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ABSTRACT 
 

It is suggested that there is a world of research on the design and implementation of 

performance management and the effect it has on overall organisational results, but there 

appears to be a gap in knowledge on the enablers and inhibitors of performance 

management, or causes of its positive and negative effects. This study aimed to 

investigate the perceptions relating to performance management of chosen respondents at 

Multichoice (Pty) Ltd. 

A literature review was performed to identify research that was previously conducted 

pertaining to performance management. The literature review analysed the factors 

perceived to enable and inhibit performance management with the question remaining as 

to whether the perceptions of the sample population differ or are congruent with the 

literature summary.  

The research involved using a formal quantitative causal and explanatory design with a 

questionnaire being used to gather information from a sample of employees. The sample 

comprised of 60 employees, 20 from each category of performers, namely A players, B 

players and C players. Statistical techniques, namely descriptive and inferential statistics 

were used to extract key constructs from the raw data obtained from the questionnaires. 

The outcome of the research resulted in the enablers and the inhibitors of performance 

management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd. These findings have been used to develop a 

framework which should be considered by organisations to achieve high performance.  

Further to this, the analysis revealed the strength of the different forces which were ranked 

in an attempt to determine whether the enabling forces outweigh the inhibiting forces or 

vice versa. The reason for this was to strengthen the enabling forces supporting the 
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performance management systems at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd and reduce the impact of 

opposition to it.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 

 

1.1 RESEARCH PROBLEM 

Performance management has come to form an integral part of modern management 

practice, but still needs to be utilised optimally in order to reap the maximum benefits that it 

has to offer. One of the problems is that not all organisations know what enables positive 

and negative outcomes when using performance management systems, and as a result 

are oblivious to what they can do or stop doing in order to create a high performing 

organisation. This research project aims to critically examine the existing performance 

management system at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd, in an attempt to reveal the enabling and 

inhibiting forces. The research topic for the purposes of this study is: The Enablers and 

Inhibitors of Performance Management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd.  

 

1.2 RESEARCH BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE 

In the past, the efforts of many organisations have been directed towards strategies to 

improve the contribution of individuals to the overall success of the organisation. The 

name given to this almost indispensable process is ‗performance management‘ (Fletcher 

and Williams, 1996). According to Fletcher and Williams (1996), performance 

management should result not only in an improvement in profitability or the delivery of 

services, but also in the enhancement of employee motivation, satisfaction and 

identification with the organisation.  
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Keyes (2005, p.28) defined performance management as ―the use of performance 

measurement information to effect positive change in organisational culture, systems, and 

processes by helping to set agreed upon performance goals, allocating and prioritising 

resources, informing managers to either confirm or change current policy or programme 

directions to meet those goals, and sharing results of performance in pursuing those 

goals‖. 

The idea and use of performance management has evolved over the years but recent 

research demonstrates that the regular use of these systems lead to better organisational 

results. This might be because a lot of research has gone into the design and 

implementation of performance management systems and into the effects performance 

management has on organisational results (Yiannis et al, 2009). 

How does using a performance management system lead to better organisational results? 

―There is scarcity of empirical case study work at organisations into the actual workings of 

performance management and the factors that cause its positive effects‖ (Yiannis et al, 

2009, p.909). However, there is a growing conviction among managers that traditional 

performance management methods are flawed and insufficient for staying competitive in 

today‘s technology driven information age‖ (De Waal, 2002, p.10). 

Despite the continuous refinement of performance improvement systems, ―Every method 

of assessing employee performance has its positive and negative characteristics. They all 

have characteristics in common. They are opinion based, generally one-sided, and are 

rarely based on metrics‖ (Heathfield, 2007, p 6). Many employees and employers perceive 

performance appraisal as a bureaucratic nuisance. A logical step for both researchers and 

practitioners is to work to create a performance appraisal system that fits the aspirations of 

employees and meets the goals of the employing organisation (Whiting and Kline, 2007). 
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However, Armstrong and Baron (2005, p.16) concluded that research ―did not support the 

conventional view held generally by many academics that performance 

management/appraisal processes are universally disliked by people at the receiving end‖. 

Considering the observation above, a predicament is apparent. Performance management 

can easily be perceived to be unpopular; however there seems to be a gap in this 

research. 

Despite the positive outcomes to overall organisational results, there seems to be negative 

effects to performance management systems as expressed above. The question remains: 

what are the causes of the negative effects? 

Ultimately, the goal of performance management is to achieve human capital advantage. 

People are now recognised as the most important source of competitive advantage 

resulting from improvements in factors such as design or process. The ‗people factor‘ is 

difficult to replicate, which makes it extremely valuable to organisations (Armstrong and 

Baron, 2005). This suggests that performance management is an extremely important 

area to study as organisations need a tool to guide them on what the enablers and 

inhibitors of performance management are, in order to gain a competitive advantage.  

Boxall (1996) describes human capital advantage as the result of employing people with 

competitively valuable knowledge and skills. It means developing the organisation‘s 

intellectual capital – ―the accumulated stock of knowledge, skills and ability that individuals 

possess which the firm has built up over time as identifiable expertise (Kamoche, 1996). 

This study hopes to enhance the role performance management has to play in an 

organisation‘s ability to gain human capital advantage. 
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―To achieve this, performance management has to be integrated with the key HR 

processes of resourcing, human resource development and knowledge 

management. It must also be delivered by managers with the necessary 

understanding about the contribution of the business that will enable them to 

develop the skills and behaviours to maximise this advantage‖ (Armstrong and 

Baron, 2005, p.8). 

―More and more it becomes clear that the quality of the performance management process 

enables companies to perform better. An increasing number of literature sources and case 

studies (Armstrong, 1998; Schiemann and Lingle, 1999) shows that companies who have 

implemented an excellent performance management process perform better, financially as 

well as non-financially, than those companies that are less performance management 

driven. It clearly pays off to install world class performance management. However, an 

organisation may expect to encounter barriers that need to be overcome on the road to 

world-class performance management‖ (De Waal, 2002, p.10). In order to gain an 

understanding of how to overcome the barriers mentioned above and capitalise on the 

enablers of performance management, the reason for this research topic becomes clearer.  

Based on the literature cited and arguments presented above, it is suggested that there is 

a world of research on the design and implementation of performance management and 

the effect it has on overall organisational results, but there appears to be a gap in 

knowledge on the enablers and inhibitors of performance management, or causes of its 

positive and negative effects. 

In aiming to address this knowledge gap, the following are the main objectives of the 

proposed research topic: 

Research Question 1:  What enables performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd? 
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Research Question 2:  What inhibits performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd? 

Research Question 3:  What is the relative strength of each enabling force? 

Research Question 4:  What is the relative strength of each inhibiting force? 

 

1.3 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

Based on the objectives and research questions above, the fundamental question that this 

study aims to answer is: what are the enablers and what are the inhibitors of performance 

management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd? 

Through the research question, the study intends to position ‗enablers and inhibitors of 

performance management‘ as a relevant and rigorous field of enquiry for future research 

purposes. Apart from providing answers to the above research questions, both the 

empirical and theoretical part of the study is critical to the advancement of organisations 

using performance management tools. Even though the research will be conducted in one 

organisation, namely Multichoice (Pty) Ltd, future studies could compare the findings of 

this study to activities in other organisations, thereby demonstrating common themes 

across organisations. Therefore, the study generally aims to develop a body of knowledge 

that currently exists on performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd and other South 

African organisations.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

The first goal of the literature review is to demonstrate a familiarity with the major issues of 

performance management, as it is the underlying theme of the research. The second goal 

is to show the path of prior research and display how this current project, (i.e. the enablers 

and inhibitors of performance management) is linked to it. According to Neuman (1994), 

this approach is termed the methodological review, as it is a specialised type of integrative 

review. This type of review occurs when a researcher evaluates the methodological 

strengths of past studies and usually describes conflicting results during the process.  

The literature reviewed below therefore gives a brief description of the process of 

performance management. Literature on the supporting theories are reviewed and 

explored in relation to the research problem. The definition of enablers and inhibitors of 

performance management together with its desired outcomes are reviewed, and the 

factors and variables that influence the concepts are identified. 

 

2.1 THE PROCESS OF PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT    

The literature below has been deliberately arranged in descending order by year in order 

to critically establish whether the process of performance management has transformed 

over the years as well as to draw on common concepts or attributes.   

Heathfield (2007, p.8) defines performance management as the process of creating a work 

environment or setting in which people are enabled to perform to the best of their abilities. 

Performance management is a whole work system that begins when a job is defined as 
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needed and ends when it's determined why an excellent employee left the organisation for 

another opportunity. 

Armstrong and Baron (2005, p.8) outline performance management as a strategic and 

integrated approach to delivering sustained success to organisations by improving the 

performance of people who work in them and by developing the capabilities of teams and 

individual contributors. It is commonly agreed that it is a natural process where 

management contributes to the effective management of individuals and teams to achieve 

high levels of organisational performance. As such, it establishes shared understanding 

about what is to be achieved, and an approach to leading and developing people which 

will ensure that it is followed through.  

While the views of Heathfield (2007, p.8) and Armstrong and Baron (2005, p.8) seem 

congruent to each other, stressing the importance of people combined with work systems 

and environments, Brewster et al (2003:261) declare that a performance management 

system typically involves ―the setting of performance objectives, the measurement of 

performance against these objectives, the identification of developmental support and a 

review process to develop performance and subsequent objectives‖.  

Fletcher and Williams (1996, p.169) describe the process of performance management in 

general as being associated with an approach to creating a shared vision of the purpose 

and aims of the organisation, helping each individual employee to understand and 

recognise their part in contributing to them, and in so doing to manage and enhance the 

performance of both individuals and the organisation. There are potentially many elements 

to a performance management system, but central to them are: 

 The development of a mission statement and a business plan, and more 

importantly the enhancement of communications within the organisation. The 
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purpose of this is that employees are not only aware of the objectives and the 

business plan, but can also contribute to their formulation; 

 The clarification of individual responsibilities and accountabilities (through job 

descriptions and so on), leading to the defining and measurement of individual 

performance;  

 Implementing appropriate reward strategies (which in many instances is judged to 

include some form of performance related pay) and development of staff. 

And lastly, according to McGregor (1957, p.89), formal performance appraisal plans are 

designed to meet three needs: one for the organisation, and two for the individual. They 

provide systematic judgments to back up salary increases, promotions, transfers, and 

sometimes demotions or terminations; they are ways of telling a subordinate how he is 

doing, and suggesting needed changes in his behaviour, attitudes, skills, or job 

knowledge; they let him know "where he stands" with the boss and they also are being 

increasingly used as a basis for the coaching and counselling of the individual by the 

superior. 

Reviewing the above five definitions, two common themes continuously seem to emerge in 

one form or another despite the differing time dimensions chosen. The first theme is that in 

order for performance, and therefore performance management, to occur you need 

people, and the second theme is that an environment or system needs to exist.  

PEOPLE AT THE CENTRE 

Many organisations are beginning to realise that their people can provide a competitive 

advantage. This study is aimed at finding what enables and inhibits the performance of 

people in organisations.  
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According to Furnham (2004), performance management systems have been an integral 

part of organisational life for as long as there have been organisations. Ancient civilisations 

like the Egyptians had to ‗encourage‘ their workers to build the pyramids unwittingly using 

performance management systems. Their systems revolved around whipping those 

workers who did not perform as required, to achieve their goals. Yet still, performance 

management existed in one form or another. 

This process continued to evolve and by the early 1980s a trend had developed away from 

viewing capital assets as most important, and towards understanding that intellectual or 

human capital would be the way of the future (Peters and Waterman, 1995).  

Since then Bullock and Jamieson (1998, p.63), ―reinforce the above by stating that 

performance management systems have evolved from practice in a variety of activities 

introduced to organisations over the past 15 years. At the heart of performance 

management systems is a dialogue between employee and employer which clarifies 

choices, identifies goals and plans appropriate actions. In some cases, performance 

management systems are a progression of the planning and recording of career guidance 

reviews where the influence of a one to one discussion has long been recognised‖.   

This shift in mind-set from ‗organisation man to individualised corporation‘ (Bartlett and 

Ghoshal, 1995) has resulted in a situation where an organisation‘s people are its greatest 

asset. This means that the importance of performance management has been pushed to 

the fore. Performance management in today‘s knowledge economy is a vastly important 

system that contributes to the success of an organisation in finding and retaining the right 

people, training and developing these individuals to realise their full potential as well as the 

organisation‘s, and as a system of evaluating and rewarding individuals within the 
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organisation (Whittington, 2005). Thus organisations have learned the importance of the 

role of people in organisational success.  

THE OVERALL SYSTEM 

French and Bell (1999, p.82) refer to system theory as ―an arrangement of interrelated 

parts. The word arrangement and interrelated describe interdependent elements forming 

an entity that is the system. Thus, when taking a systems approach, one begins by 

identifying the individual parts and then seeks to understand the nature of their collective 

interaction‖.  

Figure 1:  A system in interaction with its environment 

 

As the above figure explains, system denotes interdependency, interconnectedness, and 

interrelatedness among elements in a set that constitutes an identifiable whole. 
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―Systems take inputs from the environment in the form of energy, information, 

money, people, raw materials, and so on. They do something to the inputs; and 

they export products to the environment in the form of outputs. Each of these three 

system processes must work well if the system is to be effective and survive‖ 

(French and Bell, 1999, p.82).  

Therefore it is possible that the inputs into the organisation‘s performance management 

systems are actually inhibitors or enablers that may cause the transformation within the 

system or process to either negatively or positively affect the outcome or the output. 

According to system theory, survival of the system is influenced by whether or not the 

input factors themselves are appropriate, hence enabling and inhibiting forces will be 

investigated.   

Bevan and Thompson (1991) commented on the emergence of performance management 

systems as integrating processes or systems which mesh various human resource 

management activities with the business objectives of the organisation. They identified two 

broad thrusts towards integration: 

 Reward-driven integration, which emphasises the role of performance pay in 

changing organisational behaviour and tends to undervalue the part played by 

other human resource development activities. This appeared to be the dominant 

mode of integration. 

 Development-driven integration, which stresses the importance of human 

resources development. Although performance pay may operate in these 

organisations, it is perceived to be complementary to Human Resource 

Development activities rather than to dominate them. 
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Radnor and McGuire (2004, p.249) argue that if performance management is simply 

viewed as a data collection and reporting exercise, it will serve little purpose to a 

community. It is only through the analysis of data that performance management can 

become a tool for continuous service improvement. They state that in general, 

performance management systems can be classified into four main groups or sub-systems 

depending upon the variables they seek to measure, with a view to influencing or 

controlling their outcome. These four classifications or systems are defined as belief 

systems (e.g. audit of mission and vision systems via staff surveys); boundary systems 

(e.g. systematic internal financial controls); diagnostic control systems (e.g. profit plans 

and budgets); and interactive control systems (e.g. profit planning and project 

management). 

They use the above system model to build the three-E‘s framework which aims to 

represent the five building blocks for the process of performance management. This model 

is based on two fundamental assumptions: 

(1) That in order to function optimally all the basic building blocks must be place; and 

(2) There is a natural sequence in which the blocks need to be addressed (i.e. top down). 
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Figure 2: Building blocks for performance management 

 

 

―Bold aspiration‖ refers to ensuring that organisations have a clear sense of direction. The 

measures then need to be SMART and linked throughout the organisation. There also 

needs to be ownership for every target either individually or collectively. The targets and 

the delivery of them must also be regularly and rigorously reviewed. Finally, success in 

delivering targeted performance should result in reinforcement through incentives. The last 

building block, ―meaningful reinforcement‖ outlines new incentives and funding 

arrangements (Radnor and McGuire, 2004, p.250). 

Another argument is that even if tools or frameworks such as the balance score-card 

(BSC), or even the buildings blocks for performance management above, are introduced in 

organisations, they soon become merely a diagnostic rather than an interactive tool 

according to system theory. This also supports the theory that the role of the manager is 

more about being a good administrator in terms of managing the system and less about 

being an effective manager. It is possible that this research reveals the role of 

management in organisations to be one of the enabling or inhibiting forces that either 

promote or hinder system output.  
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It could even be argued that ―civil servants are administrators not managers‖, but, in 

reality, for performance management to be effective, systems need to be interactive and 

the managers need to manage (Radnor and McGuire, 2004). 

 

2.2 THE DESIRED OUTCOMES OF PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT 

It is Armstrong (1999, p.431) who describes the purpose of performance management as, 

―a means of getting better results from the organisation, teams and individuals by 

understanding and managing performance within an agreed framework of planned goals, 

standards and competence requirements. It is a process for establishing shared 

understanding about what is to be achieved and an approach to managing and developing 

people in a way that increases the probability that it will be achieved in the short and 

longer term. It is owned and driven by line management‖.  

Heathfield (2007, p8) argues that ―the goal of performance management is to achieve the 

company mission and vision. Almost no one performs, for the organisation, however, if his 

or her own mission and vision are not accomplished as well. So, within such a system, 

feedback to each staff member occurs regularly. Individual performance objectives are 

measurable and based on prioritised goals that support the accomplishment of the overall 

goals of the total organisation. The vibrancy and performance of the organisation is 

ensured with a focus on developmental plans and opportunities for each staff member‖. 

Both Armstrong (1999) and Heathfield (2007) define the purpose of performance 

management as driving the objectives and strategic direction of the organisation. A few 

contest this. Moreland (2009, p.745) states that performance management is a good for 

keeping abreast and finding out what‘s going on in the organisation. There will always be 

things that organisational leaders and managers that don‘t know, so it is a valuable aid to 
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communication. Others feel that it gives employees a chance to have their say and 

actually change things. 

For some, performance management is all about celebrating achievements, valuing 

contributions to professions and helping employees to develop their skills and career path. 

For others it is about ensuring that management improves professionally for the sake of 

their employees. The type of importance, the stress or emphasis placed on these 

categories, means that performance management is implemented in different ways, and 

also that the continuing development of performance management is varied (Moreland, 

2009, p.762). 

Performance management systems could enhance and preserve the equity of 

organisational personnel decisions, prevent unfair and illegal discrimination and enhance 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Kane and Kane, 1992).  

Therefore in order to begin this review of literature regarding the desired outcomes of 

performance management systems we need an existing approach to performance 

management systems that has conclusively proven to be effective. These standards could 

be used together with supporting or contravening literature to devise a framework or set of 

guidelines that summarises the desired results of utilising such systems. 

It is important to note that there is a difference of opinion among performance appraisal 

experts on the exact meaning of the desired set of standards of performance. Kirkpatrick, 

2006, describes that some managers express the outcome of a desired set of standards 

when the conditions exist when the job segment is well done whilst others define it when 

the conditions exist when the job segment is done in an acceptable manner. 
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According to Kane and Kane (1992, p.39), “standards are needed for performance 

appraisal systems, not just for appraisal methods viewed in isolation from their 

organisational contexts. An appraisal system consists of both a method of appraisal and 

the uses that are made of its scores‖. Consequently, for the purposes of this study the 

standards for use of appraisal methods alone have been listed below as a response to the 

requirement of a predetermined set of desired outcomes of performance management 

systems. 

STANDARDS FOR THE USE OF APPRAISAL METHODS 

1. ―Intrinsic motivation is enhanced by comparing one‘s performance both to the 

standard of (feasible) perfection and to the norms for performance.  

2. The linkage between appraisal scores and extrinsic rewards (e.g., merit pay 

increases, bonuses) should be absolutely direct with no judgmental process 

interposed. 

3. The results of each formal appraisal should be used to generate a precise plan for 

achieving progress toward (feasible) perfection in each worker‘s performance of 

his/her job functions. 

4. Appraisal results should be subject to appeal and the adjudicative process should 

provide for an impartial panel of judges, utilise written rules of evidence, and 

generally follow standard arbitration procedure. 

5. The supervisor should be relieved of his/her role as a counsellor in the formal 

appraisal feedback process‖ (Kane and Kane, 1992, p. 39). 

The above list derived from Kane and Kane (1992, p.39) seems rather exhaustive but can 

the desired outcomes of performance management systems hold a more simplistic view?  
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Whitaker et al (2007, p.571) demonstrate that feedback alone yields a number of desirable 

outcomes for performance management systems and specifically for individuals such as 

information about job tasks that should facilitate performance. Indeed, they state that one 

of the more prevalent reasons for individuals to seek feedback was the instrumental 

motive, which encourages employees‘ feedback seeking behaviour based on the 

perceived informational value of feedback. From this perspective, feedback assists in 

behavioural self-regulation, and feedback seeking should result in improved performance 

over time. 

It is interesting to note that Kane and Kane (1992, p.39) do not mention the value of 

feedback as a desired outcome of performance management system. In order to obtain a 

more balanced framework or set of standards, the scope of literature is expanded to obtain 

different approaches to the desired outcomes of performance management systems.  

McGregor (1957) delved into the subject of performance management from the point of 

view of basic social values. He uses Ducker‘s (2007) concept of "management by 

objectives" and offers an unusually promising framework within which we can seek a 

solution. 

RESPONSIBILITY OF SUBORDINATE 

McGregor‘s (1957) approach turns to the subordinate to establish short-term performance 

goals for himself rather than the supervisor completing this for him. The superior enters the 

process actively only after the subordinate has set out his goals and has identified his own 

strengths and weaknesses. Thereafter the subordinate is responsible for formulating 

specific plans to accomplish his set goals. The superior's role in the process is to assist the 

employee in achieving his self-appraisal, his "targets," and his plans for the ensuing period 

and aligning it to the realities of the organisation. 
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McGregor (1957) identifies the first step in this process as arriving at a clear statement of 

the major components of the job function, rather than a compilation of a formal job 

description. This document is drawn up by the employee and defines the broad areas of 

his/her responsibility as they actually occur in practice. The manager or supervisor 

thereafter discusses the draft jointly with the employee, modifying the document as 

necessary until they both reach consensus. 

Following this, the employee then establishes "targets" along with a timeline. These 

targets are specific actions that he is required to take in order to reach the stated 

objectives i.e., setting up regular staff meetings to improve communication, organisational 

re-structure etc. This document, in turn, is discussed with the manager/supervisor and 

modified until both are satisfied with it (McGregor, 1957). 

At the conclusion of specified timelines, the employee appraises himself in relation to the 

targets set earlier, substantiating the appraisal with factual and supporting data wherever 

possible. Again, a discussion is held with the manager/supervisor, to look over the self-

appraisal. This process culminates in a resetting of targets over a new time period 

(McGregor, 1957). 

Needless to say, ―the superior has veto power at each step of this process; in an 

organisational hierarchy anything else would be unacceptable. However, in practice he 

rarely needs to exercise it. Most subordinates tend to underestimate both their 

potentialities and their achievements. Moreover, subordinates normally have an 

understandable wish to satisfy their boss, and are quite willing to adjust their targets or 

appraisals if the superior feels they are unrealistic. Actually, a much more common 

problem is to resist the subordinates' tendency to want the boss to tell them what to write 

down‖ (McGregor, 1957, p.91).  
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McGregor‘s approach to performance management differs profoundly from the 

conventional one, and even from the above standards review. It creates a shift in the 

emphasis from performance appraisal to performance analysis which implies a more 

positive approach. This approach allows the subordinate to define his own weaknesses, 

strengths and potentials. 

―The first of these differences arises from the subordinate's new role in the process. 

He becomes an active agent, not a passive "object." He is no longer a pawn in a 

chess game called management development. Effective development of managers 

does not include coercing them (no matter how benevolently) into acceptance of 

the goals of the enterprise, nor does it mean manipulating their behaviour to suit 

organisational needs. Rather, it calls for creating a relationship within which a man 

can take responsibility for developing his own potentialities, plan for himself, and 

learn from putting his plans into action. In the process he can gain a genuine sense 

of satisfaction, for he is utilising his own capabilities to achieve simultaneously both 

his objectives and those of the organisation. Unless this is the nature of the 

relationship, "development" becomes a euphemism‖ (McGregor, 1957, p.91-92). 

One of the main differences of McGregor‘s approach is that the ultimate responsibility 

rests on the assumption that the individual knows or can learn more than anyone else 

about his own capabilities, needs, strengths and weaknesses, and goals. The individual is 

in control of his developmental needs and in the end only he can determine what is best 

for his development. The conventional approach, on the other hand, makes the 

assumption that the superior can know enough about the subordinate to decide what is 

best for him. 
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―The proper role for the superior, then, is the one that falls naturally to him under 

the suggested plan: helping the subordinate relates his career planning to the 

needs and realities of the organisation. In the discussions the boss can use his 

knowledge of the organisation to help the subordinate establish targets and 

methods for achieving them which will (a) lead to increased knowledge and skill, 

(b) contribute to organisational objectives, and (c) test the subordinate's appraisal 

of himself. 

Quite clearly the knowledge and active participation of both superior and 

subordinate are necessary components of this approach. If the superior accepts 

this role, he need not become a judge of the subordinate's personal worth. He is 

not telling, deciding, criticising, or praising — not "playing God." He finds himself 

listening, using his own knowledge of the organisation as a basis for advising, 

guiding, encouraging his subordinates to develop their own potentialities. 

Incidentally, this often leads the superior to important insights about himself and his 

impact on others‖ (McGregor, 1957, p.92). 

Another interesting factor to note is that performance management systems have 

developed from being monitoring tools to developmental tools. Both McGregor (1957) and 

Kane and Kane (1992) support that performance management systems are monitoring 

tools. However Armstrong (1999) and Heathfield (2007) explicitly define the desired 

outcomes of performance management systems as both monitoring and developmental 

tools. This transformation has been supported through literature by Keyes (2005) Fletcher 

and Williams (1996) and Vasset and Mamberg (2010). 

It begins with Keyes (2005, p. 28), stating that the purpose of performance management is 

defined as ―the use of performance measurement information to effect positive change in 

organisational culture, systems, and processes by helping to set agreed upon performance 
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goals, allocating and prioritising resources, informing managers to either confirm or 

change current policy or programme directions to meet those goals, and sharing results of 

performance in pursuing those goals‖. 

According to Fletcher and Williams (1996) performance management should result not 

only in an improvement in profitability or the delivery of services, but also in the 

enhancement of employee motivation, satisfaction and identification with the organisation.  

In recent years, performance appraisals have been transformed from performance-

monitoring tools into performance-development tools with three functions: to provide 

adequate feedback to support employee development; to serve as a basis for modifying or 

changing behaviours to produce more effective work for organisations; and to provide 

useful information to supervisors (Vasset and Mamberg, 2010, p.30).  

Kirkpatrick (2006) supports the above dual purpose of performance management systems 

by declaring that there are three basic uses for performance management systems: to 

provide information for salary administration; to provide information for promotion; and to 

improve performance on the present job. 

Armstrong and Baron (2005) claim that the desired outcomes of performance 

management systems are: motivation; development; and communication.  

 ―Motivation – to provide positive feedback, recognition, praise and opportunities for 

growth; to clarify expectations; to empower people by encouraging them to take 

control over their own performance and development. 

 Development – to provide a basis for developing and broadening abilities relevant 

to both the current role and any future role the individual may have the potential to 

carry out. Note that development can be focused on the current role, enabling 
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people to enlarge and enrich the range of their responsibilities and the skills they 

require and be rewarded accordingly. This aspect of role development is even 

more important in flatter organisations where career ladders have shortened and 

where lateral progression is likely to be the best route forward. 

 Communication – to serve as a two-way channel for communication about roles, 

expectations, relationships, work problems and aspirations‖ (Armstrong and Baron, 

2005, p. 32). 

Reviews can also provide the basis for rating performance, especially when ratings are 

required to inform contingent (performance related or contribution related) pay decisions 

Armstrong and Baron (2005). 

The above summary proposed by Armstrong and Baron (2005) encapsulates all the above 

definitions of desired outcomes of performance management systems including feedback 

or communication proposed by Whitaker et al (2007). As explained by French and Bell 

(1992), under system theory we will use the desired outcomes as a proposed set of 

guidelines interpreted as the output when seeking to understand the nature of collective 

interaction of the individual parts of our performance management system. 

  

2.3 ENABLERS OF PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT 

The Oxford English Dictionary (2011) defines enablers as ―to supply with the means, 

knowledge or opportunity or to make possible‖. This study aims to deduce what factors 

makes possible and creates the opportunities to achieve the desired outcomes or outputs 

as proposed above by Armstrong and Baron, 2005. 
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For instance, Steel and Mento (1986, p.254) articulate a motivational model which views 

performance management as a function of the interactions of willingness (i.e., motivation), 

capacity (i.e., ability), and opportunity (i.e., situation) to perform effectively. But the 

question that remains is what causes or makes the above interactions possible? This 

study aims to discover what these motivations, abilities and situations are that Steel and 

Mento make mention of.  

In order to determine the enabling factors we shall examine a sample of literature that 

makes the aforementioned possible. The examination will begin with more recent literature 

so as to define the behaviours of organisations in the ‗modern‘ era and to discover whether 

these methods focus on literature drawn from the past.  

Since the ultimate aim is to achieve the desired outcomes recommended by Armstrong 

and Baron (2005), we begin by investigating what Armstrong and Baron themselves 

recommend as the solution to performance management enablement. 

Armstrong and Baron (2005, p.59) suggest that line management commitment and 

capability is probably the most important enabler of performance management systems. 

He suggests eight approaches to achieving commitment and capability being: 

 ―to provide leadership from the top;  

 involve line managers in the design and development of performance 

management processes;  

 use competence in performance management as a key criterion in assessing 

managers‘ performance;  

 use 360 degree feedback or upward assessment to assess the performance 

management abilities of line managers 

 take corrective action as required;  
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 survey the reactions of employees to performance management regularly and take 

action to deal with weaknesses;  

 provide systematic training in the performance management skills managers need 

to use; and to provide continuing coaching and guidance to individual managers to 

supplement formal training‖(Armstrong and Baron, 2005, p59). 

Is the answer to the above dilemma as basic as line management commitment and 

capability? Or is line management commitment and capability that simple? It is never that 

simple. Ittner and Larcker (2003) in short describe the refinement process to be never 

ending. ―Beneath the proven drivers of performance lie the drivers of those drivers. Since a 

business can‘t ever know whether it has gone deep enough, the effort to uncover these 

drivers must never cease‖ (Ittner and Larcker, 2003, p.8). Armstrong and Baron‘s (2005), 

argument is quite convincing as the ultimate responsibility of performance management 

systems are on line management but still the enablers i.e. how they supply the means, 

knowledge and opportunities to employees is still blurry. Different views still need to be 

scrutinised in order for us to drill down and obtain a deeper, clearer picture. 

According to Whiting and Kline (2007), the research was beginning to shift from a focus on 

rating accuracy to social and motivational concerns. They analysed the effects of 

employee attitudes of satisfaction, utility and fairness of performance appraisal 

systems.  

Employees were more likely to be satisfied with their performance appraisal systems 

when they understood the components and uses of their system. Findings also suggested 

that satisfaction with the appraisal process occurred when: (a) the supervisor was trusted 

and supportive of subordinates; (b) feedback, particularly in the areas of skill development, 

pay for performance, and career advancement occurred during the appraisal session and 
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(c) subordinates felt that they were given enough time to express their perspectives, have 

the opportunity to influence the outcome, and were given a sufficient explanation of their 

ratings. 

Positive employee perceptions of the utility of performance appraisal systems have been 

shown to be affected by: (a) manager training on the appraisal system and the appraisal 

system‘s purposes; (b) goal setting and manager assistance in planning subordinate 

development; (c) the relevance of the components of the performance appraisal to the 

employees‘ current role in the organisation; (d) the inclusion of discussions of pay for 

performance ; (e) feedback and voice in the process; and (f) a positive relationship with the 

supervisor.  

Interestingly, if employees had a chance to change outcomes (i.e., are given a way to 

dispute negative outcomes) or were simply listened to without affecting the outcome of the 

interview assessment they perceived the performance appraisal system as fair. 

Employees also indicated that the appraisal was fair when the content on which they were 

evaluated was perceived as valid. Employees expected to be rewarded and appraised 

fairly and for the process to be carried out with no hidden agendas. Perceived fairness 

also increased when appraisers appeared to know the subordinates‘ performance levels 

and job roles and when the frequency of the evaluations increased, especially when 

managers had larger spans of control (Whiting and Kline, 2007). 

Whiting and Kline‘s view has been supported by Vasset and Mamberg (2010, p.30) who 

state that personal assessment processes are usually perceived to be just if they are 

transparent and explained sufficiently, gather evidence rather than express personal bias, 

and allow employees to present their own views and point out the elements of 

performance appraisals they have perceived to be unfair or unfortunate. Also several 
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researchers have suggested that employees have higher job motivation when they 

perceive their performance appraisals as fair and trustworthy. 

It is therefore quite evident that performance management systems are ―concerned not 

only with what is achieved but also with how it is achieved‖ (Price, 2000: 177). It is further 

stated that there are principle steps that must be implemented to ensure the effective 

functioning of a performance management system. According to Price (2000:181) ―in every 

case, effective performance management requires an organisation to do three things well, 

define the characteristics of good – as opposed to average or bad – performance, facilitate 

employees to perform well by removing obstacles and encourage performance through 

reward, praise or promotion‖. 

To determine the ―how of achievement‖ specified by Price (2000), De Waal (2002) reveals 

seven performance management challenges which he proposes are the ultimate solution 

(Figure 3). He found these seven challenges in his research on the common 

characteristics of high performing companies where he suggests if implemented will lead 

to be the enabling forces of performance management systems. 
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Figure 3: Seven challenges of performance management systems 

 

  

The first challenge presented is to establish a consistent responsibility structure. This 

would provide clarity and consensus about the role and responsibility of corporate 

headquarters and business units; and a balance between strategic and financial control, in 

which autonomy and entrepreneurship of lower levels is promoted. The roles and 

responsibilities of each management level must be crystal clear, and the chosen 

management style must be applied consistently throughout the organisation and the 

performance management process.  

The second challenge is to balance the long term and the short term focus which 

indicates that organisations have difficulty in turning their strategic intent into activities that 

achieve strategic goals. Although they often have a good strategic plan in place, many 

companies are not able to articulate and communicate this plan effectively throughout the 

organisation, and then translate it into short term action plans. A split in strategic attention 

for improvement of the running business and for strategic growth opportunities has the 
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benefit that forces management to focus more on each of the aspects of strategic 

planning, thus enhancing the content of these plans. Management has to think ―out of the 

box‖ to look for new growth opportunities, and subsequently has to clearly articulate 

strategic actions solely aimed at achieving these opportunities.  

The third challenge is to make value based strategies operational. In today‘s economy, 

sources of value no longer only consist of tangible assets like financial capital and physical 

facilities, but increasingly of intangible assets like brand names and human capital. To 

effectively monitor these new sources of value, organisations have to move to more value 

based, non-financial, leading indicators. However, current performance management 

processes are still mainly focused on financial, lagging indicators, and organisations do not 

seem to be action oriented enough. Two recent trends that address this challenge are the 

concepts of the balanced scorecard and value based management. In the balanced 

scorecard, non-financial, leading indicators (critical success factors (CSFs) and key 

performance indicators (KPIs)) are combined with financial, lagging indicators, to get a 

balanced overview of the organisation‘s performance. In value based management (VBM), 

an organisation looks at long-term value creation, instead of looking at short term profit 

maximisation. In recent years both concepts have become increasingly popular. However, 

many organisations find it a challenge to turn these valuable concepts into concrete 

techniques which can be used at all management levels. 

The fourth challenge is to embrace information transparency. Making information 

transparent means that everybody in the organisation can see the information they need 

and are entitled to, when they want, in the format that best suits them. In this way, 

everybody is at all times informed about the status and developments of the organisation. 

Thus everybody can react quickly and efficiently on warning signals. To obtain this, the 

effort it takes to collect, report, process and digest information has to be reduced. An 
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organisation has to strive for efficient data collection and reporting processes. This entails 

fast collection of data from different sources and the ability to generate reports efficiently, 

containing relevant information compiled from those data.  

The fifth challenge cited by De Waal (2002) is to focus on what is truly important. 

Management today is dealing with many different information needs. The traditional way of 

dealing with these needs was by adding new information to the old stack. This resulted in 

reports getting more voluminous, many reports still being delivered on paper, and 

information systems that did not yet comply with the new information needs. However, it is 

a challenge to not try to know every detail. The art of management is not to know 

everything that is happening in an organisation, but to know what the key issues of the 

business are. The trick is to focus on critical business issues, on key value drivers that are 

crucial to the business, on exceptional events or figures, on analysing financial and non-

financial results, and take action on these. Reports should function as an enabler for action 

taking. 

The sixth challenge is to enforce performance-driven behaviour. For an organisation to 

thrive, managers must be able to get things done, to deliver on commitments, to follow up 

on critical assignments and to support and hold people accountable to their promises. 

Managers need to replace passive performance measurement with proactive, results-

oriented performance management. In order to create performance driven behaviour: 

 the objectives of all management levels have to be aligned with the mission and 

strategy of the organisation;  

 these objectives are translated into clear expectations regarding the performance 

of employees;  
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 employees know how to fulfill the expectations and they know what kind of support 

they can expect from management; and  

 the set of human resource instruments (performance review, incentives, training, 

and development) is attuned to the realisation of the organisation‘s objectives.  

Then, people should act on what was agreed. Management should set the right example 

by ―walking the talk‖, consistently delivering on what was promised. This walk-the-talk 

culture should be focused on actions and follow-up on these actions: did they deliver the 

results expected from them? 

The chance of actually achieving the objectives of the organisation are considerably 

improved by using the performance alignment model, because the objectives of all 

management levels are aligned with each other, so all employees know what is important 

for the organisation and what is expected from them. The assessment and reward criteria 

are related with the strategic objectives of the organisation, which causes these human 

resource tools to directly support the achievement of the strategy. 

The last challenge is to balance integration with simplification. In many organisations 

there is the tendency to make the performance management process too complicated: the 

long term focus has to be balanced with the short-term, financial information has to be 

supplemented with non-financial information, strategy has to be linked with operations, 

individual objectives have to be aligned with organisational objectives, and a clear 

parenting style and structure have to be defined. It is not easy to devise a clear, simple, 

practical and concise performance management process that works but it can be done, 

using many of the ideas described.  



31 
 

The key concept is that a limited number of key strategic value drivers provide the link 

between the stages in the performance management process. These key value drivers, 

which include lagging financial and leading non-financial value drivers, are identified during 

the strategy development process as being the most important, critical items on which the 

organisation has to focus to achieve success and create value. The strategic action plans 

are centered on these key value drivers (De Waal, 2002). De Waal‘s (2002), research 

significantly informs the data gathering approach in this study. 

De Waal‘s explanation of his seven challenges divulges key enablers and problems that 

most organisations experience. The behaviours of organisations concerned with aligning 

strategy, building new management structures and redefining responsibility boundaries is 

not a new concept, but to build a performance management system in parallel with these 

structures is! A renowned adage that ―What you measure is what you get‖ is particularly 

important in this instance as managers know that measures drive behaviour, especially if 

they depend on outcomes of reward systems.   

Fletcher and William (1996) describe the concept of organisational commitment just like 

De Waal, as highly relevant in the context of performance management enablement. The 

literature on performance management makes it clear that increasing the involvement of 

employees and gaining their commitment to organisational goals and values is a central 

aim. The assumption is that this will lead to higher motivation and enhanced performance 

at the individual level. These factors include: 

1. ―The extent to which individuals are able to see how their goals fit in with 

organisational level planning and objectives. 

2. Effective internal communications; how far did employees feel they know how the 

organisation as a whole was performing and the current developments affecting it? 
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3. The degree to which individuals are perceived as both clear and challenging. 

4. The reported level of participation in goal setting; is it just a top down process, or is 

there some ownership of it? 

5. The amount of performance feedback received. 

6. The links employees see between effort and performance, and between 

performance and reward‖ (Fletcher and William, 1996, p.170). 

The above integration of literature encapsulates the several factors that create 

opportunities or make effective performance management outcomes possible. It is rather 

fascinating that organisational commitment and line management commitment and 

capability are the core enabling factors of performance management systems. These 

sources of literature provide the key enablers to world class performance management 

systems.  

A number of studies on performance management systems identify similar factors 

enabling performance management based on the above principles. These key themes 

have been extracted from the literature and consolidated in Table 1 below which provides 

a high level overview of the key enabling forces by different authors who have researched 

this topic. 
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Table 1: Main enablers of performance management  

ENABLING FORCE REFERENCE 

Understanding and communication of the 
components and uses of the system 

De Waal (2002); Whiting and Kline (2007)  

Positive relationship with the supervisor Whiting and Kline (2007) 

Feedback regarding pay performance, skill 
development and career advancement by 
supervisor during the appraisal 

Fletcher and William (1996); Price (2000); 
Whiting and Kline (2007) 

Voice in the process Fletcher and William (1996); Price (2000); 
Vasset and Mamberg (2010); Whiting and 
Kline (2007).  

Explanations for the subordinates ratings 
are sufficient 

Vasset and Mamberg (2010); Whiting and 
Kline (2007) 

Training on the appraisal process  and its 
purposes 

Armstrong and Baron (2005); De Waal 
(2002); Whiting and Kline (2007) 

Content appraised on is clear, relevant and 
valid  

De Waal (2002); Fletcher and William 
(1996); Whiting and Kline (2007);  

Supervisors act fairly without any prejudices 
or biases 

Fletcher and William (1996); Vasset and 
Mamberg (2010); Whiting and Kline (2007) 

Knowledge of subordinates job roles  and 
performance levels 

De Waal (2002); Whiting and Kline (2007) 

Process is transparent De Waal (2002); Fletcher and William 
(1996); Price (2000); Vasset and Mamberg 
(2010). 

Involvement of line managers and 
subordinates in the design and 
development of the process  

Armstrong and Baron (2005); De Waal 
(2002); Fletcher and William (1996) 

Supervisor‘s commitment and capability 
regarding the process 

Armstrong and Baron (2005); De Waal 
(2002); Fletcher and William (1996) 

Link between subordinates output and the 
overall strategy of the organisation 

De Waal (2002); Fletcher and William 
(1996) 
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2.4 INHIBITORS OF PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS 

The Oxford English Dictionary (2011) defines inhibitors as ―to slow down, prevent or 

reduce a particular activity‖. This study aims to deduce what factors reduce or prevents the 

achievement of the desired outcomes proposed above by Armstrong and Baron, 2005. 

Despite the popularity of performance management systems in large organisations there 

has been much controversy surrounding the effectiveness of such systems. Research 

conducted in the United States in the late 1990‘s showed that majority of respondents, 

usually human resources professionals, were dissatisfied with their performance 

management systems (Coens and Jenkins, 2000). Local studies have also indicated either 

a lack of formal performance management system or defects in existing systems amongst 

companies surveyed (Grobler et al, 2002). 

According to Vasset and Mamberg (2010), when surveyed about most disliked tasks 

managers stated that they hate conducting performance appraisals second only to firing 

employees. This is very understandable. The process of performance appraisal, as 

traditionally practiced, is fundamentally flawed. It is incongruent with the values-based, 

vision driven, mission oriented, participative work environments favoured by forward 

thinking organisations today. The traditional process of performance appraisal reflects and 

underpins an old fashioned, paternalistic, top down, autocratic mode of management that 

relies on organisation charts and fear of job loss to keep the troops in line (Vasset and 

Mamberg, 2010, p30). 

More importantly, Fletcher and William (1996, p.170) state that peer competitiveness and 

‗short termism‘ is a very destructive inhibiting force i.e. ―the avoidance of an excessively 

short term perspective on performance and of promoting counter-productive levels of 

competitiveness amongst peers‖. They assert that in creating a performance culture, there 
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is some danger of producing an emphasis on short term ends at the expense of longer 

term development and progress, and on encouraging employees to see their colleagues 

as competitors – a possible consequence of performance related pay (PRP) policies, 

where only a limited proportion of staff get the top salary increases (Fletcher and William, 

1996). 

Reid and Hubbel (2005) proclaim that the tools we use in organisations - performance 

management, performance planning and development, performance appraisals - are all 

theoretically good. But in reality, they focus too much on the report card. They lack clear 

expectations, involve insufficient feedback and coaching, focus too much on weaknesses 

and gaps, provide little time for learning, and drown everyone in documenting things, often 

at year end. 

While no system is perfect, and no system perfectly and reliably measures employee 

performance, managers need to examine why this established process is so painful for all 

participants (Heathfield, 2007).  

What are the possible inhibiting factors of performance management systems that make 

the process so disliked? What are the forces that Vasset and Mamberg, 2010 refer to that 

allow the system to be termed as fundamentally flawed?  

Loren (2001) concludes that forced rankings are on top of his list of inhibiting factors. He 

states that performance appraisals used to be a way to reward employees. Now employee 

rankings are being used to lay off workers as the economy sours.  

―During the boom years of the 1990s, performance appraisals were often seen as 

the basis for determining the size of employees' bonuses. But in the emotionally 

charged atmosphere of the current slowdown, employees fear that a poor 
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performance review means they're about to be shown the door. Forced ranking, a 

practice that has been around for decades, has become a lightning rod for all this 

anxiety‖ (Loren, 2001, p.2). 

The fundamental reality with forced ranking is that only a few people can be best 

performers. Loren (2001) says that similarly, ―some people have to be slotted into the 

lowest rank, even if their performance, using a competency-based assessment, is 

satisfactory." 

―Employees who receive the lowest ranking are typically offered coaching assistance,‖ 

adds Loren. ―Still, they know that their jobs are in jeopardy, although the length of time 

they have to bring their performance up to snuff varies. Some use it just for the very top 

tiers of management. Others, worried that they're overstaffed because voluntary attrition 

rates have fallen—many employees are hesitant to leave or take early retirement in a 

downturn—have begun to force rank all exempt employees. The temptation is to use 

forced ranking to cover up performance problems that haven't been addressed—for 

example, when managers have been lazy or haven't developed their talent properly‖  

Do organisations arbitrarily assign employees to the middle and lower ranks because of 

the above? Is forced ranking a common inhibiting force in organisations today? Radnor 

and McGuire (2004) suggest ‗yes‘. They pronounce appraisal systems within many 

departments are led by indicating that quotas of staff should fit in with poor, average or 

high performing bands. This leads to considerable pressure for all managers to ensure that 

they never have too many staff in either the high or the low performing groups, irrespective 

of their performance. 
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Radnor and McGuire (2004) continue to discover that other inhibiting forces are the role of 

managers being far more administrative than managerial particularly in relation to 

performance management and that in order to achieve or respond to the various 

stakeholders staff spend their time ―form filling‖ and chasing information rather than 

changing or managing the process. 

Another inhibiting force indicated is the ―lack of ownership where it was difficult to get 

anyone to pilot, let alone develop one for their own organisation, a BSC even at a very 

basic level. In ‗central‘, the targets set for one of the areas were almost wholly dependent 

on an outside body. The staff, feeling that they had no direct influence on the targets, soon 

lost interest in the scheme as providing any relevance to their daily working tasks‖ (Radnor 

and McGuire, 2004, p.255).  

This meant that the senior managers did not harness the opportunity to engage and 

motivate the staff towards the scheme, but merely took the route of least resistance at a 

departmental level. Figure 4 below summarises the inhibiting forces described by Radnor 

and McGuire (2004, p. 256). 
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Figure 4: Inhibiting Forces 

 

 

McGregor (1957) explains the problem of resistance as illustrated in the above Figure as 

personnel administrators being aware that appraisal programs tend to run into resistance 

from the managers who are expected to administer them. Even managers who admit the 

necessity of such programs frequently balk at the process — especially the interview part. 

He clarifies that ―the boss's resistance is usually attributed to the following causes: 

 A normal dislike for criticising a subordinate (and perhaps having to argue about it). 

 Lack of skill needed to handle the interviews.  

 Dislike of a new procedures with its accompanying changes in ways of operating. 

 Mistrust of the validity of the appraisal instrument‖ (McGregor, 1957, p.89). 

Bowles and Coates (1993) argue that appraisal is shifting from concern with performance 

to concern with people in terms of their identification with the job and the organisation. 

Believing in the organisation is the criterion, rather than performing for it. 

Managers are mostly appraised by results, but results alone cannot reflect performance as 

it is still affected by many other factors. Job performance cannot be disentangled from 
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systems effects. The emphasis is given to collective efforts and teamwork conflicts with the 

individualistic ethic of performance appraisal practice in reality. 

The nature of performance appraisal, which involves one individual making judgement on 

another, ‗tends to reinforce authority relations and defines dependency‘. 

―The absence of clear indices of measurement will often cause images of performance to 

be exploited. Performance may have less to do with physical outputs and more about 

exhibiting the correct mind-set. An ethic is required which ‗conveys trust, integrity and faith 

in the ability of employees to contribute to a creative management practice‘. Management 

should provide the ‗enabling‘ conditions through which work is performed‖ (Bowles and 

Coates, 1993, p.10). 

If the active involvement of employees in the management of performance potentially 

allows a constructive dialogue with management to determine what factors foster 

performance, how can employees participate in this process if active resistance is 

displayed by managers themselves?  

Engelmann and Roesch (1996) state that managers are the inhibiting force as they are 

ultimately responsible for the negative consequences of poorly designed or poorly 

administered performance management schemes. The performance management 

systems fail due to poor motivation and self-esteem because employees receive 

inadequate feedback on their work performance, little or no focused communication about 

performance between supervisors and employees, inefficient use of supervisor‘s time and 

litigation over alleged discriminatory actions (Engelmann and Roesch, 1996). All the above 

inhibiting forces are as a result of resistance and a lack of management commitment. 

Grint (1993) counter-argues the above declaration by stating that there is more to the 

inhibiting forces of performance management systems than just management control. He 
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argues that there seems to be considerable, although not universal, dislike and 

dissatisfaction with all performance appraisal systems to some degree. Crudely speaking, 

human resource managers seem favourably inclined, line managers much less so. 

He condenses the inhibiting forces of performance management to be: 

 The complexity of the variables being assessed; 

 The subjective elements that confuse the assessment; 

 The fact that rewards and progress are in the hands of a single ―superordinate‖ (i.e. 

appraiser/manager); 

 The fact that individuals have to work with their appraisers after the appraisal; 

 The fundamental issue relating to the appraisal by individuals who only act in social 

situations – the comment is made that a major aim of appraisal schemes is to limit 

the collective aspects of work and individualise the employment relationship‖ (Grint, 

1993).  

Since the ultimate aim is to achieve the desired outcomes recommended by Armstrong 

and Baron, 2005 we will conclude by investigating what Armstrong and Baron themselves 

propose as the inhibiting influences to performance management. 

Armstrong and Baron (2005, p58) suggest that ―the main issues concerning performance 

management are:   

1. The problem of gaining the commitment of line managers to performance 

management and of getting to do it well, or at all. 

2. The process is problematic because of the complexity and difficulties involved in 

one person‘s attempts to sum up the performance of another: ―Performance 
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appraisal requires subtle psychological and social skills which may not be acquired 

by many managers‖. 

3. The prevalence of poorly designed or poorly administered performance 

management schemes. 

4. The tendency of management to adopt a unitary frame of reference (we‘re all in it 

together, our interests coincide) when in reality organisations are more likely to be 

pluralistic in the sense that there are divergent interests that should be 

acknowledged. 

5. Managements indulge in rhetoric about development but often do not put their 

espoused views into practice. 

6. Appraisal ignores system factors. 

7. Appraisal is an inconsistent and fundamentally subjective process. 

8. Performance management is wrongly focused on financial rewards. 

9. Performance management is a means of oppressive or coercive control. 

10. Both line managers and employees tend to be disenchanted with performance 

management‖. 

To summarise the significant forces inhibiting performance management, key themes were 

extracted from the literature and documented in Table 2 below. This table provides a 

consolidated and high level overview of the main inhibitors of performance management 

by different authors who have researched this topic. 
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Table 2: Main inhibitors of performance management 

INHIBITING FORCE REFERENCE 

Forced ranking  Loren (2001) 

Lack of skill required to handle appraisal 
process 

Armstrong and Baron (2005); Engelmann 
and Roesch (1996); McGregor (1957) 

Mistrust of the validity of the appraisal 
process 

Armstrong and Baron (2005); McGregor 
(1957) 

Lack of line management commitment and 
capability  

Armstrong and Baron (2005); McGregor 
(1957) 

Lack of communication Engelmann and Roesch (1996) 

Discriminatory actions Engelmann and Roesch (1996) 

Appraisal and process is too complex and 
confusing 

Armstrong and Baron (2005); Grint (1993) 

Reward is the sole responsibility of the 
supervisor or appraiser 

Grint (1993) 

No honesty as the subordinate has to work 
with the appraise afterwards 

Grint (1993) 

System is poorly designed or poorly 
administered 

Armstrong and Baron (2005) 

Avoidance of feedback regarding pay 
performance, skill development and career 
advancement by supervisor during the 
appraisal  

Armstrong and Baron (2005); Engelmann 
and Roesch (1996) 

Appraisals are inconsistent and a 
fundamentally subjective process 

Armstrong and Baron (2005) 

No voice in the process Armstrong and Baron (2005) 
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND OBJECTIVES 

 

The primary objective of this research is to construct from empirical evidence a practical 

skeleton that executives, all levels of management and human resources staff at 

Multichoice (Pty) Ltd and other organisations alike can adapt to successfully optimise the 

usage of performance management systems. 

The questions below therefore seek to understand what is considered by three groups of 

employees (the excellent, average and poor performers explained in Research 

Methodology – Chapter Four below) as the key inhibitors and enablers of performance 

management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd. 

PRIMARY OBJECTIVES 

Research Question 1:  What enables performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd? 

Research Question 2:  What inhibits performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd? 

Research Question 3:  What is the relative strength of each enabling force? 

Research Question 4:  What is the relative strength of each inhibiting force? 

To address the four primary questions above, the objectives of this study are to identify the 

enablers and inhibitors of performance management and to assess the strength of each 

enabler and inhibitor. This will require that the research investigate and clarify what the 

process of performance management is, and clarifies the purpose or desired outcomes of 

performance management.  
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SECONDARY OBJECTIVES 

Research Objective 1  

What is the process of performance management? 

―Performance management is an integrated process of defining, assessing and 

reinforcing employee work behaviours and outcomes. Organisations with a well-

developed performance management process often outperform those without this 

element of organisation design.‖ (Cummings and Worley 2009, p421).  

The objective seeks to understand the process of performance management, particularly 

its enablers and inhibitors in order to enhance organisational performance as a whole.  

Research Objective 2 

What are the desired outcomes of performance management? 

The purpose of performance management is, ―a means of getting better results from the 

organisation, teams and individuals by understanding and managing performance within 

an agreed framework of planned goals, standards and competence requirements. It is a 

process for establishing shared understanding about what is to be achieved and an 

approach to managing and developing people in a way that increases the probability that it 

will be achieved in the short and longer term‖ (Armstrong, 1999).  

The objective seeks to explore what the desired outcomes or purpose of performance 

management is to assist in identifying what might enable or inhibit such purpose.  
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PRIMARY OBJECTIVES EXPLAINED 

Research Question 1 

What enables performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd? 

This question seeks to understand what permanent employees at all levels who are 

appraised using the current performance management system consider to be the key 

drivers or enablers to successful performance management. The literature review 

presented in Chapter Two suggests that organisational commitment and line management 

commitment and capability are the core enabling factors of performance management 

systems. This research explores a range of enabling factors. 

Research Question 2 

What inhibits performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd? 

This question seeks to understand what permanent employees at all levels who are 

appraised using the current performance management system consider to be the key 

barriers or inhibitors to successful performance management. The literature review 

presented in Chapter Two suggests that some of the main issues concerning performance 

management are gaining the commitment of line managers to performance management, 

as well as the prevalence of poorly designed or poorly administered performance 

management systems. Are managers‘ actions and behaviours, for instance, partly 

attributable to inhibiting performance management?  

 

 

 



46 
 

Research Questions 3 and 4 

What is the relative strength of each enabling and inhibiting force respectively? 

Performance management should look at strengths and areas for development, 

celebration, value; encouragement and praise (Moreland, 2009).There are always 

enabling and inhibiting forces to a decision. The key to good decision making is to 

determine whether the enabling forces outweigh the inhibiting forces so you know what 

action to take. The rationale behind ranking the forces in order of importance is to 

strengthen the enabling forces supporting the performance management systems at 

Multichoice (Pty) Ltd and reduce the impact of opposition to it. 

This chapter has identified some key research and identifies clearly the objectives of the 

research. It goes on to explore secondary objectives in order to enhance the readers 

understanding of the purpose behind investigating the literature regarding performance 

management. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

 

The research approach focuses on applied, or action-oriented, research as opposed to 

social research methods. Although part of this research is to advance general knowledge, 

by contrast the main aim is to address a specific practical problem. The ultimate goal as 

researcher is to promote change regarding performance management at Multichoice (Pty) 

Ltd. The objective of the success of this research is for Multichoice (Pty) Ltd, and the other 

organisations mentioned above, to use this information either for decision making 

purposes or to obtain results (Neuman, 1994). 

A literature review was performed to identify research that was previously conducted 

pertaining to performance management. The literature review analysed the factors 

perceived to enable and inhibit performance management. This study aims to investigate 

the perceptions relating to performance management of chosen respondents at 

Multichoice (Pty) Ltd and whether their perceptions regarding enablers and inhibitors differ 

or are congruent with the literature summary above. 

 

4.1 RESEARCH DESIGN 

The research questions will be approached using a formal quantitative causal and 

explanatory design with a questionnaire being used to gather information from a sample of 

employees. The target respondents will be the excellent – ―A players‖ - , the average – ―B 

players‖ - and the under performers – the ―C players‖ - at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd (explained 

under sampling below). The purpose of this study is to uncover and describe the sample 

population‘s perspectives of performance management and learning the respondent‘s 
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viewpoint regarding situations relevant to the broader research problem (Blumberg et al, 

2005). 

The goal of a formal research design is to provide a valid representation of the current 

state and to answer the research questions posed (Blumberg et al, 2005).The current state 

that is represented in this study is the existing performance management system being 

utilised at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd.  

A quantitative strategy has been chosen because the researcher seeks measurable 

verification on the breadth of the enablers and inhibitors of the performance management 

systems at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd. Further to this, the comfort of numbers is sought to 

express the outcomes solicited from the respondents regarding the survey so that these 

results can be compared and contrasted against each employee category. 

The purpose of a causal study is to learn ―why‖ – that is, how one variable produces 

changes in another (Blumberg et al, 2005). Since this study aims to explain relationships 

among variables, the researcher seeks to understand what enables and inhibits 

performance management (the primary variable) according to a range of respondents. 

Further to this the outcomes of the questionnaire will be logically linked to a research 

question or theory (Neuman, 1994). 

The reason for conducting explanatory research is because of the desire to know ―why‖ 

and to explain ―how‖. ―It builds on exploratory and descriptive research techniques and 

goes on to identify the reason something occurs. Going beyond focusing on a topic or 

providing a picture of it, explanatory research looks for causes and reasons‖ (Neuman, 

1994). This links to the action-oriented focus of the researcher. For instance, Armstrong 

and Baron (2005, p.2) stated that ―performance management is concerned with under-

performers, but it does this positively by providing the means for people to improve their 
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performance or make better use of their abilities‖. In the same way, the research aims to 

build on the ―whys‖ and ―how‘s‖ of obtaining a positive outcome for all performers 

regarding performance management. 

The questionnaire that will be utilised will consist of written questions and will be designed 

to provide causal explanations to the inhibitors and enablers of performance management 

in the organisation. The target questions and wording will be structured in a closed format 

that presents the participants with a fixed set of choices. The reason that questionnaires 

are being used is because they are one of the most efficient ways to collect data as it 

typically contains fixed responses queries. They also can vary in the extent to which they 

are either standardised or tailored to a specific organisation (Cummings and Worley, 

2009).  

Since some of the respondents are executives at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd, a self-administered 

survey will be used so that these participants who might otherwise be inaccessible can be 

reached. The questionnaire was developed and refined to contain organisation 

characteristics specific to Multichoice (Pty) Ltd and can be distributed through the Internet 

via email. Further to this, the survey was chosen as it includes allowing replication and 

cross-sectional comparative studies, providing an accepted frame of reference for 

interpreting data and helping the evaluation (Cooke and Rousseau, 1988). The 

questionnaire also offers anonymity and avoids interview bias. 

Participants will be asked to indicate their agreement with each statement using a five-

point Likert scale, where 1 equals ―strongly disagree‖ and 5 equals ―strongly agree.‖ ―Each 

response will be given a numerical score to reflect its degree of attitudinal favourableness 

and the scores may be totalled to measure the participant‘s or group of participant‘s 
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attitudes‖(Blumberg et al, 2005, p466). This will allow for ease of comparison of each 

group of respondent‘s distribution of scores or outcomes to each other.  

The Likert scale was chosen ―since participants answer each item and because it is 

probably more reliable as it provides a greater volume of data than many other scales‖ 

(Blumberg et al, 2005, p477). 

The survey questionnaire will be pilot tested to verify any ambiguity within the instrument 

and to detect weaknesses in the design and instrumentation. This simulation will be done 

by emailing the survey to a subset within the main sample (Refer to Appendix One for 

questionnaire attached) 

 

4.2 RESEARCH POPULATION 

The population of relevance consists of all permanent employees of all organisations who 

have been subjected to a performance management system or tool in the last 12 months. 

According to Blumberg et al, (2005), a population is the total collection of elements about 

which we wish to make some inferences and a population element is the subject on which 

the measurement is being taken. Therefore the ―population of interest‖ and the specific 

pool of cases on which inferences are made for the purpose of this study are all 

permanent employees (subject) at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd who are appraised using the 

current performance management system.  
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4.3 SAMPLING 

The individual or employee is the unit of analysis in this instance because each individual 

employee‘s response is recorded. This will be all permanent employees of Multichoice 

(Pty) Ltd, who are all subjected to the same performance management tool. These 

employees were all selected from the Multichoice Group ―pay TV‖ subsidiary companies 

which consist of M-net, Multichoice, MWeb, Supersport, Digital Mobile Television (Pty) Ltd 

and DSTV Online.  

A stratified probability sampling technique will be used. Blumberg et al (2005) mention that 

stratified sampling is useful when the researcher wants to study the characteristics of 

certain population sub groups. These ―sub groups‖ will be the three categories of 

employees and the element being tested would be their perceptions of the enablers and 

inhibitors of performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd.  

According to Shirley (2007), as work progresses, everyone‘s performance will fall 

somewhere in a spectrum at any point in time. This is depicted in Figure 5 below. 
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Figure 5: The Performance Spectrum 

 

 

This spectrum consists of employees who are poor performers, those who are ―on track‖ 

with performance and those with superb performance. ―The superb performers are 

employees who require little additional encouragement to reach their utmost, as they grab 

the opportunities to produce, develop themselves and contribute value while the ―on-track‖ 

performers need more support. Yet the third group, the poor performers will need more 

"aggressive" motivation‖ (Shirley, 2007)! 

The associated sample size will be 20 ―A player‖ employees, 20 ―B player‖ and 20 ―C 

players‖ drawn from the Multichoice Group‘s HR system called PeopleSoft which already 

defines employees into these sub-categories. The sub-categories of employees are based 

on the performance spectrum described by Dr Shirley above. Therefore the ―A player‖ 

employees are star performers (superb performers), ―B players‖ are the average 

performers (on-track performers) and the ―C players‖ are the underperformers (poor 

performers). These sub-categories of employees could be any employee in the 

organisation who is obtaining high, average or low performance ratings respectively. 
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According to the PeopleSoft system used, employees are scored based on a ranking 

system from 1 to 5. A rating of 1 being the lowest and 5 being the highest where 1 is:  

―does not meet standard‖, 2 is: ―slightly below standard‖, 3 is:  ―meet standard‖, 4 is: 

―exceed standard‖ and 5 is: ―outstanding‖.   

Therefore an ―A player‖ would be any level of permanent employee in the organisation 

(senior, middle or low level), subject to appraisal by the performance management system 

under review and who is obtaining high performance scores i.e. any score of 4 and above. 

A ―B player‖ would be any level of permanent employee in the organisation (senior, middle 

or low level), subject to appraisal by the performance management system under review 

and who is obtaining average performance scores i.e. a score of exactly 3. 

A ―C player‖ would be any level of permanent employee in the organisation (senior, middle 

or low level), subject to appraisal by the performance management system under review 

and who is obtaining low performance scores i.e. any score of below 3. 

The reason for this selection is because each category of employees presents different 

challenges at review time, and this investigation aims to offer recommendations to 

customise the performance management system for each group. 

Since this study is about the players‘ perceptions of enabling and inhibiting forces, it will be 

interesting to compare the differences as well as the similarities between what each 

category of employee perceives the enablers and inhibitors to be. In some instances it 

could be possible that the inhibitors of a certain category could very well be the enablers of 

another and vice versa. 
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4.4 ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

The results of the data presented in Chapter Six was analysed and interpreted using 

statistical techniques, namely descriptive and inferential statistics. By doing this, the goal 

was to capture a population‘s characteristics by making inferences from a sample‘s 

characteristics (Blumberg et al, 2005). The population referred to in this instance is the 

total number of permanent employees using the performance management tool at 

Multichoice (Pty) Ltd and the sample is the selection of respondents above.  

The scaled responses allowed for various functions to be derived and for relationships 

among variables to be explored. For instance, the relationship between each sub category 

of employee (i.e. ―A players‖, ―B players‖ and ―C players‖) and the perceived fairness of 

performance management systems at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd. Recommendations to 

management are based on the interpretation of the data analysed. 

Further to this, a force field analysis was conducted to analyse and interpret data obtained. 

According to Cummings and Worley (2009), this method organises information pertaining 

to the primary variable into two major categories: forces for the primary variable and forces 

for resisting it. The primary variable for the purpose of this study is performance 

management.  

Through this analysis, the order or strength of the different forces were ranked in an 

attempt to determine whether the enabling forces outweigh the inhibiting forces before 

action is taken. The reason for doing this is to strengthen the enabling forces supporting 

the performance management systems at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd and reduce the impact of 

opposition to it. 
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4.5 RESEARCH LIMITATIONS 

The primary concern was with the ability to generalise findings to areas of interest not only 

to Multichoice (Pty) Ltd but to all organisations that use performance management 

systems. 

The scope of the research was limited to the Multichoice Groups‘ subsidiary companies as 

listed above as it was easily accessible for the purposes of this study and consistently 

applied across all subsidiaries. 

Although this study could be applied across all organisations, the time dimension is cross-

sectional as it was carried out once at a particular point in time. This study therefore 

represents a snapshot of how a range of respondents perceive the enabling and inhibiting 

forces of performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd. Another disadvantage of 

cross-sectional research is that it could not capture social pressures or change that may 

influence the outcome of the questionnaire. 

Since a stratified probability sampling technique was utilised for the survey, no inferences 

can be made to the population and large amounts of information and deep probing results 

are not at all expected. 

As the questionnaire comprised only closed ended questions it is possible that answers 

that the respondent would not otherwise have chosen was suggested. Respondents with 

no option or no knowledge could have answered anyway and could have even be forced 

to make choices they would not necessarily have made in the real world or even because 

their desired answer was not an available choice. Further to this any misrepresentation of 

a question has gone unnoticed (Neuman, 1994). 



56 
 

Additionally, the sample was restricted to the Gauteng and Mpumalanga geographical 

areas.   

The survey that was used to obtain the results from the respondents might have been 

flawed as a limited number of questions were used and could have been subject to 

interpretation bias.  

Failure to get a response from a sampled respondent could take several forms. The 

respondent may not be contactable, the respondent may be unable to complete the survey 

(e.g. spoke another language, had no time, was ill) or he refused to answer the questions 

(Neuman, 1994). 
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS 

 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter represents a presentation of the results obtained from the data collection and 

analysis phase. The data analysis was designed with the intention of answering the 

research questions described in Chapter Three. Since a quantitative design was used, 

both descriptive statistics and analytical data of the questionnaire will be presented clearly. 

These methods will be used to summarise the data. Descriptive research design is a 

scientific method which involves observing and describing the behaviour of a subject 

without influencing it in any way (Creswell, 2009). Therefore the descriptive statistics were 

calculated first and will be displayed in that order as they comprise the demographical 

variables of the population selected. Thereafter the relevant statistical analysis will be 

presented.  

 

5.2 DEMOGRAPHICS 

The questionnaire respondents were identified through a stratified probability sampling 

technique (Blumberg et al, 2005) that achieved a sample size of 60. This sample consisted 

of only permanent employees from Multichoice (Pty) Ltd comprising of 20 A players, 20 B 

players and 20 C players. These employees were evenly selected across three levels of 

employment junior, middle and lower as set out (Table 3) below. 
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Table 3: Demographics – Sample Distribution 

A PLAYERs B PLAYERs C PLAYERs TOTAL 

6 Junior 7 Junior 7 Junior 20 Junior 

7 Middle 7 Middle 6 Middle 20 Middle 

7 Senior 6 Senior 7 Senior 20 Senior 

TOTAL 20 TOTAL 20 TOTAL 20 60 RESPONDENTS 

 

The sample was selected to study the perception of each category of employees regarding 

enabling and inhibiting forces of performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd. The 

different job levels were chosen specifically to determine the differences as well as the 

similarities between what each category of employee perceives the enablers and inhibitors 

to be.  

 

5.3 RESULTS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE: RAW DATA 

Respondents were asked to rank their perceptions of the performance management 

system at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd based on seven categories or constructs discussed in 

Chapter Two. These perceptions were measured through questions asked using a five 

point Likert scale. The results are displayed in Appendix Two. 

 

5.4  TESTING THE RELIABILITY OF THE CONSTRUCTS 

Each category or construct (ranging from category 1 viz. satisfaction to category 7 viz. line 

manager capability) as depicted above consisted of statements. In order to answer the 

research questions proposed in Chapter Three the researcher needed to determine 

whether the statements that constitute a construct were reliable. To this end, reliability 

tests had to be implemented. Refer below for reliability testing for categories 1 to 7 (Tables 

4 – 10).  
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Table 4: Satisfaction 

The entire set of items yields a Cronbach‘s Alpha value of 0.9270. By removing item 9 this 

values increases to 0.9331. Item 9 displays a low (not significant) correlation with item 7, 

justifying dropping item 9 from the construct. 

Excluded Col α 

1 .Performance appraisals are a satisfying experience. 0.9169 

2. Good performance is recognised in my organisation. 0.9160 

3. My organisation conducts performance appraisals‘ in the best possible way 0.9220 

4. My manager is supportive of me. 0.9145 

5. I am given enough time to express my perspectives regarding my 
performance 

0.9184 

6. I have the opportunity to influence the outcome of my appraisal. 0.9135 

7. I am given a sufficient explanation of my ratings. 0.9152 

8. I am satisfied with the feedback I received 0.9154 

9. I know how to fulfil the expectations of management set out in my appraisal. 0.9331 

 

Table 5: Motivation 

The entire set yields a Cronbach‘s Alpha value of 0.8299. Removal of item 12 will increase 

the value to 0.8356. Item 12 also displays a low (non-significant) correlation with item 10 

justifying its removal from this construct. 

Excluded Col α 

10. Feedback, particularly in the areas of skill development, pay for 
performance, and career advancement occurs during the appraisal session. 

0.7991 

11. The feedback I have received has helped me to understand my 
organisation‘s strategy. 

0.7914 

13. I am aware of how the organisation is performing and how my output affects 
it. 

0.8317 

14. I can see the direct link between effort and performance and performance 
and reward 

0.8096 

15. I understand how my personal goals fit into the overall strategy of the 
business. 

0.8190 

16. Feedback that I receive from my manager is always adequate 0.7999 
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Table 6: Utility 

The construct yields a Cronbach‘s Alpha value of 0.8591. However items 19, 20, 21 and 

23 have non-significant correlations with the other items of this construct justifying their 

removal from this construct 

Excluded Col α 

17. I am aware of the purpose of my organisation‘s performance management 
system. 

0.8430 

18. My manager or HR has communicated the purpose of the company‘s 
performance management system. 

0.8227 

22. The performance management system is poorly administered. 2 0.8591 

24. My performance appraisal fits my current role in the organisation 0.8429 

25. The individuals involved in the performance appraisals have been 
adequately prepared for them 

0.8176 

26. Performance appraisal policies have been adequately explained 0.8240 

(Note that Item22 has been reverse-coded) 

 

Table 7: Fairness 

The construct yields a Cronbach‘s Alpha value of 0.8918 with the removal of items 31, 32 

and 33. 

Excluded Col α 

27. My manager allows me the opportunity to change the outcomes of my 
performance appraisal 

0.8582 

28. My manager understands my job roles and responsibilities and what I 
should be evaluated on. 

0.8614 

29. Performance appraisals are perceived to be fair. 0.8577 

30. I can defend and justify my manager‘s decisions 0.8679 

 

 

 

 

 



61 
 

Table 8: Forced Ranking 

With the removal of item 34 the Cronbach‘s Alpha value increased to 0.8485. 

Excluded Col α 

34.  The appraisal process is a basis for determining the size of my bonus. 0.8485 

35. Sometimes I feel that I am slotted into the lowest rank even if my 
performance is satisfactory. 

0.4540 

36. I believe I am ranked according to a quota system. 0.5774 

37. I believe I am ranked the same irrespective of my performance. 0.4092 

 

Table 9: Line Manager Commitment 

The entire set yielded a Cronbach‘s Alpha value of 0.8987. Although item 39 has a slightly 

higher Alpha value, the correlation of item 39 with the set is still significant and this item 

will thus be retained. 

Excluded Col α 

38. My manager works hard to correct weaknesses identified during the 
appraisal process. 

0.8783 

39. I fully understand the performance management process and purpose 0.9128 

40. My manager is able to deliver on commitments 0.8863 

41. My manager is actively involved in goal setting. 0.8752 

42. My manager is actively involved in my personal development. 0.8866 

43. The appraisal process is the only time that I get to discuss performance 
with my manager 2 

0.8887 

44. My manager is always transparent, open and honest during the process. 0.8735 

45. There is no communication or very little regarding performance between my 
manager and I.  

0.8807 

(Note that items 43 and 45 were reverse-coded) 
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Table 10: Line Management Capability 

The removal of items 49, 50, 51 and 53 yielded a Cronbach‘s Alpha value of 0.8325  

Excluded Col α 

47. I am satisfied with how my manager conducts performance appraisals 0.7525 

48. My manager is known for taking corrective action when necessary. 0.7764 

52. I believe that my manager lacks the skills required to handle the process. 2 0.8274 

54. I agree with the feedback I have received 0.8193 

55. I have received positive feedback for work done well. 0.8105 

(Note that item 52 was reverse-coded) 

 

5.5 ANOVA TESTS BETWEEN THE CONSTRUCTS AND NOMINAL VARIABLE 

PLAYER 

The parametric one-way ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) was employed to determine 

whether there were differences in the mean scores of the constructs between Players A, B 

and C. 

Parametric tests were employed as continuous (or interval or ratio) data was available 

whereas non-parametric tests would have been used if the questionnaire was based on 

ordinal and nominal data. The use of parametric tests is generally preferred over non-

parametric tests because it assumes an underlying distribution (usually a normal 

distribution) on the raw continuous data. Generally the parametric test will be more 

effective and accurate (Field, 2005). 

Refer below for ANOVA results for Constructs 1 - 7: 
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STATISTICAL RESULTS FOR CONSTRUCT 1: SATISFACTION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Construct  Player 
C 

Player 
B 

Player 
A 

Satisfaction 

N 20 20 20 

Mean 2.7 3.4 3.6 

Std 
Dev 

0.940 0.753 0.653 
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TABLE 11 – TESTS OF NORMALITY FOR CONSTRUCT 1 (SATISFACTION) 

Tests of Normality 

 Player Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Satisfaction Player A .161 20 .188 .958 20 .496 

Player B .127 20 .200* .972 20 .796 

Player C .126 20 .200* .931 20 .159 

 

 

TABLE 12 – TESTS OF HOMOGENEITY FOR CONSTRUCT 1 (SATISFACTION) 

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variance 

 
Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Satisfaction Based on Mean 1.817 2 57 .172 

 Based on Median 1.624 2 57 .206 

Based on Median and 
with adjusted df 

1.624 2 53.777 .207 

Based on trimmed 
mean 

1.778 2 57 .178 
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ANOVA: MEAN SATISFACTION SCORE BY PLAYERS 

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF SATISFACTION BY PLAYER 

 

 

Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 

Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio Prob > F 

Player 2 8.800521 4.40026 7.0327 0.0019* 
Error 57 35.664063 0.62569   
C. Total 59 44.464583    
 
Means for One-way Anova 
Level Number Mean Std Error Lower 95% Upper 95% 
Player A 20 3.58125 0.17687 3.2271 3.9354 
Player B 20 3.38125 0.17687 3.0271 3.7354 
Player C 20 2.68750 0.17687 2.3333 3.0417 
 

Level       Mean 
Player A A       3.5812500 
Player B A       3.3812500 
Player C   B     2.6875000 
 
Levels not connected by same letter are significantly different. 
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STATISTICAL RESULTS FOR CONSTRUCT 2: MOTIVATION 

  

Construct  Player 
C 

Player 
B 

Player 
A 

 
Motivation 
 

N 20 20 20 

Mean 2.9 3.0 3.3 

Std 
Dev 

0.770 0.953 0.752 

 

 

TABLE 13 – TESTS OF NORMALITY FOR CONSTRUCT 2 (MOTIVATION) 

Tests of Normality 

 Player Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic Df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Motivation Player A .174 20 .114 .947 20 .328 

Player B .141 20 .200* .952 20 .406 

Player C .118 20 .200* .949 20 .350 
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TABLE 14 – TESTS OF HOMOGENEITY FOR CONSTRUCT 2 (MOTIVATION) 

Test of Homogeneity of Variance 

 
Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Motivation Based on Mean 1.075 2 57 .348 

Based on Median 1.123 2 57 .332 

Based on Median and 
with adjusted df 

1.123 2 55.252 .333 

Based on trimmed 
mean 

1.124 2 57 .332 

 

 

 

ANOVA: MEAN MOTIVATION SCORE BY PLAYERS 

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF MOTIVATION BY PLAYER 

 

 

Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 

Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio Prob > F 

Player 2 1.573148 0.786574 1.1422 0.3263 
Error 57 39.252778 0.688645   
C. Total 59 40.825926    
 
Means for One-way Anova 
Level Number Mean Std Error Lower 95% Upper 95% 
Player A 20 3.25833 0.18556 2.8868 3.6299 
Player B 20 3.00833 0.18556 2.6368 3.3799 
Player C 20 2.86667 0.18556 2.4951 3.2382 
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STATISTICAL RESULTS FOR CONSTRUCT 3: UTILITY 

  

 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 15 – TESTS OF NORMALITY FOR CONSTRUCT 3 (UTILITY) 

Tests of Normality 

 Player Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic Df Sig. Statistic Df Sig. 

Utility Player A .246 20 .003 .777 20 .000 

Player B .135 20 .200* .968 20 .707 

Player C .150 20 .200* .939 20 .234 

 

Construct   Player C Player B Player A 

 
Utility 

N 20 20 20 

Mean 2.8 3.1 3.4 

Std Dev 0.635 0.602 0.568 
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TABLE 16 – TESTS OF HOMOGENEITY FOR CONSTRUCT 3 (UTILITY) 

Test of Homogeneity of Variance 

 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Utility Based on Mean 1.097 2 57 .341 

Based on Median 1.442 2 57 .245 

Based on Median and 
with adjusted df 

1.442 2 50.738 .246 

Based on trimmed 
mean 

1.287 2 57 .284 

 

Note that a Box-Cox transformation (Lambda=1.8) was applied to this construct to ensure 

normality of the distributions of all 3 players. 

 

ANOVA: MEAN UTILITY SCORE BY PLAYERS 

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF UTILITY BY PLAYER 

 

 

Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 

Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio Prob > F 

Player 2 3.119444 1.55972 4.3001 0.0182* 
Error 57 20.675000 0.36272   
C. Total 59 23.794444    
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Means for One-way Anova 
Level Number Mean Std Error Lower 95% Upper 95% 
Player A 20 3.39167 0.13467 3.1220 3.6613 
Player B 20 3.12500 0.13467 2.8553 3.3947 
Player C 20 2.83333 0.13467 2.5637 3.1030 
 
Std Error uses a pooled estimate of error variance 
 

Level       Mean 
Player A A       3.3916667 
Player B A B     3.1250000 
Player C   B     2.8333333 
 

Levels not connected by same letter are significantly different. 

 

STATISTICAL RESULTS FOR CONSTRUCT 4: FAIRNESS 

  

Construct  Player C Player B Player A 

 

Fairness 

 

N 20 20 20 

Mean 2.6 3.4 3.5 

Std Dev 1.120 0.702 0.763 
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TABLE 17 – TESTS OF NORMALITY FOR CONSTRUCT 4 (FAIRNESS) 

Tests for Normality 

 Player Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic Df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Fairness Player A .136 20 .200* .972 20 .796 

Player B .172 20 .124 .953 20 .415 

Player C .106 20 .200* .954 20 .436 

 

 

TABLE 18 – TESTS OF HOMOGENEITY FOR CONSTRUCT 4 (FAIRNESS) 

Test of Homogeneity of Variance 

 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Fairness Based on Mean 2.374 2 57 .102 

Based on Median 2.007 2 57 .144 

Based on Median and 
with adjusted df 

2.007 2 48.317 .145 

Based on trimmed 
mean 

2.285 2 57 .111 
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ANOVA: MEAN FAIRNESS SCORE BY PLAYERS 

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF FAIRNESS BY PLAYER 

 

 

Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 

Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio Prob > F 

Player 2 8.939583 4.46979 5.7581 0.0053* 
Error 57 44.246875 0.77626   
C. Total 59 53.186458    
 
Means for One-way Anova 
Level Number Mean Std Error Lower 95% Upper 95% 
Player A 20 3.45000 0.19701 3.0555 3.8445 
Player B 20 3.43750 0.19701 3.0430 3.8320 
Player C 20 2.62500 0.19701 2.2305 3.0195 
 
Std Error uses a pooled estimate of error variance 
 

Level       Mean 
Player A A       3.4500000 
Player B A       3.4375000 
Player C   B     2.6250000 
 
Levels not connected by same letter are significantly different. 
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STATISTICAL RESULTS FOR CONSTRUCT 5: FORCED RANKING  

  

 

 

 

 

TABLE 19 – TESTS OF NORMALITY FOR CONSTRUCT 5 (FORCED RANKING) 

Tests of Normality 

 Player Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic Df Sig. 

Forced 
Ranking 

Player A .200 20 .034 .940 20 .243 

Player B .126 20 .200* .967 20 .699 

Player C .178 20 .099 .931 20 .160 

 

Construct  Player C Player B Player A 

 

Forced 

Ranking 

 

N 20 20 20 

Mean 3.3 3.1 2.8 

Std Dev 0.475 0.671 0.591 
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TABLE 20 – TESTS OF HOMOGENEITY FOR CONSTRUCT 5 (FORCED RANKING) 

Test of Homogeneity of Variance 

 
Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Forced 

Ranking 

Based on Mean .970 2 57 .385 

Based on Median .726 2 57 .488 

Based on Median and 
with adjusted df 

.726 2 51.540 .489 

Based on trimmed 
mean 

.968 2 57 .386 

 

ANOVA: MEAN FORCED RANKING SCORE BY PLAYERS 

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF FORCED RANKING BY PLAYER 

 

Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 

Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio Prob > F 

Player 2 2.202083 1.10104 3.2210 0.0473* 
Error 57 19.484375 0.34183   
C. Total 59 21.686458    
 
Means for One-way Anova 
Level Number Mean Std Error Lower 95% Upper 95% 
Player A 20 2.82500 0.13073 2.5632 3.0868 
Player B 20 3.12500 0.13073 2.8632 3.3868 
Player C 20 3.28750 0.13073 3.0257 3.5493 
 
Std Error uses a pooled estimate of error variance 
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Level       Mean 
Player C A       3.2875000 
Player B A B     3.1250000 
Player A   B     2.8250000 
 
Levels not connected by same letter are significantly different 

 

CONSTRUCT 6: LINE MANAGEMER COMMITMENT  

  

 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 21 – TESTS OF NORMALITY FOR CONSTRUCT 6 (LINE MANAGER COMMITMENT) 

Tests of Normality 

 Player Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Line Manager 
Commitment 

Player A .131 20 .200* .954 20 .427 

Player B .104 20 .200* .958 20 .498 

Player C .110 20 .200* .945 20 .293 

 

 

Construct  Player C Player B Player A 

 

Line Manager 

Commitment 

N 20 20 20 

Mean 2.6 3.3 3.3 

Std Dev 0.769 0.786 0.732 
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TABLE 22 – TESTS OF HOMOGENEITY FOR CONSTRUCT 6 (LINE MANAGER 

COMMITMENT) 

Test of Homogeneity of Variance 

 
Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Line Manager 
Commitment 

Based on Mean .044 2 57 .957 

Based on Median .070 2 57 .933 

Based on Median and 
with adjusted df 

.070 2 56.992 .933 

 

 

ANOVA: MEAN LINE MANAGER COMMITMENT SCORE BY PLAYERS 

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF LINE MANAGER COMMITMENT BY PLAYER 
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Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 

Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio Prob > F 

Player 2 6.267000 3.13350 5.3868 0.0072* 
Error 57 33.157000 0.58170   
C. Total 59 39.424000    
 
Means for One-way Anova 
Level Number Mean Std Error Lower 95% Upper 95% 
Player A 20 3.32500 0.17054 2.9835 3.6665 
Player B 20 3.25000 0.17054 2.9085 3.5915 
Player C 20 2.60500 0.17054 2.2635 2.9465 
 
Std Error uses a pooled estimate of error variance 
 

 

 
Levels not connected by same letter are significantly different 
 

STATISTICAL RESULTS FOR CONSTRUCT 7: LINE MANAGER CAPABILITY  

  

 

 

 

 

Level       Mean 
Player A A       3.3250000 
Player B A       3.2500000 
Player C   B     2.6050000 

Construct  Player C Player B Player A 

 

Line Manager 

Capability 

 

N 20 20 20 

Mean 2.8 3.5 3.5 

Std Dev 0.798 0.726 0.556 
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TABLE 23 – TESTS OF NORMALITY FOR CONSTRUCT 7 (LINE MANAGER CAPABILITY) 

Tests of Normality 

 Player Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic Df Sig. 

Line Manager 
Capability 

Player 
A 

.149 20 .200* .931 20 .159 

Player 
B 

.113 20 .200* .975 20 .852 

Player 
C 

.137 20 .200* .952 20 .404 

 

 

TABLE 24 – TESTS OF HOMOGENEITY FOR CONSTRUCT 7 (LINE MANAGER 

CAPABILITY) 

Test of Homogeneity of Variance 

 
Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Line Manager 
Capability 

Based on Mean .902 2 57 .411 

Based on Median .933 2 57 .399 

Based on Median and 
with adjusted df 

.933 2 52.501 .400 

Based on trimmed 
mean 

.905 2 57 .410 
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ANOVA: MEAN LINE MANAGER CAPABILITY SCORE BY PLAYERS 

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF LINE MANAGER CAPABILITY BY PLAYER 

 

 

Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 

Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio Prob > F 

Player 2 7.609333 3.80467 7.7485 0.0011* 
Error 57 27.988000 0.49102   
C. Total 59 35.597333    
 
Means for One-way Anova 
Level Number Mean Std Error Lower 95% Upper 95% 
Player A 20 3.51000 0.15669 3.1962 3.8238 
Player B 20 3.54000 0.15669 3.2262 3.8538 
Player C 20 2.77000 0.15669 2.4562 3.0838 
 
Std Error uses a pooled estimate of error variance 
 

Level       Mean 
Player B A       3.5400000 
Player A A       3.5100000 
Player C   B     2.7700000 
 
Levels not connected by same letter are significantly different. 
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Table 25 - Summary of one-way ANOVA tests 

  

  

Label 

Player 

Comment Player C Player B Player A 

N Mean 
Std 

Dev 
N Mean 

Std 

Dev 
N Mean 

Std 

Dev 

Fairness 20 2.6 1.120 20 3.4 0.702 20 3.5 0.763 A B sig > C 

Forced 

Ranking 
20 3.3 0.475 20 3.1 0.671 20 2.8 0.591 C sig > A 

Line Manager 

Capability 
20 2.8 0.798 20 3.5 0.726 20 3.5 0.556 A B sig > C 

Line Manager 

Commitment 
20 2.6 0.769 20 3.3 0.786 20 3.3 0.732 A B sig > C 

Motivation 
20 2.9 0.770 20 3.0 0.953 20 3.3 0.752 

No 

Difference 

Satisfaction 20 2.7 0.940 20 3.4 0.753 20 3.6 0.653 A B sig > C 

Utility 20 2.8 0.635 20 3.1 0.602 20 3.4 0.568 A sig >  C 

 

 

5.6 CONCLUSION 

The main purpose of this chapter is to present the outcome of the statistical analysis. The 

output of the quantitative data analysis through questionnaires will be used to answer the 

research questions as described in Chapter Three. More detailed discussion of the results 

will be conducted in Chapter Six.  
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS 

 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

The goal of this chapter is to answer the research questions as stated in Chapter Three. 

The preceding chapter presented the outcome of the results from the formal quantitative 

causal and explanatory design. The questionnaire has been completed by a sample of 60 

employees. This chapter will analyse and interpret the questionnaire results based on two 

inputs; one being the results produced in Chapter Five and the literature review conducted 

in Chapter Two. This chapter will provide more insights into the research problem with the 

evidence that the research problem was answered. In order to maintain consistent 

application of each statistical analysis presented in Chapter Five, each result will be 

subsequently explained in the same order. Thereafter each research question will be 

separately analysed and interpreted.  

 

6.2 EXPLANATION OF RESULTS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE: RAW DATA 

The raw data or actual results from the questionnaire that has been presented in Table 4 

in Chapter 5 above is crucial for the purposes of this study as this enabled the researcher 

to perform both descriptive statistics and inferential statistics.  

Descriptive statistics allows a researcher to describe or summarise their data for a study to 

include the sample size, mean, percentage and a range of scores on a study measure 

(Field, 2005). 
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Inferential statistics are usually the most important part of a dissertation's statistical 

analysis. Inferential statistics are used to allow a researcher to make statistical inferences, 

which is to draw conclusions about the data. Most of this chapter will focus on presenting 

the results of inferential statistics used for the above data (Creswell, 2009). The most 

common kind of statistical inference is hypothesis testing which will be discussed under 

6.4 below. When decisions are made based on statistical data analysis, the process is 

called statistical inference (Howell, 2009). 

 

6.3 EXPLANATION FOR TESTING THE RELIABILITY OF THE CONSTRUCTS 

The purpose of testing the reliability of the constructs or categories (satisfaction to line 

manager capability) in this instance was to ensure that we measure what we intend to 

measure, with the results being reliable and valid. Broadly defined reliability is the degree 

to which measures are free from error and therefore reveal consistent results. Reliability is 

therefore the consistency of your measurement, or the degree to which an instrument 

measures the same way each time it is used under the same condition with the same 

subjects (Howell, 2009). 

Item analysis is done to assess the reliability of the different dimensions or constructs in 

the questionnaire via Cronbach Alpha values. The reliability of the items that constitute a 

construct (or factor) was tested for internal consistency using the Cronbach Alpha test. 

This test is the most used day facto standard for measuring reliability. A Cronbach‘s Alpha 

value of less than 0.6 indicates UNACCEPTABLE reliability whereas a value between 0.6 

and 0.8 indicates ACCEPTABLE internal consistency. A value above 0.8 indicates that the 

items that constitute the construct have GOOD reliability (Field, 2005).  
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Each of the constructs was tested for reliability. The Tables 4 – 10 in Chapter Five above 

provided an alpha value that would have been obtained if that item deemed unreliable was 

removed. Items showing a significantly higher alpha value than the collective Cronbach‘s 

Alpha were candidates for removal from the set. Before removal however, pair-wise 

correlations between items were inspected for negative or non-significant correlation. This 

inspection has determined whether an item with a higher alpha value would result if it had 

to be removed. Refer below for the summary of the Cronbach Alpha test for each 

construct. 

SUMMARY: CREATION OF THE CONSTRUCTS 

Constructs scores were calculated as follows: 

Satisfaction  =  Mean (Q1; Q2; Q3; Q4; Q5; Q6; Q7; Q8) 

Motivation  = Mean (Q10; Q11; Q13; Q14; Q15; Q16) 

Utility   = Mean (Q17; Q18; Q22; Q24; Q25; Q26) 

Fairness  = Mean (Q27; Q28; Q29; Q30) 

Forced Ranking = Mean (Q34; Q35; Q36; Q37) 

Line Manager Commitment = Mean (Q38; Q39; Q40; Q41; Q42; Q43; Q44; Q45) 

Line Manager Capability      = Mean (Q47; Q48; Q52; Q54; Q55) 

 

Note that where applicable the reverse-coded items were used in the calculation of the 

mean scores. Once the questions that distorted the reliability of the constructs were 

eliminated and a single continuous variable achieved for each construct from satisfaction 

(construct 1) to line management capability (construct 7), the statistical analysis could 

commence.  
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6.4 EXPLANATION OF ANOVA TESTS BETWEEN THE CONSTRUCTS AND 

NOMINAL VARIABLE PLAYERS 

A descriptive statistical tool in the form of a parametric test was used to determine if a 

relationship exists between the players and the constructs. The One-Way ANOVA was 

employed to determine whether the mean (average) scores of the constructs (satisfaction, 

motivation, utility, fairness, forced ranking, line manager commitment and line manager 

capability) differ between Players A, B and C. These average scores will immediately 

divulge the differences in perception regarding enablers and inhibitors of the three players 

if they exist. 

From this, it could be concluded that the null hypothesis (H0) therefore would be no 

different in the perceptions of A, B and C players i.e. (A player = B player = C player). Null 

hypothesis is the status quo (current situation) and is denoted by H0. For example, No 

association exists between the seven variables or categories and across the three players. 

The alternative hypothesis however is the research hypothesis and is denoted by HA or 

H1 For example, an association exists between the seven variables or categories and 

across the three players (Creswell, 2009). 

In order to begin with the ANOVA, three assumptions for the application of this technique 

needed to be met. These are normality, independence and homogeneity (equal 

variances). These assumptions had to first be tested before the technique could be 

applied. In the absence of normality an attempt will be made to transform the data to 

enforce normality, but failing this transformation, non-parametric tests such as Kruskal-

Wallis will be applied. In the case of a lack of equality of variances, the result of the Welch 

test will be reported The Levene test will be used to verify the assumption of equal 

variances (Field, 2005). 
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Independence, the second assumption denoted above has been assumed for all players 

as they are mutually exclusive i.e. Player A cannot be Player B or Player C and vice versa. 

This sample is unbiased and objective as it has been selected independently by the 

company‘s human resources management for the purposes of this study. 

For normality and homogeneity of variances a 1% level of significance was tested. This 

1% level of significance in statistical terms means that reporting is done at a 99% 

confidence interval. Expressed differently, it would be interpreted as being 99% certain 

that the results are correct based on statistical analysis (Field, 2005).  

Further to this, the p-value (probability value) was used in the ANOVA test to decide 

whether there was enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis and conclude that the 

research hypothesis is supported by the data. The p-value is a numerical measure of the 

statistical significance of a hypothesis test. It indicates the likelihood that an association 

exists even if the null hypothesis is true (NO association exists). By convention, if the p-

value is less than 0.05 (p < 0.05), it is concluded that the null hypothesis can be rejected 

(NO association exists). In other words, when p < 0.05 it may be stated that the results are 

statistically significant (Field, 2005).  

CONSTRUCT 1: SATISFACTION 

Making reference to the ―Tests of Normality‖ table for construct 1 (Table 11) in Chapter 

Five, it can be concluded using the Shapiro-Wilk test, the data for Construct 1 is normally 

distributed as all three players have a level of significance that is >0.01. 

Making reference to the ―Tests of Homogeneity of Variance‖ table (Table 12) reflected 

below Construct 1, it can be concluded that the data for Construct 1 have equal variances 

as the level of significance is >0.01 based on the mean. 
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Since all three assumptions have been met for Construct 1, the results of the ANOVA test 

can be interpreted. Since p<0.05, it can be concluded that H0 is rejected. Therefore the 

perceptions of Construct 1 indicate satisfaction is statistically significantly different for all 

three players.   

The mean score for SATISFACTION for Player C is significantly lower than players A 

and B.  

CONSTRUCT 2: MOTIVATION 

Making reference to the ―Tests of Normality‖ table reflected below Construct 2 (Table 13) 

in Chapter Five, using the Shapiro-Wilk test, it can be concluded that the data for 

Construct 2 is normally distributed as all three players have a level of significance that is 

>0.01. 

Referring to the ―Tests of Homogeneity of Variance‖ table reflected below Construct 2 

(Table 14), it can be concluded that the data for Construct 2 have equal variances as the 

level of significance  is >0.01 based on the mean. 

Since all three assumptions have been met for Construct 2, the results of the ANOVA test 

can be interpreted. Since p>0.05, one can conclude that H0 is accepted. Therefore the 

perceptions of Construct 2 indicate motivation is not statistically significantly different for all 

three players.   

There is NO difference in the mean score for MOTIVATION between the three 

players.  
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CONSTRUCT 3: UTILITY 

Making reference to the ―Tests of Normality‖ table reflected below Construct 3 (Table 15) 

in Chapter Five, using the Shapiro-Wilk test, the data for Construct 3 is normally 

distributed as all three players have a level of significance that is >0.01. In addition to the 

above, the Box-Cox transformation was applied to ensure normality of the distribution of all 

three players.  

Referring to the ―Tests of Homogeneity of Variance‖ table reflected below Construct 3 

(Table 16), it can be concluded that the data for Construct 3 have equal variances as the 

level of significance  is >0.01 based on the mean. 

Since all three assumptions have been met for Construct 3, the results of the ANOVA test 

can be interpreted as follows. Since p<0.05, H0 is rejected. Therefore the perceptions of 

construct 3 indicate utility is statistically significantly different for all three players.   

There is a significant difference in the mean score of UTILITY between Player A and 

Player C.  

CONSTRUCT 4: FAIRNESS 

Making reference to the ―Tests of Normality‖ table reflected below Construct 4 in Chapter 

Five (Table 17), using the Shapiro-Wilk test, the data for Construct 4 is normally distributed 

as all three players have a level of significance that is >0.01.  

Looking at the ―Tests of Homogeneity of Variance‖ table reflected below Construct 4 

(Table 18), one can conclude that the data for Construct 4 have equal variances as the 

level of significance  is >0.01 based on the mean. 
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Since all three assumptions have been met for Construct 4, we may interpret the results of 

the ANOVA test. Since p<0.05, one can conclude that H0 is rejected. Therefore the 

perceptions of Construct 4 indicate fairness is statistically significantly different for all three 

players.   

There is a significant difference in the mean scores of FAIRNESS between Player A 

and Player B on the one hand and Player C on the other hand. 

CONSTRUCT 5: FORCED RANKING 

Making reference to the ―Tests of Normality‖ table reflected below Construct 5 in Chapter 

Five (Table 19), and using the Shapiro-Wilk test, the data for Construct 5 is normally 

distributed as all three players have a level of significance that is >0.01.  

Referring to the ―Tests of Homogeneity of Variance‖ table reflected below Construct 5 

(Table 20), it can be concluded that the data for Construct 5 have equal variances as the 

level of significance  is >0.01 based on the mean. 

Since all three assumptions have been met for Construct 5, we may interpret the results of 

the ANOVA test. Since p<0.05, one can conclude that H0 is rejected. Therefore the 

perceptions of Construct 5 indicate forced ranking is statistically significantly different for 

all three players.   

There is a significant difference in the mean scores of FORCED RANKING between 

Player A and Player C. Player C has a significantly higher mean score. 
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CONSTRUCT 6: LINE MANAGER COMMITMENT 

Making reference to the ―Tests of Normality‖ table reflected below Construct 6 in Chapter 

Five (Table 21), using the Shapiro-Wilk test, the data for Construct 6 is normally distributed 

as all three players have a level of significance that is >0.01.  

Referring to the ―Tests of Homogeneity of Variance‖ table reflected below Construct 6 

(Table 22), it can be concluded that the data for Construct 6 have equal variances as the 

level of significance  is >0.01 based on the mean. 

Since all three assumptions have been met for Construct 6, we may interpret the results of 

the ANOVA test. Since p<0.05, one can conclude that H0 is rejected. Therefore the 

perceptions of Construct 6 indicate line manager commitment is statistically significantly 

different for all three players.   

There is a significant difference in the mean scores of LINE MANAGER 

COMMITMENT  between Player A and Player B on the one hand and Player C non 

the other. Player A and Player B have a significantly higher mean score. 

CONSTRUCT 7: LINE MANAGER CAPABILITY 

Looking at the ―Tests of Normality‖ table reflected below Construct 7 in Chapter Five 

(Table 23), and using the Shapiro-Wilk test, it can be concluded that the data for Construct 

7 is normally distributed as all three players have a level of significance that is >0.01.  

Making reference to the ―Tests of Homogeneity of Variance‖ table reflected below 

Construct 7 (Table 24), one can conclude that the data for Construct 7 have equal 

variances as the level of significance  is >0.01 based on the mean. 
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Since all three assumptions have been met for Construct 7, we may interpret the results of 

the ANOVA test. Since p<0.05, one can conclude that H0 is rejected. Therefore the 

perceptions of Construct 7 indicate forced ranking is statistically significantly different for 

all three players.   

There is a significant difference in the mean scores of LINE MANAGER CAPABILITY 

between Player A and Player B on the one hand and Player C non the other. Player 

A and Player B have a significantly higher mean score. 

 

6.5 RESEARCH QUESTION 1: WHAT ENABLES PERFORMANCE 

MANAGEMENT AT MULTICHOICE (PTY) LTD? 

It is imperative to note that the above question could not be answered without performing 

steps 6.2 to 6.4 which were critical. Reasons of importance being that 6.2 provided the raw 

data from the actual questionnaire that was used for interpretation, 6.3 tested the reliability 

of the seven constructs and eliminated all non-contributing items that skewed our results 

and finally 6.4 determined whether there were differences in perception regarding the 

seven constructs between the three players (A, B and C).  

For the purposes of this study only, the ―Strongly Disagree‖ and ―Disagree‖ responses 

were combined and the same done for the ―Agree‖ and ―Strongly Agree‖ responses. In 

order to determine which of the constructs are the prominent enablers of performance 

management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd, the rounded mid-point of the 5-point Likert scale, 

namely 3, was arbitrarily chosen as the dividing line between Strongly 

Disagree/Unacceptable and Strongly Agree/Acceptable. This dividing line was chosen as it 

represents Neutral on the Likert Scale.  
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The value 3 that has been referred to above is known as the mean in statistical terms. This 

value is the average of the set of data values i.e. it is the sum of all the data values divided 

by the number of data values (Field, 2005). For example using construct 1 – satisfaction 

for Player A, the mean has been calculated according to ANOVA to be 3.6. This indicates 

that on average A players perceive the performance management system at Multichoice 

(Pty) Ltd to be a satisfying experience as the value is 3 and above. Construct 

1(satisfaction) therefore would be an enabling force in this instance. This theory would 

apply to all constructs except for forced ranking as it has been reverse-coded. This means 

that a score of 3 and below for construct 5 – forced ranking would be an enabling force. 

The reason for reverse coding this construct is as a result of the type of questions posed in 

the questionnaire for this category. The questions were phrased in the negative as 

opposed to the positive for the remaining categories. Refer to Appendix One for 

questionnaire. 

From Table 25, the results and summary of the One-Way ANOVA tests in Chapter Five we 

were able to compile a list of enablers for each player. Player A on average has a mean of 

3 and above for all constructs except for Forced Ranking which has a mean of 2.8. This 

illustrates that Player A perceives all seven constructs to be enablers of performance 

management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd.  

Table 26: A Player (Superb Performers) enablers 

PLAYER A 

ENABLERS 

Construct 1 – Satisfaction 

Construct 2 – Motivation 

Construct 3 – Utility 

Construct 4 – Fairness 

Construct 5 - Forced Ranking 

Construct 6 - Line Manager Commitment 

Construct 7 - Line Manager Capability 
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Player B on average has a mean of 3 and above for all constructs including Forced 

Ranking which has a mean of 3.1. This illustrates that Player B perceives all seven 

constructs except for Forced Ranking to be enablers of performance management at 

Multichoice (Pty) Ltd.  

 

Table 27: B Player (On-track Performers) enablers 

PLAYER B 

ENABLERS 

Construct 1 – Satisfaction 

Construct 2 – Motivation 

Construct 3 – Utility 

Construct 4 – Fairness 

Construct 6 - Line Manager Commitment 

Construct 7 - Line Manager Capability 

 

Player C on average has a mean of below 3 for all constructs except for Forced Ranking 

which has a mean of 3.3. This illustrates that Player C does not perceive any construct to 

be enablers of performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd.  

 

Table 28: C Player (Poor Performers) enablers 

PLAYER C 
ENABLERS 

None to Report 

 

The above enablers that have emerged as outcomes are further analysed per construct 

below. 
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6.5.1 DISCUSSION OF OUTCOMES PER CATEGORY AND PER CONSTRUCT 

CONSTRUCT 1: SATISFACTION 

On average both A and B players find performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd 

to be a satisfying experience. This indicates that on average both these players believe 

that good performance is recognised in the organisation and that the organisation 

conducts performance management in the best possible way. They feel that they are given 

sufficient time to express their perspectives regarding their performance and that their 

managers are supportive of them. Overall, these players from the sample population find 

performance management to be a satisfying experience and believe that they are given 

sufficient explanations in terms of their ratings and know exactly how to fulfil the 

expectations set out in their appraisals (Armstrong and Baron, 2005). 

CONSTRUCT 2: MOTIVATION 

According to the above tables both the A and B players on average perceive the 

performance management system at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd to be motivating. The above 

respondents making up these categories of players believe that management feedback is 

always adequate, particularly in the areas of skill development, pay for performance, and 

career advancement and in understanding the organisations strategy. They believe that 

they are able to add value to the organisation and that they are always aware of how the 

organisation is performing but more importantly how their output affects the overall 

strategy of the business. Overall, these players from the sample population find 

performance management to be motivating and believe that they can see the direct link 

between effort and performance and performance and reward (Armstrong and Baron 

2005; Engelmann and Roesch, 1996). 
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CONSTRUCT 3: UTILITY 

According to the above tables, only the A and B Players on average perceive the 

performance management system at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd as ―user-friendly‖. These 

respondents believe that the performance management system is well designed and 

administered and the individuals who are involved in the appraisal process are adequately 

prepared. Overall, these players from the sample population find the performance 

management system to be satisfactorily utilised with policies adequately explained 

(Armstrong and Baron, 2005; Grint, 1993).  

CONSTRUCT 4: FAIRNESS 

According to the above table, both A and B players gave fairness a score of 3 and above 

on average. This indicates that they perceive the performance management system at 

Multichoice (Pty) Ltd to be fair. They believe that their managers allow them the 

opportunity to change the outcome of their appraisals, their managers understand their 

roles and responsibilities that they are evaluated on and they believe that the content that 

they are evaluated on is clear, relevant and valid. Overall, both these players from the 

sample population on average believe that they can justify their manager‘s decisions in 

terms of their ratings and trust the appraisal system (Armstrong and Baron, 2005; 

Engelmann and Roesch, 1996; McGregor, 1957). 

CONSTRUCT 5: FORCED RANKING 

According to the above tables, only the A Players on average perceive forced ranking to 

be an enabling force. These respondents believe that the performance management 

system is not used as a basis of determining the size of their bonuses nor do they believe 

that they are ranked according to a quota system. Overall, these players from the sample 
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population find that they are never ranked the same irrespective of their performance 

(Loren, 2001).  

CONSTRUCT 6: LINE MANAGER COMMITMENT 

According to the above tables, only the A and B Players on average perceive line 

manager‘s at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd to be committed to performance management. These 

respondents believe that their managers work hard to correct the weaknesses identified 

during the appraisal process, are actively involved in personal development and goal 

setting and are always able to deliver on expectations. Overall, these players from the 

sample population find that line managers are transparent, open and honest and fully 

understand the performance management process and purpose (Armstrong and Baron 

2005; Engelmann and Roesch, 1996; McGregor, 1957).  

CONSTRUCT 7: LINE MANAGER CAPABILITY 

According to the above tables, only the A and B Players on average perceive line 

manager‘s at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd to be capable regarding performance management. 

These respondents believe that their managers are known for taking corrective action 

when necessary and are able to give both negative and positive feedback. Overall, these 

players from the sample population are satisfied with how their line managers conduct 

performance appraisals and believe that they possess the skills required to handle the 

process (Armstrong and Baron 2005; Engelmann and Roesch, 1996; McGregor, 1957).  
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6.6 RESEARCH QUESTION 2: WHAT INHIBITS PERFORMANCE 

MANAGEMENT AT MULTICHOICE (PTY) LTD? 

It is imperative to note that the above question could not be answered without performing 

steps 6.2 to 6.4 which were critical. Reasons of importance being that 6.2 provided the raw 

data from the actual questionnaire that was used for interpretation, 6.3 tested the reliability 

of the seven constructs and eliminated all non-contributing items that skewed the results 

and finally 6.4 determined whether there were differences in perception regarding the 

seven constructs between the three players (A, B and C).  

For the purposes of this study only, the ―Strongly Disagree‖ and ―Disagree‖ responses 

were combined and the same done for the ―Agree‖ and ―Strongly Agree‖ responses. In 

order to determine which of the constructs are the prominent inhibitors of performance 

management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd, the rounded mid-point of the 5-point Likert scale, 

namely 3, was arbitrarily chosen as the dividing line between Strongly 

Disagree/Unacceptable and Strongly Agree/Acceptable. This dividing line was chosen as it 

represents Neutral on the Likert Scale.  

The value 3 that has been referred to above is known as the mean in statistical terms. This 

value is the average of the set of data values i.e. it is the sum of all the data values divided 

by the number of data values (Field, 2005). For example using construct 1 – satisfaction 

for Player C, the mean has been calculated according to ANOVA to be 2.7. This indicates 

that on average C players perceive the performance management system at Multichoice 

(Pty) Ltd not to be a satisfying experience as the value of the mean is below 3. Construct 

1(satisfaction) therefore would be an inhibiting force in this instance. This theory would 

apply to all constructs except for forced ranking as it has been reverse-coded. This means 

that a score of 3 and below for construct 5 – forced ranking would be an enabling force. 
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The reason for reverse coding this construct is as a result of the type of questions posed in 

the questionnaire for this category. The questions were phrased in the negative as 

opposed to the positive for the remaining categories. Refer to Appendix One for 

questionnaire. 

From Table 25, the results and summary of the One-Way ANOVA tests in Chapter Five, a 

list of enablers for each player was compiled. Player A on average has a mean of 3 and 

above for all constructs except for Forced Ranking which has a mean of 2.8. This 

illustrates that Player A does not perceive any of the seven constructs to be inhibitors of 

performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd.  

 

Table 29: A Player (Superb Performers) inhibitors 

PLAYER A 
INHIBITORS 

None to Report 

 

Player B on average has a mean of 3 and above for all constructs including Forced 

Ranking which has a mean of 3.1. This illustrates that Player B perceives only Forced 

Ranking to be an inhibitor of performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd.  

 

Table 30: B Player (On-track Performers) inhibitors 

PLAYER B 
INHIBITORS 

Construct 5 – Forced Ranking 

 

Player C on average has a mean of below 3 for all constructs except for Forced Ranking 

which has a mean of 3.3. This illustrates that Player C perceives all seven constructs to be 

inhibitors of performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd.   
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Table 31: C Player (Poor Performers) inhibitors 

PLAYER C 

INHIBITORS 

  Construct 1 – Satisfaction 

Construct 2 – Motivation 

Construct 3 – Utility 

Construct 4 – Fairness 

Construct 5 - Forced Ranking 

Construct 6 - Line Manager Commitment 

Construct 7 - Line Manager Capability 

 

The above inhibitors that have emerged as outcomes are further analysed per construct 

below. 

 

6.6.1 DISCUSSION OF OUTCOMES PER CATEGORY AND PER CONSTRUCT 

AND APPLICATION TO MULTICHOICE (PTY) LTD 

CONSTRUCT 1: SATISFACTION 

On average only C players find performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd to be an 

unsatisfying experience. This indicates that on average these players believe that good 

performance is not recognised in the organisation and that the organisation does not 

conduct performance management in the best possible way. They feel that they are not 

given sufficient time to express their perspectives regarding their performance and that 

their managers are not supportive of them. Overall, these players from the sample 

population find performance management to be an unsatisfying experience and believe 

that they are not given sufficient explanations in terms of their ratings and do not know 

exactly how to fulfil the expectations set out in their appraisals (Armstrong and Baron, 

2005). 
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CONSTRUCT 2: MOTIVATION 

According to the above tables, only C players on average perceive the performance 

management system at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd to be demotivating. The above respondents 

making up these categories of players believe that management feedback is inadequate, 

particularly in the areas of skill development, pay for performance, and career 

advancement and in understanding the organisations strategy. They believe that they are 

unable to add value to the organisation and that they are not aware of how the 

organisation is performing but more importantly on how their output affects the overall 

strategy of the business. Overall, these players from the sample population find 

performance management to be demotivating and believe that they cannot see the direct 

link between effort and performance and performance and reward (Armstrong and Baron 

2005; Engelmann and Roesch, 1996). 

CONSTRUCT 3: UTILITY 

According to the above tables, only the C players on average perceive the performance 

management system at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd not to be ―user-friendly‖. These respondents 

believe that the performance management system is not well designed and administered 

and the individuals who are involved in the appraisal process are not adequately prepared. 

Overall, these players from the sample population find the performance management 

system to be unsatisfactorily utilised with policies inadequately explained (Armstrong and 

Baron, 2005; Grint, 1993).  

CONSTRUCT 4: FAIRNESS 

According to the above table, only C players gave fairness a score of below 3 on average. 

This indicates that they perceive the performance management system at Multichoice 

(Pty) Ltd as unfair. They believe that their managers do not allow them the opportunity to 
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change the outcome of their appraisals, their managers do not understand their roles and 

responsibilities that they are evaluated on and they believe that the content that they are 

evaluated on is not clear, relevant nor valid. Overall, these players from the sample 

population on average believe that they cannot justify their managers decisions in terms of 

their ratings and do not trust the appraisal system (Armstrong and Baron, 2005; 

Engelmann and Roesch, 1996; McGregor, 1957).  

CONSTRUCT 5: FORCED RANKING 

According to the above tables, both the B and the C players on average perceive forced 

ranking to be an inhibiting force. These respondents believe that the performance 

management system is used as a basis of determining the size of their bonuses and 

believe that they are ranked according to a quota system. Overall, these players from the 

sample population find that they are ranked the same irrespective of their performance 

(Loren, 2001).  

CONSTRUCT 6: LINE MANAGER COMMITMENT 

According to the above tables, only the C Players on average perceive line manager‘s at 

Multichoice (Pty) Ltd to be uncommitted to performance management. These respondents 

believe that their managers do not work hard to correct the weaknesses identified during 

the appraisal process, are not actively involved in personal development and goal setting 

and do not deliver on expectations. Overall, these players from the sample population find 

that line managers are not transparent, open nor honest and do not fully understand the 

performance management process and purpose (Armstrong and Baron 2005; Engelmann 

and Roesch, 1996; McGregor, 1957).  
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CONSTRUCT 7: LINE MANAGER CAPABILITY 

According to the above tables, only Player C on average perceive line manager‘s at 

Multichoice (Pty) Ltd to be incapable regarding performance management. These 

respondents believe that their managers do not take corrective action when necessary and 

are unable to give both negative and positive feedback. Overall, these players from the 

sample population are dissatisfied with how their line managers conduct performance 

appraisals and believe that they do not possess the skills required to handle the process 

(Armstrong and Baron, 2005; Engelmann and Roesch, 1996; McGregor, 1957).  

 

6.7 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 3 and 4: WHAT ARE THE RELATIVE 

STRENGTHS OF EACH ENABLING AND INHIBITING FORCE RESPECTIVELY? 

Table 32 below presents the values of the indices per construct and per player. These 

values represent the number of respondents by player A, B and C who rated a particular 

construct or category 3 and above. Since there were 20 respondents for each category 

and 60 respondents in total any index with the value of 10 and above would be interpreted 

as an enabler except for forced ranking (which has been reverse coded). For example if a 

particular construct was given a value of 10, this would mean that ten out of a total of 20 

respondents (i.e. 50%) gave the category or construct a score of 3 and above.   
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Table 32 – VALUES OF INDICES 

 Inhibitors Enablers Relative strengths 

C B A C B A C B A 

Fairness Index 13 4 4 7 16 16 -6 12 12 

Forced Ranking 
Index 

17 12 7 3 8 13 -14 -4 6 

Line Manager 
Capability Index 

14 7 5 6 13 15 -8 6 10 

Line Manager 
Commitment Index 

12 3 5 8 17 15 -4 14 10 

Motivation Index 12 9 6 8 11 14 -4 2 8 

Satisfaction Index 13 5 3 7 15 17 -6 10 14 

Utility Index 10 8 2 10 12 18 0 4 16 

(Note that since Forced Ranking is a negative view, the results were reverse-coded) 

Since the constructs provide a mean score of the items that constitute a construct, the 

mean score per respondent of each construct was subtracted from 3 (the neutral response 

and hence the mid-point). A positive difference was allocated an index value of 1 and a 

negative difference was allocated an index value of -1. In the table above the relative 

strengths are merely the differences between the enablers and the inhibitors.  

The following table (Table 33) uses the results of the One-Way ANOVA test to provide the 

greatest difference between the lowest mean score and the highest mean score per 

construct. 
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Table 33 – Differences in mean scores between players 

Constructs Player N Mean Std Dev 
Difference 

between Player 
A and Player C 

Fairness Player C 20 2.63 1.120 0.83 

Fairness Player B 20 3.44 0.702  

Fairness Player A 20 3.45 0.763  

Forced Ranking Player C 20 3.29 0.475 -0.46 

Forced Ranking Player B 20 3.13 0.671  

Forced Ranking Player A 20 2.83 0.591  

Line Manager Capability Player C 20 2.77 0.798 0.74 

Line Manager Capability Player B 20 3.54 0.726  

Line Manager Capability Player A 20 3.51 0.556  

Line Manager Commitment Player C 20 2.61 0.769 0.72 

Line Manager Commitment Player B 20 3.25 0.786  

Line Manager Commitment Player A 20 3.33 0.732  

Motivation Player C 20 2.87 0.770 0.39 

Motivation Player B 20 3.01 0.953  

Motivation Player A 20 3.26 0.752  

Satisfaction Player C 20 2.69 0.940 0.89 

Satisfaction Player B 20 3.38 0.753  

Satisfaction Player A 20 3.58 0.653  

Utility Player C 20 2.83 0.635 0.56 

Utility Player B 20 3.13 0.602  

Utility Player A 20 3.39 0.568  

 

 

The constructs are ranked in order from largest to least differences between Player A and 

Player C. 

 Satisfaction 

 Fairness 

 Line Manager Capability 

 Line Manager Commitment 

 Utility 
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 Forced Ranking 

 Motivation 

The mean score for Player A is consistently significantly higher than Player C for the 

constructs: 

 Satisfaction 

 Utility 

 Fairness 

 Line Manager Commitment, and 

 Line Manager Capability 

The mean score for Player B is consistently significantly higher than Player C for the 

constructs: 

  Satisfaction 

 Fairness 

 Line Manager Commitment, and 

 Line Manager Capability 

The mean score for Player C is significantly higher than Player A for the construct: 

 Forced Ranking 

 

Note that the mean scores of the construct Motivation yielded no statistically significant 

difference between the three players whereas the construct Satisfaction yielded the 

greatest difference. 

In order to depict a clearer picture, these results have been graphically displayed below 

(Figure 6): 
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Figure 6: Relative Strengths of Inhibitors and Enablers 

 

 

Force Field Analysis (Brager and Holloway, 1992) is a technique, based on the seminal 

change work of Kurt Lewin, used for evaluating forces that could impact on desired 

change. The graph presented above is a force field analysis drawn from the output of 

research questions one and two. It shows, the horizontal axis as the scale which measures 

the level of effectiveness of the performance management system at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd, 

ranging from inhibitors or unsuccessful performance management on the left to successful 

performance management or enablers on the right.  

The enablers and inhibitors of performance management from tables 4 -10 have been 

used to derive the force field analysis displayed above. The relative strength of each 
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construct per player is colour coded as reflected on the legend to the right of the graph and 

is represented by the length of each construct drawn as a bar. The value of this type of 

analysis is to illustrate what constructs to influence or improve on i.e. enablers and what 

constructs to simultaneously reduce influence on i.e. inhibitors. 

A discussion of the summary ranking per player detailing the strength of each enabling 

and inhibiting force follows below.   

 

Table 34: Enabling forces ranking per player 

A PLAYER B PLAYER 

Utility Line Manager Commitment 

Satisfaction Fairness 

Fairness Satisfaction 

Line Manager Commitment Line Manager Capability 

Line Manager Capability Utility 

Motivation Motivation 

Forced Ranking  

 

A PLAYERS (SUPERB PERFORMERS) 

It is clear from the above graphical picture that the A players found the strongest enabling 

forces of the performance management system at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd to be utility and 

satisfaction respectively (the length of the green utility and satisfaction index bar). Table 32 

confirmed this representation by providing evidence that 18 out of a total 20 (90%) and 17 

out of a total 20 (85%) A player respondents gave a rating of 3 and above for utility and 

satisfaction respectively.  

Fairness, line manager commitment and capability closely followed as enabling forces 

perceived by the A players with 80%, 70% and 70% of these performers giving the above 

categories a rating of 3 and above respectively according to Table 32. 
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Motivation and forced ranking were the least favourable enabling forces according to the A 

players, with only 70% and 65% of the superb performers giving them ratings of 3 and 

above.  

B PLAYERS (ON-TRACK PERFORMERS) 

B players found the strongest enabling forces of the performance management system at 

Multichoice (Pty) Ltd to be line manager commitment and fairness respectively (the length 

of the red line manager commitment and fairness index bar). Table 32 confirmed this 

representation by providing evidence that 17 out of a total 20 (85%) and 16 out of a total 

20 (80%) B player respondents gave a rating of 3 and above for line manager commitment 

and fairness respectively.  

Satisfaction and line manager capability closely followed as enabling forces perceived by 

the B players with 75% and 65% of these performers giving the above categories a rating 

of 3 and above respectively according to Table 32. 

Motivation and utility being the least favourable enabling forces according to the B players, 

with only 60% and 55% of the on-track performers giving them ratings of 3 and above.  

 

Table 35: Inhibiting forces ranking per player  

B PLAYER C PLAYER 

Forced Ranking Forced Ranking  

 Line Manager Capability 

 Satisfaction 

 Fairness 

 Motivation 

 Line Manager Commitment 
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B PLAYERS (ON-TRACK PERFORMERS) 

B players found the strongest and only inhibiting force of the performance management 

system at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd to be forced ranking (the length of the red forced ranking 

index bar). Table 32 confirmed this representation by providing evidence that 12 out of a 

total 20 (60%) B player respondents gave a rating of 3 and above for forced ranking 

(reverse coded). 

C PLAYERS (POOR PERFORMERS) 

C players found the strongest inhibiting forces of the performance management system at 

Multichoice (Pty) Ltd to be forced ranking and line manager capability respectively (the 

length of the blue forced ranking and line manager capability index bar). Table 32 

confirmed this representation by providing evidence that 17 out of a total 20 (85%) and 14 

out of a total 20 (70%) C player respondents gave a rating of 3 and above for forced 

ranking (reverse coded) and below 3 for line manager capability respectively. 

Satisfaction and fairness closely followed as inhibiting forces perceived by the C players 

with 65% of these performers giving the above categories a rating of below 3 respectively 

according to Table 32. Motivation and line manager commitment being the least 

favourable inhibiting forces according to the C players, with 60% of the poor performers 

giving them ratings of below 3. 

According to Table 32, utility cannot be ranked in this instance as an equal number of C 

player respondents (10 out of a total 20) gave the category a rating of 3 and above and 3 

and below respectively (absence of a blue utility index bar).  
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CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS 

 

7.1 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this chapter is to consolidate the outcomes of this study in line with its 

main objective i.e. to construct a practical skeleton that executives, all levels of 

management and human resources staff at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd, and other organisations 

can examine and adapt to successfully optimise the usage of performance management 

systems. This chapter will also include recommendations to key stakeholders based on the 

research findings and propose ideas for future research. 

 

7.2 SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS AND IMPLICATION FOR MULTICHOICE (PTY) 

LTD 

Seven factors were identified by A player respondents as key in enabling performance 

management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd (Table 33). This implies that, on average, the superb 

performers at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd are happy with the overall performance management 

system as based on the seven constructs provided (satisfaction, motivation, utility, 

fairness, forced ranking, line manager commitment and line manager capability).  

This raises two questions; the first being whether these superb performers require little 

additional encouragement to reach their potential as they take every opportunity to 

contribute and develop themselves? Or are they simply employees who give their 

supervisors the ‗right impression‘ during the appraisal process and are often rewarded 

accordingly, even their performance remains unchanged (forced ranking)?  



110 
 

Regardless of the answers, this category of employees is viewed as ‗low risk‘ from a 

company‘s perspective and Multichoice (Pty) Ltd should strive to continuously support 

these performers. 

Six out of these seven factors were similarly recognised by the on-track players, with the 

construct ‗forced ranking‘ being perceived by the B players to be an inhibitor of 

performance management (Table 34). This finding suggests that this category of players 

believe that Multichoice (Pty) Ltd is using ‗innovative approaches‘ to performance 

management and this group is regarded as ‗medium risk‘ from a company‘s perspective.  

It can be argued that the above results are opinion-based but these perceptions are a hard 

reality in the workplace. Does Multichoice (Pty) Ltd give managers the opportunity to divide 

employees into performance bands? 

Despite the above, Multichoice (Pty) Ltd should strive to maintain the six enabling forces 

and eradicate the perception that performance appraisals are forced ranked. 

In contrast, the poor performers (C players) identified six out of the seven constructs as 

being inhibitors to performance management (Table 35) whilst being neutral to the utility 

construct. This reveals that the C players are completely demotivated and dissatisfied with 

the performance management system at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd.  

Again, these results are generally one-sided as it can be contended that the staff members 

being reviewed may become defensive if they believe they are rated below the level at 

which they personally perceive their contribution. The manager is always viewed as being 

punitive in these instances. Organisations, however, cannot foster a superior work force 

without developing the talents and knowledge of their employees, including the poor 

performers. For Multichoice (Pty) Ltd to succeed these employees must continue to grow 

and develop. 
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Although it is far easier to bypass difficult developmental conversations in favour of a little 

feedback and a good score, there is limited, if any, trade-off in this instance. Results reveal 

that C players are disadvantaged by receiving very little feedback along with a bad score. 

This category of employees is regarded as ‗high risk‘ and high priority from a company‘s 

perspective. Multichoice (Pty) Ltd needs to work extremely hard to change and institute 

new perceptions regarding performance management. Organisational and cultural change 

is imminent regarding the company‘s C players.     

 

7.3 PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

The construction of the performance management framework unfolded as the research project 

progressed. The framework began with reference to the initial organisational challenges 

identified in Chapter One. The literature review in Chapter Two allowed for the linkage 

between the organisational problems and the relevant conceptual theories to form a 

performance management framework for this study. The results from Chapter Five and the 

discussions from Chapter Six were consolidated and incorporated, resulting in the framework 

shown below in Figure 7. 
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Figure 7: Performance management framework 

 

Figure 7 shows the seven factors that form the performance management framework. The 

overruling criteria for this framework is that multiple factors should be considered 

simultaneously when managing performance and that each element needs to be given 

comprehensive consideration, not only for performance management to work but more 

importantly, to be enabling. The premise of the framework is that these seven independent 

elements have to be aligned as they mutually reinforce each other. The importance of each 

factor highlighted in the literature review is reinforced below: 

Satisfaction – In order for employees to be satisfied with performance management a few 

basic requirements need to be met. Whiting and Kline (2007), suggest that the main 

contributor to satisfaction is for the supervisor to be trusted by, and supportive of, 

subordinates. Feedback, particularly in the areas of skill development, pay for 

performance, and career advancement, is also crucial. In addition to the above, 

subordinates felt that they were satisfied when they were given enough time to express 

their perspectives, had the opportunity to influence the outcome, and were given sufficient 

explanation of their ratings (Whiting and Kline, 2007).  
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Motivation – Armstrong and Baron (2005), recommend a few methods to achieve motivation; 

by providing positive feedback, recognition, praise and opportunities for growth; by 

clarifying expectations; and through empowering people to take control of their own 

performance and development.  

Utility –  Whiting and Kline (2007) propose that positive employee perceptions of the utility 

of performance appraisal systems have been shown to be affected by: (a) manager 

training on the appraisal system and the appraisal system‘s purposes; (b) goal setting and 

manager assistance in planning subordinate development; (c) the relevance of the 

components of the performance appraisal to the employees‘ current role in the 

organisation; (d) the inclusion of discussions of pay for performance ; (e) feedback and 

voice in the process; and (f) a positive relationship with the supervisor. 

Fairness – Interestingly, if employees had a chance to change outcomes or were simply 

listened to without affecting the outcome of the interview assessment, they perceived the 

performance appraisal system to be fair. Employees also indicated that the appraisal was 

fair when the content on which they were evaluated was perceived as valid and when 

appraisers appeared to know the subordinates‘ performance levels and job roles (Whiting 

and Kline, 2007). 

Forced Ranking – The perceptions regarding forced ranking is a fundamental reality in 

every organisation. The truth with forced ranking is that only a few people can be best 

performers. Loren (2001) says that similarly, ―some people have to be slotted into the 

lowest rank, even if their performance, using a competency-based assessment, is 

satisfactory. 

Line Manager Commitment and Capability – Armstrong and Baron‘s (2005) argument 

claims that line management is ultimately responsible for performance management and 
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as a result are the enablers (they supply the means, knowledge and opportunities to 

employees). They recommend eight approaches to achieving commitment and capability; 

as involving providing leadership from the top; involving line managers in performance 

management processes; assessing line manager competencies regarding performance 

management systems; using 360 degree feedback; taking corrective action as and when 

required; being proactive regarding the management of employees to deal with 

weaknesses; providing systematic training in performance management skills, and 

continuously coaching and providing guidance to individual managers to supplement 

formal training. 

This research therefore proposes that highly performing organisations are successful because 

they do not pursue simply one or two combinations of the seven elements of the framework, 

but because they pursue simultaneously all the constructs as enabling forces. All elements of 

the framework need to be included in performance management systems in order to produce 

significant value to the organisation. 

 

7.4 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EXECUTIVES AND ACADEMICS 

In terms of practical implications the performance management framework can assist 

executives and academics in the following ways: 

Firstly, the framework can be used to conduct training for human resource management and 

executives as it gives the trainee a handle on what does and does not work regarding 

performance management in an organisation. It can be used to develop ‗train the trainer‘ 

programmes in order to filter the information throughout the organisation. 
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Since measurements drive behaviour, in order to create a high performance culture, the 

constructs included in the framework can be incorporated into performance appraisals of every 

manager, supervisor or appraiser. This incentivizes employees to achieve results on 

performance management objectives, simultaneously enabling the process.  

Thirdly, the problems and challenges of performance management can be envisaged and 

evaluated using the constructs in the above framework (Figure 7) as a reference point. 

The framework could also be used as an appropriate checklist for defining and analysing the 

most important elements of performance management in an organisation.     

The results of the study can be used for retrospective analysis, particularly in Multichoice (Pty) 

Ltd where variance analysis could be done on the progress or vice versa of performance. The 

A player category provides examples of what to do correctly, while the C player category 

shows what to avoid. 

Lastly, it would be useful to conduct further research, based on the results of the study, into 

the underlying reasons behind the perceptions. Qualitative analysis on particular questions 

and the role of each enabling and inhibiting force could be conducted. 

 

7.5 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

For future research studies, the following suggestions are provided below: 

Firstly, this study focused on a quantitative research design using questionnaires as a tool for 

gathering information. A similar study could be conducted using a qualitative approach, with 

interviews or open-ended questions, to gather information. This will lead to more in-depth 

understanding of performance management in the organisation. 



116 
 

Further, this study concentrated on the views of three types of performers in the organisation 

(Multichoice (Pty) Ltd), namely A, B and C players. A similar study could be conducted with 

players across different organisations and industries in order for different success strategies 

and failures to be discovered. 

Future studies could focus on international organisations across industries and within similar 

industries, and could investigate the enablers and inhibitors particular to international 

companies.  

 

7.6 CONCLUSION 

The above findings of this study provide a strong point of departure for research into 

enabling and inhibiting forces of performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd. It 

makes intuitive sense that employees are very interested in how their performance is 

measured on the job. However, this is even more beneficial from an organisational 

perspective as Multichoice (Pty) Ltd can institute an organisational change strategy based 

on the results obtained.   

This research project provided a comprehensive review of performance management literature 

together with data collected from the questionnaires distributed to three categories of 

performers. The resultant framework for performance management was based on empirical 

evidence. Organisations should consider multiple factors simultaneously in order to 

successfully achieve high performing cultures. The performance management framework 

developed in this study, and illustrated in Figure 7, provides explanations about the role and 

importance of each construct in enabling successful performance management. 
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APPENDIX 1 - QUESTIONNAIRE 

In partial fulfilment of the requirements of an MBA degree at the Gordon Institute of 

Business Science (University of Pretoria), all students are required to submit a 

research project. In this regard, I am looking at the enablers and inhibitors of 

performance management at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd.  

To this end, please rate how strongly you disagree, agree, or remain neutral to each of 

the following statements by placing a check mark in the appropriate box. The 

statements below relate to how performance management is interpreted to enable or 

inhibit employee behaviour at Multichoice (Pty) Ltd.  This survey does not require you 

to disclose any personal information and results will remain anonymous. Only 

aggregated data will be used in the results. (You are not required to provide your name 

nor your supervisor‘s details).  

All responses will be treated as private and confidential. The questionnaire should take 

you no more than 15 minutes to complete. It is also important to note that this survey is 

voluntary and you, as the respondent have the right to withdraw at any time. Please 

complete the survey as honestly as possible. Your participation in completing the 

questionnaire will be highly appreciated. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you. 

Regards 

Avisthi Dukhi (083 294 2597) 
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Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

CATEGORY 1: SATISFACTION 

1 .Performance appraisals are a satisfying 
experience. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

2. Good performance is recognised in my 
organisation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

3. My organisation conducts performance 
appraisals‘ in the best possible way. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

4. My manager is supportive of me.   
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

5. I am given enough time to express my 
perspectives regarding my performance. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

6. I have the opportunity to influence the 
outcome of my appraisal.  

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

7. I am given a sufficient explanation of my 
ratings.  

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

8. I am satisfied with the feedback I 
received. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

9. I know how to fulfill the expectations of 
management set out in my appraisal.   

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

CATEGORY 2: MOTIVATION 

10. Feedback, particularly in the areas of 
skill development, pay for performance, 
and career advancement occurs during the 
appraisal session. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

11. The feedback I have received has 
helped me to understand my organisation‘s 
strategy. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

12. I feel that I am able to add value to my 
organisation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

13. I am aware of how the organisation is 
performing and how my output affects it. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

14. I can see the direct link between effort 
and performance and performance and 
reward. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

15. I understand how my personal goals fit 
into the overall strategy of the business. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

16. Feedback that I receive from my 
manager is always adequate. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
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CATEGORY 3: UTILITY 

17. I am aware of the purpose of my 
organisation‘s performance management 
system. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

18. My manager or HR has communicated 
the purpose of the company‘s performance 
management system. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

19. I have no input into my performance 
appraisal. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

20. Our performance management system 
is too complex and confusing. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

21. The performance management system 
is poorly designed. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

22. The performance management system 
is poorly administered. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

23. I am actively involved in goal setting. 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

24. My performance appraisal fits my 
current role in the organisation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

25. The individuals involved in the 
performance appraisals have been 
adequately prepared for them. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

26. Performance appraisal policies have 
been adequately explained. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

CATEGORY 4: FAIRNESS 

27. My manager allows me the opportunity 
to change the outcomes of my performance 
appraisal. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

28. My manager understands my job roles 
and responsibilities and what I should be 
evaluated on. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

29. Performance appraisals are perceived 
to be fair. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

30. I can defend and justify my manager‘s 
decisions. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

31. The content that I am evaluated on is 
clear, relevant and valid. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

32. I do not trust the appraisal process. 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

33. I believe that my manager 
discriminates against some during the 
appraisal process. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
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CATEGORY 5: FORCED RANKING 

34.  The appraisal process is a basis for 
determining the size of my bonus. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

35. Sometimes I feel that I am slotted into 
the lowest rank even if my performance is 
satisfactory. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

36. I believe I am ranked according to a 
quota system. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

37. I believe I am ranked the same 
irrespective of my performance. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

CATEGORY 6: LINE MANAGER COMMITMENT 

38. My manager works hard to correct 
weaknesses identified during the appraisal 
process. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

39. I fully understand the performance 
management process and purpose. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

40. My manager is able to deliver on 
commitments. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

41. My manager is actively involved in goal 
setting. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

42. My manager is actively involved in my 
personal development. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

43. The appraisal process is the only time 
that I get to discuss performance with my 
manager. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

44. My manager is always transparent, 
open and honest during the process. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

45. There is no communication or very little 
regarding performance between my 
manager and I. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

46. My manager always delivers on 
expectations. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

CATEGORY 7: LINE MANAGER CAPABILITY 

47. I am satisfied with how my manager 
conducts performance appraisals 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

48. My manager is known for taking 
corrective action when necessary. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

49. I believe that my manager should 
obtain training on how to optimally use the 
company‘s performance management 
system. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
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50. My manager prefers to give positive 
feedback for work done well than to give 
negative feedback for work done poorly. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

51. My manager dislikes conflict and 
therefore always rates me satisfactorily. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

52. I believe that my manager lacks the 
skills required to handle the process. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

53. I have received negative feedback for 
work done poorly. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

54. I agree with the feedback I have 
received. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

55. I have received positive feedback for 
work done well. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

Additional comments:  
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APPENDIX 2 - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS  
 

Label 
%Strongly 
Disagree 

% Disagree 
% 

Neutral 
% 

Agree 
%Strongly 

Agree 

CATEGORY 1: SATISFACTION 

1 .Performance 
appraisals are a 
satisfying experience. 

3.3% 35.0% 25.0% 31.7% 5.0% 

2. Good performance is 
recognised in my 
organisation. 

10.0% 13.3% 26.7% 43.3% 6.7% 

3. My organisation 
conducts performance 
appraisals‘ in the best 
possible way. 

8.3% 16.7% 38.3% 33.3% 3.3% 

4. My manager is 
supportive of me. 

8.3% 20.0% 20.0% 45.0% 6.7% 

5. I am given enough 
time to express my 
perspectives regarding 
my performance 

8.3% 16.7% 23.3% 41.7% 10.0% 

6. I have the opportunity 
to influence the outcome 
of my appraisal. 

6.7% 15.0% 20.0% 46.7% 11.7% 

7. I am given a sufficient 
explanation of my 
ratings. 

8.3% 15.0% 30.0% 38.3% 8.3% 

8. I am satisfied with the 
feedback I received 

0.0% 23.3% 31.7% 38.3% 6.7% 

9. I know how to fulfil the 
expectations of 
management set out in 
my appraisal. 

0.0% 11.7% 30.0% 48.3% 10.0% 

CATEGORY 2: MOTIVATION 

10. Feedback, 
particularly in the areas 
of skill development, pay 
for performance, and 
career advancement 
occurs during the 
appraisal session. 

13.3% 26.7% 26.7% 26.7% 6.7% 

11. The feedback I have 
received has helped me 
to understand my 
organisation‘s strategy. 

13.3% 21.7% 36.7% 23.3% 5.0% 

12. I feel that I am able 
to add value to my 

1.7% 5.0% 15.0% 61.7% 16.7% 
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organisation. 

13. I am aware of how 
the organisation is 
performing and how my 
output affects it. 

3.3% 15.0% 11.7% 56.7% 13.3% 

14. I can see the direct 
link between effort and 
performance and 
performance and reward 

13.3% 20.0% 26.7% 35.0% 5.0% 

15. I understand how my 
personal goals fit into the 
overall strategy of the 
business. 

11.7% 18.3% 23.3% 40.0% 6.7% 

16. Feedback that I 
receive from my 
manager is always 
adequate 

11.7% 33.3% 25.0% 20.0% 10.0% 

CATEGORY 3: UTILITY 

17. I am aware of the 
purpose of my 
organisation‘s 
performance 
management system. 

8.3% 13.3% 23.3% 48.3% 6.7% 

18. My manager or HR 
has communicated the 
purpose of the 
company‘s performance 
management system. 

15.0% 15.0% 23.3% 43.3% 3.3% 

19. I have no input into 
my performance 
appraisal. 

20.0% 45.0% 25.0% 10.0% 0.0% 

20. Our performance 
management system is 
too complex and 
confusing. 

10.0% 38.3% 25.0% 20.0% 6.7% 

21. The performance 
management system is 
poorly designed. 

8.3% 26.7% 31.7% 25.0% 8.3% 

22. The performance 
management system is 
poorly administered. 

5.0% 25.0% 30.0% 28.3% 11.7% 

23. I am actively involved 
in goal setting. 

3.3% 31.7% 28.3% 30.0% 6.7% 

24. My performance 
appraisal fits my current 
role in the organisation 

8.3% 20.0% 26.7% 41.7% 3.3% 

25. The individuals 
involved in the 
performance appraisals 
have been adequately 

10.0% 18.3% 36.7% 30.0% 5.0% 
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prepared for them 

26. Performance 
appraisal policies have 
been adequately 
explained 

6.7% 23.3% 35.0% 30.0% 5.0% 

CATEGORY 4: FAIRNESS 

27. My manager allows 
me the opportunity to 
change the outcomes of 
my performance 
appraisal 

5.0% 21.7% 25.0% 40.0% 8.3% 

28. My manager 
understands my job roles 
and responsibilities and 
what I should be 
evaluated on. 

8.3% 11.7% 18.3% 53.3% 8.3% 

29. Performance 
appraisals are perceived 
to be fair. 

11.7% 28.3% 18.3% 35.0% 6.7% 

30. I can defend and 
justify my manager‘s 
decisions 

5.0% 30.0% 26.7% 31.7% 6.7% 

31. The content that I am 
evaluated on is clear, 
relevant and valid. 

6.7% 21.7% 28.3% 36.7% 6.7% 

32. I do not trust the 
appraisal process. 

10.0% 33.3% 25.0% 23.3% 8.3% 

33. I believe that my 
manager discriminates 
against some during the 
appraisal process. 

10.0% 31.7% 31.7% 20.0% 6.7% 

CATEGORY 5: FORCED RANKING 

34.  The appraisal 
process is a basis for 
determining the size of 
my bonus. 

5.0% 8.3% 18.3% 60.0% 8.3% 

35. Sometimes I feel that 
I am slotted into the 
lowest rank even if my 
performance is 
satisfactory. 

6.7% 28.3% 28.3% 25.0% 11.7% 

36. I believe I am ranked 
according to a quota 
system. 

1.7% 15.0% 45.0% 31.7% 6.7% 

37. I believe I am ranked 
the same irrespective of 
my performance. 

5.0% 25.0% 30.0% 28.3% 11.7% 
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CATEGORY 6: LINE MANAGEMENT COMMITMENT 

38. My manager works 
hard to correct 
weaknesses identified 
during the appraisal 
process. 

16.7% 21.7% 28.3% 30.0% 3.3% 

39. I fully understand the 
performance 
management process 
and purpose 

3.3% 11.7% 23.3% 50.0% 11.7% 

40. My manager is able 
to deliver on 
commitments 

6.7% 16.7% 35.0% 33.3% 8.3% 

41. My manager is 
actively involved in goal 
setting. 

6.7% 15.0% 38.3% 33.3% 6.7% 

42. My manager is 
actively involved in my 
personal development. 

13.3% 25.0% 36.7% 23.3% 1.7% 

43. The appraisal 
process is the only time 
that I get to discuss 
performance with my 
manager 

10.0% 21.7% 15.0% 43.3% 10.0% 

44. My manager is 
always transparent, open 
and honest during the 
process. 

8.3% 18.3% 33.3% 35.0% 5.0% 

45. There is no 
communication or very 
little regarding 
performance between 
my manager and I. 

10.0% 38.3% 21.7% 18.3% 11.7% 

46. My manager always 
delivers on expectations 

6.7% 16.7% 48.3% 20.0% 8.3% 

CATEGORY 7: LINE MANAGEMENT CAPABILITY 

47. I am satisfied with 
how my manager 
conducts performance 
appraisals 

11.7% 23.3% 25.0% 35.0% 5.0% 

48. My manager is 
known for taking 
corrective action when 
necessary. 

5.0% 11.7% 35.0% 41.7% 6.7% 

49. I believe that my 
manager should obtain 
training on how to 
optimally use the 
company‘s performance 

8.3% 21.7% 31.7% 23.3% 15.0% 
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management system. 

50. My manager prefers 
to give positive feedback 
for work done well than 
to give negative 
feedback for work done 
poorly. 

8.3% 31.7% 28.3% 26.7% 5.0% 

51. My manager dislikes 
conflict and therefore 
always rates me 
satisfactorily. 

16.7% 48.3% 16.7% 15.0% 3.3% 

52. I believe that my 
manager lacks the skills 
required to handle the 
process. 

11.7% 31.7% 28.3% 18.3% 10.0% 

53. I have received 
negative feedback for 
work done poorly. 

1.7% 15.0% 18.3% 63.3% 1.7% 

54. I agree with the 
feedback I have received 

0.0% 20.0% 28.3% 48.3% 3.3% 

55. I have received 
positive feedback for 
work done well. 

1.7% 15.0% 18.3% 58.3% 6.7% 
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APPENDIX 3 – CONSISTENCY MATRIX 
 

“THE ENABLERS AND INHIBITORS OF PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT” 

PROPOSITIONS/ 
QUESTIONS/ 

HYPOTHESES 

LITERATURE 
REVIEW 

DATA 
COLLECTION 

TOOL 
ANALYSIS 

 
RESULTS 

 

Research 
Question 1: 

 
What enables 
performance 

management at 
MIH (Pty) Ltd? 

 

Armstrong and 
Baron (2005); 

de Waal (2002);  
Fletcher and William 

(1996); 
Ittner and Larcker 

(2003); 
Price (2000); 

Steel and Mento 
(1986); 

Vasset and 
Mamberg (2010); 
Whiting and Kline 

(2007). 

Questions from 
Construct 1 -7  

in questionnaire 

Descriptive 
and 

Inferential 
Statistical 
analysis 

 

Table 26; 
Table 27 
and Table 

28. 

Research 
Question 2 

 
What is the 

relative strength 
of each enabling 

force? 

Brager and Holloway 
(1992); 

Cummings and 
Worley, (2009). 

Questions from 
Construct 1 -7  

in questionnaire 

Force Field 
analysis 

 

Figure 6; 
Table 34 
and Table 

35. 

Research 
Question 3 

What inhibits 
performance 

management at 
MIH (Pty) Ltd? 

 

Armstrong and 
Baron (2005); 

Coens and Jenkins 
(2000); 

 Engelmann and 
Roesch (1996); 

Grobler et al (2002); 
Grint (1993); 

Heathfield (2007); 
Loren (2001); 

McGregor (1957); 
Radnor and McGuire 

(2004); 
Reid and Hubbel 

(2005); 
Vasset and 

Mamberg (2010). 

Questions from 
Construct 1 -7  

in questionnaire 

Descriptive 
and 

Inferential 
Statistical 
analysis 

 

Table 29; 
Table 30 
and Table 

31. 
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Research 
Question 4 

What is the 
relevant strength 
of each inhibiting 

force? 

Brager and Holloway 
(1992); 

Cummings and 
Worley, (2009). 

Questions from 
Construct 1 -7  

in questionnaire 

Force Field 
analysis 

 

Figure 6; 
Table 34 
and Table 

35. 

 

 


