.686
0.765
0.860
0.777
0.833
0.657
0.829

4.3. Demography of Respondents
Table 2 presents descriptive analysis of the respondents. As shown in the table, most of the
respondents were male representing 87.5%, while 12.5% were female. Prior studies have reported same
distribution pattern concerning respondents’ gender. For instance, concerning gender distribution, this
study reflects that of de-Lara and Tacoronte (2007) which reported most of teachers at a university were
male. Also, the table shows that majority of the respondents fall in the category of 30-39 years closely
followed by those within the range of 40-49 years representing 32.5% and 30% respectively. Additionally,
relating to level of education, the table shows a high percentage of the respondents are Master’s Degree
holders accounting 60% or 24 respondents and 7.5% or 3 as those with the least qualification possessing
HND. Moving on to the years of working experience, the statistics revealed that 40% of the respondents
served the institution for the period of 6-10 years and followed by 27% numbering 11 who served for 11-15
years as presented in Table 4.2. Finally, in terms of rank or position, the category of Senior Lecturers –
Principal Lecturers accounted for 27.5% or 11, while INS-PIand Chief Instructors categories accounted for
16 respondents from the sample representing 40%.
Reflecting on the above statistical analysis, conclusion can also be drawn that, the various variables
taken into consideration, the respondents in this study are deemed suitable towards achieving the
objective of this study.
Table 2. Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents
Item
Gender
Male
Female
Age
18-29

Frequency

Percent

35
5

87.5
12.5

7

17.5
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Item
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and above
Education
HND
Bachelors
Masters
PhD
Experience
0-1
2-5
6-10
11-15
16 & Above
Rank
AL-LIII
LII-LI
SL-PL
CL
INS-PI
CI
TT-PT

Frequency
13
12
5
3

Percent
32.5
30.0
12.5
7.5

3
7
24
6

7.5
17.5
60.0
15.0

3
4
16
6
11

7.5
10.0
40.0
15.0
27.5

2
6
11
4
8
8
1

5.0
15.0
27.5
10.0
20.0
20.0
2.5

5. Conclusions
Overall, this paper has achieved its objective by confirming the validity and reliability of the research
instruments preparatory to the main study. Based on the results in this study, the pilot test results show
that the Cronbach’s alpha values for all the study constructs under examination exceed 0.60. This indicates
that the minimum acceptable threshold of 0.60 is met by all the constructs. Accordingly, there was no need
to do away with any item.
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