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[bookmark: _Toc440390015]ABSTRACT
This study investigated the contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at All Saints University Lango (ASUL), Uganda. 
The specific objectives were: to examine the contribution of evaluation by students to the performance of academic staff at ASUL, to assess the contribution of faculty appraisal to the performance of academic staff at ASUL, and to ascertain the contribution of feedback to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. The study was guided by the Equity Theory and Goal Setting Theory, and related literatures reviewed. A cross-sectional survey design involving both quantitative and qualitative data collection was employed. Overall, 186 respondents comprising of 7 university administrators, 26 academic staff and 153 students were assessed. Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient was used to test the contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Findings demonstrated that evaluation by students, faculty appraisal as well as feedback contributed significantly to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Regression analysis for students and academic staff responses indicated that 13.5% and 50.3%, respectively of the variations in the performance of academic staff at ASUL is explained by feedback, evaluation by students and faculty appraisal with feedback being the best predictor. 
The study concluded that appraisal practices significantly contribute to the performance of academic staff at All Saints University Lango. Based on the findings and conclusions, the study recommends that: Performance appraisal should not only be conducted to rate the performance of academic staff in the past period but the focus should be to strengthen areas of success and improve on areas of weakness in the future.  There should be continuous discussion sessions between the university administrators and the teaching staff on matters regarding performance appraisal. 
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[bookmark: _Toc402694262][bookmark: _Toc402694738][bookmark: _Toc440390017]INTRODUCTION
[bookmark: _Toc402694263][bookmark: _Toc402694739][bookmark: _Toc440390018]1.1	Introduction
This study aimed at investigating the contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at All Saints University Lango (ASUL). ASUL was established through a provisional license issued by the National Council for Higher Education (NCHE) on the 3rd, March 2008. The chapter provides insight into the background of the study, statement of the problem, objectives of the study, research questions, research hypotheses, conceptual frame work, scope, significance, justification of the study, operational definitions of key concepts and conclusion.

[bookmark: _Toc402694264][bookmark: _Toc402694740][bookmark: _Toc440390019]1.2	Background of the Study
Performance appraisal is a vital tool used to evaluate human resource and align it to the strategic objectives of an institution. In higher education institutions performance appraisal has a crucial role in reforming the functioning of educational system and productivity of academic staff as well as the overall quality of education. According to Pienaar (2008), academic profession is fundamental to the functioning of any university. Without well qualified and committed academic staff, no academic institution can have a sustainable and quality education system. Higher education institutions are therefore more dependent on the intellectual, creative abilities and commitment of academic staff than other organizations.   This study considered academic staff as key stake holders whose performances are to be appraised. The study explored the historical, theoretical, conceptual and contextual perspectives.

[bookmark: _Toc402694265][bookmark: _Toc402694741][bookmark: _Toc440390020]1.2.1	Historical Perspective
Performance appraisal systems are always of imperative concern to any organization while managing its human resources. Although higher education institutions depend upon both academic and non-academic staff working in it, major responsibilities come upon academic staffs that are the source of students’ knowledge, learning and development. The need for academic staff performance management compels these institutions to have systematic appraisal systems to administer, evaluate and enhance the performance of academic staff.

Universities have continued to play important roles in the provision and the development of man power required for the social, economic and technological advancement of nations worldwide. Central to the realization of university goals and objectives are the academic staff whose roles are crucial and their number, quality and effectiveness have made the difference in the university education production function and to their wider society (Kuttunen, 2003).

Appraisal and management of performance has recently attracted much attention in the European universities and colleges. With increase in the number of students, total costs have risen and, with limited state funding, there is strong competition for money among various social services therefore much more attention has to be paid to the quality of performance and the Total Quality Management (TQM) in higher education institutions. Higher education is one of the major service sectors that have been slow in transition into quality management. Universities and other tertiary institutions have generally had a superficial awareness of TQM (McCarthy & Keefe 1999).

Staff appraisal systems were introduced in public universities in the 1980’s in the United Kingdom (UK) in order to facilitate universities’ flexibility to changes in economic conditions as well as to increase the quality and effectiveness of their performance. Majority of university staff were in favor of the new appraisal scheme although some concerns were expressed about the costliness and objectives of the appraisal process (Webber, 2003).

To improve the quality and standards of academic programs delivered by private colleges and to ensure comparability with universities, private colleges had to improve assessment processes generally. The use of external examining in the UK continues to be an essential to the process of ensuring that the degree awarded by the UK higher education institutions are of an appropriate academic standard (Hannan & Silver,2006).

According to Mok (2009), Quality issues surrounding Australian private higher education provision resulted in students protest about excess fees, quality of teaching, status of the degree being offered and a mismatch between promises and the reality of graduation. Salient lessons could be learned from the Polish experience which shows that private higher education may have negative impacts including low standard of teaching, institutions focusing on maximizing profit with many institutions experiencing serious staff shortages and a narrow focus on institutional governance (Jalowiecki, 2001).

In the African context, much of the expertise base of universities has been eroded to the extent that not enough teaching capacity is available to provide quality training for new generation of citizens. Many institutions are negatively affected by the fact that some African students who are studying abroad or academic staff who are sponsored to pursue further studies do not return because of pull and push factors (Tetty, 2006).

Osalusi et al., (2010) observes that brain drain was a phenomenon that afflicted the Nigerian university system most severely in the 1980’s through to the 21st century that country had lost its experienced academics to even smaller African countries such as Ghana, Uganda and Rwanda and bigger countries such as Britain, America, France and Germany.

In East Africa, qualified academic staff have resigned from Kenya public universities to secure better paying jobs abroad (Waswa et al. 2008).  Brain drain among academic staff is real within both public and private universities and this has affected staff performance. Internal brain drain is also rampant with movement of highly skilled academicians to other sectors in the country (Gok, 2006).  Naris et al., (2010) observed that every educational institution want to have a competitive edge in order to attract more students and potential employees. It is through improved performance of academic staff that they will be able to have competitive advantage by ensuring continuity in the provision of quality graduates and services.

A study by Makawiti (2011) on the perception of academic staff in Kenyan public universities on the application of performance appraisal results in training and promotion decisions revealed that 47.4% of academic staff believed that there was a training policy in place that probably could not have been related to performance appraisal results. He asserted that if well developed, staff development programmes in public universities could help foster employee commitment. 

In Uganda, the rapid growth of universities and especially private universities and their subsequent responses to market forces of demand and supply have raised quality issues. The commercial motives of some universities have compromised their quality. As a result performance appraisal of academic staff has been institutionalized and it is the responsibility of each institution to adopt appropriate performance appraisal practices, (NCHE, 2008).

With regards to university education, Ministry of Education, Science, Technology and Sports have focused on expanded access to higher education through students’ loan scheme, affirmative action, improved infrastructure and rationalization of academic programmes down playing teaching staff development (Republic of Uganda, Budget Report 2015/2016).  Quality of academic staff is invaluable particularly in the prevailing circumstances whereby Uganda government is putting much emphasis in the development of science, technology, information and communication technology (ICT) and more importantly the development of oil and gas sector. On the whole university is the pinnacle of education in Uganda, training manpower vital for the economic, social, technological and political pillars of Vision 2040 (Republic of Uganda, 2013).  Apart from addressing access, unlike that of teaching staff training at lower levels there is no focus on university staff development. Therefore it becomes critical for individual university managements to fill policy strategy gaps at the national level by instituting appropriate measures locally so as to contribute effectively to Vision 2040.

[bookmark: _Toc402694266][bookmark: _Toc402694742][bookmark: _Toc440390021]1.2.2	Theoretical Perspective
There are many theories advanced on performance appraisal as a basis for performance improvement strategies of employees in institutions. For this study the researcher limited himself to Equity and Goal Setting Theories.

Equity theory (Adams, 1963) is concerned with the perception people have about how they are treated as compared with others. Equity theory describes a social comparison process whereby individuals compare their inputs and outputs to that of others.

Equity theory was relevant in this study as it helped in the comparison of effective appraisal practices that academic staff feel they are comfortable with in enhancing their performance. The main weakness in this theory is the subjectivity of the comparison process. There is a tendency in human nature to distort their inputs especially in regard to efforts and hence become subjective when making comparison (Beardwell et al., 2007).

Goal setting theory (Locke & Latham, 1990) observes five goal setting principles that can improve the chances of success of employees. These are; clarity, commitment, challenge, feedback and task complexity.  For these principles to be used effectively, an institution has to set clear and challenging goals and commit itself to achieving them. Feedback should be provided to the employees on their performance towards achieving these goals, and this should reflect on the progress of the employees as well, the complexity of the task to be considered through breaking down goals into smaller chunks which can be easily achieved.

The set goals give employees the challenge to utilize their knowledge, skills and potentials so that there is high chance of achieving them. The more challenging the goals, the more people will draw on their full repertoire of skills. When the goals of an organization are clear, then employees would know what they are trying to achieve. However, when the goals of an organization are vague, then employees may not realize what they have achieved. This theory was relevant in this study as it enabled to enforce the fact that for an appraisal system to succeed in improving on the performance of academic staff there must be achievable goals of the institution.  

[bookmark: _Toc402694267][bookmark: _Toc402694743][bookmark: _Toc440390022]1.2.3	Conceptual Perspective
In this study the independent variable is the appraisal practices and the dependent variable is the performance of academic staff. Appraisal practices are the central pillars of performance management which has direct impact on an employee’s performance and ultimately affect the institutional performance and its objectives. Appraisal is usually done on a half yearly or yearly basis depending on the agreement between the appraisee and the appraiser. There are many decisions in modern organization that depend on performance appraisal (Davis, 2001). From the organization point of view, an important reason for performance appraisal is the principal of accountability of its employees. Responsibility and accountability must therefore be aligned at every level of the organization. 

Performance appraisal is one of the most important components in the systematic approach of Human Resource Management (HRM). Performance appraisal is the process of assessing and evaluating the performance of employees according to the objectives of the organization, and it is used by organizations to promote work abilities and environment. It is the review of the different inputs of employees in an organization and a system of rewarding their contributions through monetary rewards or promotions. Wilson (2005) pointed that performance management is neither a technique nor a single step process. It can be considered as a single step process that include knowledge of employees about what their managers expect of them, their motivation to perform well, mentoring and evaluation of their performance to identify areas  where improvements are needed.

The behavior of an employee is dependent on distinguished performance. A flexible and dynamic behavior varies from institution to institution depending on its administrative styles and techniques of getting work done through their employees, the process of decision making and the ways decisions are implemented without impacting on motivational levels of employees (Razak, 2011). When teachers perform well, students are high achievers and institution contributes more towards higher education.       

Aguinis (2007) defines appraisal practices as activities that involve processes such as recognition of employees’ achievements, providing them regular feedback, and offering career development. Wilson (2005) supported the idea and observed that appraisal practices is a set of process involving assessing knowledge of employees about what their managers expect of them, their motivation to perform well, mentoring and evaluation of their performance aimed at identifying areas where improvements are needed. 

Performance appraisal is a continuous process through which performance of employees are identified, measured and improved in the organization. Aswathappa (2008) asserted that appraisals are done to assess how well an individual performs on allocated tasks in order to identify their short comings and correct them. It enables managers to report on employee’s potentials for advancement to higher positions within the organization. What emerges from the above scholars are that, appraisal involves evaluation and setting effective feedback mechanisms.

According to Armstrong (2003), performance appraisal is the practice of evaluating individuals and team members through understanding and managing performance within an agreed frame work of planned goals, standards and competence requirements. To Cole (1997), appraisal is the systematic review of the work of an individual over a short period usually leading to the formulation of future plans to improve the performance of an employee at work place. Performance is the capacity to achieve desired results Webster (1993).  Johnson (2006) observed that performance of a teacher is a set of activities carried out by the teacher to achieve the best results from the teacher’s endeavors, the indictors being; high achievement of students in academic work, high number of students graduating and the quality of graduates produced.

In this study, appraisal practices have been conceptualized as activities involving evaluation of academic staff by students, faculty appraisal and feedback aimed at improving the performance of academic staff at All Saints University Lango. For this study, evaluation of academic staff by students included the use of evaluation forms and attendance register. Faculty appraisal was limited to peer-review and self-rating while feedback included reports from university management and feedback from multiple sources (360-degree feedback).   

In the view of the researcher, performance appraisal is a process by which superior evaluates and judges the work performance of a subordinate. Performance appraisal practices include the processes and procedures involved in implementing, managing and communicating the events involved in performance appraisal. In many cases it is a formal process and is part of human resource management policy. In this study, performance of academic staff was gauged in terms of executing the key functions of the university and was limited to effectiveness in teaching and research. Effectiveness in teaching comprised of regular attendance to students, high completion rate of students and timely assessments of students while effectiveness in research included the number of students supervised, number of research publications and the number of research grants attracted. 
[bookmark: _Toc402694268][bookmark: _Toc402694744][bookmark: _Toc440390023]1.2.4	Contextual Perspective
The growth of private higher education institutions in Uganda can be attributed to government policies related to higher education, migration policies, growing Uganda population and student’s unmet demand to access higher education. Along with the challenges of meeting the needs of increased number of students, the sector as a whole faces significant challenges. As a result reforms are essential to ensure that higher education is competitive, credible and comparable to other developed countries, accessible and that it meets the changing needs of the government, employers, industry and the broader society.

According to NCHE (2008), the responsibilities of assuring quality in HEIs lie with each institution in partnership with NCHE. ASUL has adopted the use of various quality assurance mechanisms in order to make its operation relevant (ASUL Annual Performance Report, 2013).  Appraisal of academic staff is done in all the departments and faculties. However there are a number of challenges faced in enforcing the staff appraisal. There are full-time and part-time categories of academic staff. Enforcing appraisal practices to part-time academic staff is extremely difficult as they are reluctant to be appraised whereas full-time academic staff comparatively adheres to the university policy.

National Council for Higher Education has expressed concern over the mushrooming universities and other tertiary institutions in Uganda; some not licensed and might operate irresponsibly and to a larger extent driven by commercial motives at the expense of quality education. NCHE further stresses the need for higher education to be subjected to global forces and to maintain high standards. Universities and Other Tertiary Institution Act (UOTIA, 2001) empowered NCHE to take appropriate action against such irresponsible or illegal universities.
ASUL is operating in line with the statutory frame work for HEIs in Uganda. The institution is licensed by the National Regulatory Agency for HEIs, the NCHE and all the academic programmes are accredited. Besides, the degree and diploma programmes, tailor-made certificate courses are also provided (ASUL Annual Management Report, 2013). However the schedules for academic programmes offered at ASUL hinder the smooth implementation of appraisal practices.

Currently at ASUL, there are three faculties namely; Faculty of Business and Management, Faculty of Social Sciences, and Faculty of Education with four study schedules namely, day, evening, weekends, and recess programmes. These study schedules are faced with challenges of inadequate facilities and competition for students and teaching staff with other mushrooming private and public tertiary institutions resulting from Uganda’s liberalization policy Kasozi (2004).  Coordinating academic staff handling various academic programmes at ASUL is also challenging as majority are part-timers with better paid jobs and probably pay less attention to activities at ASUL.

[bookmark: _Toc402694269][bookmark: _Toc402694745][bookmark: _Toc440390024]1.3	Statement of the Problem 
Performance appraisal is useful for evaluation and alignment of human resources to the strategic objectives of an institution (Watson, 2000). In Uganda, performance appraisal practices have been institutionalized (NCHE, 2008). ASUL has in place appraisal practices including evaluation by students, faculty appraisals and feedback as viable tools for taking decisions regarding promotions, trainings, salary increment and retirement (ASUL Strategic Plan, 2010-2030). Despite the above attempts, there seem to be a gap in the appraisal practices at ASUL as students have persistently expressed their dissatisfaction on the performance of academic staff in teaching and research (ASUL Council Report, 2013).
[bookmark: _Toc402694270][bookmark: _Toc402694746]The existing appraisal practices at the institution appear to be so relaxed, and teaching staff are ineffective as evidenced by increasing rate of staff absenteeism for lectures, unavailability for consultations, irregular supervision of students’ research, late release of course works, examinations and research results (ASUL Student Guild Council Minutes, May 2014). This has resulted to students losing morale, scoring low grades and missing graduations. If this state of affairs continues to prevail, ASUL could experience violent students’ strike that may lead to closure of the institution. Whereas there may be other factors contributing to better performance of academic staff, appraisal practices was identified as a possible factor in this study. This prompted the researcher to investigate the contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at ASUL, and this performance was measured in terms of effectiveness in teaching and research.

[bookmark: _Toc440390025]1.4	General Objective
The purpose of the study was to establish the contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.

[bookmark: _Toc402694271][bookmark: _Toc402694747][bookmark: _Toc440390026]1.4.1	Specific Objectives
The study aimed at achieving the following specific objectives:-
1. To examine the contribution of evaluation by students to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.
2. To assess the contribution of faculty appraisal to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.
3. To ascertain the contribution of feedback to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.

[bookmark: _Toc402694272][bookmark: _Toc402694748][bookmark: _Toc440390027] 1.4.2 	Research Questions
The study was guided by the following research questions:-
1. What is the contribution of evaluation by students to the performance of academic staff at ASUL?
2. Does faculty appraisal contribute to the performance of academic staff at ASUL?
3. What is the contribution of feedback to the performance of academic staff at ASUL?
[bookmark: _Toc402694273][bookmark: _Toc402694749]
[bookmark: _Toc440390028]1.4.3	Research Hypotheses
The study was guided by the following hypotheses:-
1. Evaluation by students has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.
2. Faculty appraisal has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.
3. [bookmark: _Toc402694274][bookmark: _Toc402694750]Feedback has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.









[bookmark: _Toc440390029]1.5	Conceptual Frame Work
The conceptual frame work below depicts the relationship between the appraisal practices and the performance of academic staff at ASUL. The independent variable was the appraisal practices that comprised of evaluation by students, faculty appraisal and feedback. The dependent variable was the performance of academic staff and it involved effectiveness in teaching and research.

Independent Variable                                             Dependent Variable                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Appraisal practices                                                  Performance of academic staff                                                                                                                                                                  
                                                                                         Evaluation by students
-Evaluation forms
-Attendance registers



Effectiveness in Teaching
-Regular attention to students
-Completion rates of students
-Timely assessment of students
Effectiveness in Research
-Number of students supervised.
-Number of research publications
-Research grants attracted

p
punctuality






	Faculty appraisal
-Peer review
- Self rating







                                                                                            
                                                      

	Feed back
-University management
- 360 degree feed back

  
                         
	
Source: Adopted and modified from Rogers (2003)
[bookmark: _Toc434815300]Figure 1.1: A conceptual framework showing the relationship between appraisal practices and the performance of academic staff at ASUL

[bookmark: _Toc402694275][bookmark: _Toc402694751][bookmark: _Toc440390030]1.6	Scope of the Study
The study covered geographical, time and content scopes as given below:-

[bookmark: _Toc402694276][bookmark: _Toc402694752][bookmark: _Toc440390031]1.6.1	Geographical Scope      
The study was conducted at the main campus of All Saints University Lango (ASUL) located at St Augustine Community Centre, Plot Number 70-75 Obote Avenue, Lira Municipality, Uganda, East Africa.

[bookmark: _Toc402694277][bookmark: _Toc402694753][bookmark: _Toc440390032]1.6.2	Content Scope
The study content comprised of the appraisal practices as the independent variable, and was limited to; evaluation by students using evaluation forms and attendance register, faculty appraisal with peer-review and self-rating, and feedback informs of contributions by university management and multiple sources (360-degree feedback). The performance of academic staff measured by effectiveness in teaching and research was the dependent variable.

[bookmark: _Toc402694278][bookmark: _Toc402694754][bookmark: _Toc440390033]1.6.3	Time Scope
The study covered four years from 2011 to 2014. This period was considered appropriate because, from its establishment in 2008 ASUL had tremendous changes in its management (ASUL Council Report, 2013). The researcher believed that the period selected was sufficient to provide a basis for analysis of the contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at ASUL since the institution would have gained stability in its management and operation.

[bookmark: _Toc402694279][bookmark: _Toc402694755][bookmark: _Toc440390034]1.7	Significance of the Study
The study anticipates that the findings and recommendations would be useful in the following areas:- 
The Management of ASUL will be able to establish the general trend of staff performance and design appropriate performance appraisal strategy for its employees in order to achieve the objectives of the institution.

This study will be useful in human resource planning in terms of recruitment, training, retention, promotion, retirement and termination of contract of the employees at ASUL.

The Management of ASUL will be in position to assess the challenges of the existing employment policy and be in position to recruit qualified and experienced staff as a strategy to overcome the current challenges facing the management of higher education institutions.   

The study is expected to contribute more knowledge to the existing literature on performance appraisal of employees in HEIs, as the researcher is aware that some scholars have conducted studies in this area.

The study will form a basis for further research on performance appraisal of academic staff in HEIs, as future researchers would be able to use materials in this piece of work that are relevant to theirs. 
  
In addition, the study will be beneficial to the researcher as a requirement for the fulfillment of the award of a Master’s degree in Management Studies in Higher Education Leadership and Management of Uganda Management Institute.
Finally the study will enrich the knowledge of the researcher in higher education. This will aid him to practice higher education leadership and management.

[bookmark: _Toc402694280][bookmark: _Toc402694756][bookmark: _Toc440390035]1.8	Justification of the Study
The study was necessary for addressing the current challenges facing the quality of higher education in Uganda. Performance of academic staff is of great concern in HEIs because of its implications on the quality of education. 

More so, education processes and procedures currently pursued at HEIs in Uganda do not meet popular expectations of the stakeholders and the public regarding quality standards. To remain relevant and be able to meet the expectations of stakeholders or offer quality education, HEIs have adopted systematic approaches such as performance appraisals.
This study aimed to explore the appraisal practices used at ASUL and their contributions to the performance of academic staff.

[bookmark: _Toc402694281][bookmark: _Toc402694757][bookmark: _Toc440390036]1.9	Operational Definitions of Key Terms
Effectiveness: refers to completing an assignment as programmed and giving timely feedback at ASUL.
Efficiency: is the use of learning/teaching materials carefully to achieve the objectives at ASUL. 
Feedback: refers to communicating result of the appraisal activities to academic staff of ASUL on matters regarding to their performances.
Training: learning process designed to improve on the performance of academic staff at ASUL. 
Academic staff: refers to a lecturer or teaching staff at ASUL.
Appraiser: is a person to evaluate the performance of a lecturer at ASUL through giving scores on an agreed set of activities over a specific length of time.
Appraisee: a lecturer whose performance is to be evaluated by the person or group of people given the duty to carry out the assessment at ASUL.
Performance management: refers to getting better results from staff by understanding and giving attention to planned activities at ASUL.                                                                       
Full time lecturers: teaching staff working on a contract of more than three years at ASUL.   
360-degree feedback: in this study refers to feedback to appraisal processes from various sources such as: students, academic staff and non-academic staff of ASUL and the public.

[bookmark: _Toc440390037]1.10	Summary
In this chapter the back ground of the study including its historical, theoretical, conceptual and contextual perspectives were discussed in line with the topic in the study. The problem statement was identified and from it the general and specific objectives were drawn. The researcher formulated research questions and hypotheses. The independent and dependent variables were conceptualized. To make the objectives achievable, the study was limited in its geographical, content, and time scopes. The significance and the justifications of the study were discussed and the operational key words defined. Scholarly literature of the study concepts will be reviewed in Chapter Two.


[bookmark: _Toc402694282][bookmark: _Toc402694758][bookmark: _Toc440390038]CHAPTER TWO
[bookmark: _Toc402694283][bookmark: _Toc402694759][bookmark: _Toc440390039]LITERATURE REVIEW
[bookmark: _Toc402694284][bookmark: _Toc402694760][bookmark: _Toc440390040]2.1	Introduction
This chapter presents the review of the existing scholarly literature on performance appraisal. The review was to explore the study done by other researchers on similar topics to that under investigation, identify gaps, and suggest strategies to fill those gaps. The sources of literature reviewed included text books on performance appraisal, dissertations, journals and peer-reviewed articles. It focused on the theoretical and the actual literature reviewed, objective by objective and conclusions drawn. 

[bookmark: _Toc402694285][bookmark: _Toc402694761][bookmark: _Toc440390041]2.2	Theoretical Review
This study was guided by two theories namely the Equity and Goal Setting Theories. It recognized theories advanced by other scholars that are useful to performance appraisal for instance Organizational Justice Theory, McGregor (1960) Theory X and Y which suggests that employees’ evaluations are directly mediated by managers’ attribute as to who is perceived to be in control of the employees’ performance. Herzberg’s (1959) Two Factor Theory argues that employees are motivated by internal values rather than values that are external to the work. In other words motivation to work is internally generated and is propelled by variables that are intrinsic to work which include achievement, recognition, the work itself, responsibility, advancement and growth. For this study Equity and Goal setting theories were more relevant. 

There are a number of human resource (HR) practices that could be tested in relation to employee performance. Teseema & Soeters (2006) studied eight human resource practices and their relationship with perceived employee performance. These eight practices included recruitment and selection, placement, training, compensation, employee performance evaluation, promotion, grievance procedure and pension or social security. Huselid (1995) used eleven human resource practices in his study which were personnel selection, performance appraisal, incentive compensation, job design, grievance procedures, information sharing, attitude assessment, labour management participation, recruitment efforts, employee training and promotion criteria. This study examined the contribution of one of the HR practices i.e. appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. ASUL was established through a provisional License issued by the NCHE on 3rd, March 2008 and it still faces many management challenges including staff performance. This prompted the researcher to investigate the contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.

The researcher could not claim to be the first one to study appraisal practices and the performance of academic staff. Many previous scholars have researched in a similar area, for example Muwanguzi (2010) studied Appraisal practices and Teacher performance in the secondary schools of Nansana Town Council, Wakiso district. However this study did not involve students as one of the key appraisers in teachers’ performance appraisal process. Similarly, Namuddu (2010) studied Staff appraisal systems and teacher performance of Aga Khan Schools in Kampala district, Uganda. In this study, evaluation of teachers’ performances by students was not given attention. Notably in the above two studies, feedback was not given consideration as one of the appraisal practices that enhance teachers’ performance. The researcher intends to contribute in filling the above gaps through examining the appraisal practices that contribute to the performance of academic staff by taking a case of ASUL. 

As mentioned earlier this study was guided by Equity and Goal Setting Theories, the relevance of these theories to this study are discussed below.

[bookmark: _Toc402694286][bookmark: _Toc402694762][bookmark: _Toc440390042]2.2.1	Equity Theory
Adams’ (1963) Equity Theory highlights the perception employees have on how they are treated compared with their counterparts working in similar organizations. This theory suggests that employees should be treated fairly without discrimination and they should have equal opportunities at work place. Equity theory further analyzes that in order for an employee to remain motivated on the job, he must believe that his work is fairly compensated as he will make comparison with his colleagues to determine fairness and whether justice prevails. Adam’s stated that if an employee believes that their work outputs are not equal or greater than their inputs then the employee will become de-motivated. Adams’ theory includes the assertion that when an employee is assessing whether the outputs they receive are fair, the employee will often compare their colleague’s work inputs and outputs with their own. The comparison will often be made among employees at a similar level in the organization.

Equity theory elaborated on the work of Homans (1961) as cited in Marie (2003) proposed that individuals make cognitive evaluations of the differences between their contributions and the resultant outcomes (economic or social compensation). Adams (1963) suggested that individuals go beyond a simple ranking system in their assessment of inputs to outputs to where they precisely quantify the equity or inequity of the comparison. The result of the evaluation or comparison is that the individual either feels inadequately, fairly or over compensated. In the study of performance appraisal, appraisal can be viewed as an outcome itself, or an input to the administrative decisions (Greenberg, 1986). Administrative outcomes include promotion, pay increase, training and career development opportunities.

Henle (2005) observed that with equity theory, employees compare their share of outcomes like pay, allowances, promotions and bonuses to inputs like skills, education and effort. When there is a mismatch between their inputs and outcomes, employees experience inequity hence poor performance. Therefore, Adams (1963) underpins the fact that employees compare their rewards with their counterparts in other organizations and if they are well remunerated, their performance is enhanced. Equity theory assumes that the perceptions people have about how they are treated as compared to others will enhance or decrease performance. It further emphasizes that people expect a fair return for what they contribute to the job. 
[bookmark: _Toc402694287][bookmark: _Toc402694763]
[bookmark: _Toc440390043]2.2.2	Goal Setting Theory
Latham & Locke (1990) Goal Setting Theory is applicable to performance appraisal. Goal setting theory states that if individuals set goals, they will be more motivated to perform. However in order for goal setting to be successful, the goals must be specific, relevant and challenging. In addition, individuals must be committed to the goals, must participate in the setting of the goals and most importantly must be provided with feedback on the progress of the goals. Goal setting theory emphasizes on performance management and setting of objectives against which performance can be measured.

According to Tough (2009) in her article “Setting Effective Performance Standards”, for an organization to be successful, the employer and employee must set and agree on the performance standards that will apply to each activity and how the standards will be achieved. Understanding the level of performance required gives the employee a sense of achievement which is a key ingredient to achieving performance standards, and it applies to all employees at all levels.  Setting effective performance standards energizes and empowers the employees to take ownership of their positions (Aswathappa, 2003). The employers too, become energized and inspired to create a good working environment, and the performance of the organization goes up due to the fact that everyone knows what is expected of him/her, which provide certainty to move forward.  Barrie and Sow (2008) claim that there must be standards of comparison, people need to know how well they are doing at their jobs and where they could improve. It is important to keep in mind that appraisals do not equate to criticism. It may be necessary to explain the importance of completing tasks within timelines or changing the techniques of doing a task. The arguments stressed the importance of set standards for appraisal systems to be effective. Unfortunately, many performance appraisals only frustrate the employees by adding more tasks to what appears to be an over loaded agenda.

Latham & Locke (1970) asserts that to achieve your goals, you have to focus your effort and attention to it as you progress and complete goals, but goals should be focused on major areas of responsibility. Greer et al. (2001) maintains that when people are involved in goal setting, they consider themselves responsible for their results, and achievement of their goals also depends upon the degree of support (resources, processes and systems) employees get from their management. Goal setting theory focuses on the setting of specific goals, performance standards, feedback and the general performance improvement of employees which is the central area of investigation in this study.

According to Rao (2008), setting quantifiable targets by an employee for the improvement of his performance in future is the best technique for performance planning. This is in agreement with Mullins (2010) who confirmed that goal setting theory has implications for managers and performance goals should be identified and set to direct behaviours and maintain motivation.  To ensure high performance, goals should be set at a challenging but realistic level. In addition, to guarantee high performance, feedback should be given as means of checking goals attainment and as a basis for any revision of goals. When goals are set by the supervisors, the participation of those tasked with achievement is paramount. Based on the above arguments, the researcher feels that there is a gap in setting goals and objectives and probably irregularity in feedback to enhance the performance of academic staff at ASUL. This argument formed part of the issues which prompted the researcher to explore the appraisal practices which contribute to the perceived performance of teaching staff at ASUL.

[bookmark: _Toc402694288][bookmark: _Toc402694764][bookmark: _Toc440390044]2.3	Evaluation by students and the Performance of Academic Staff
Students play a significant role in improving quality in higher education. Their involvement helps to speed up the process of modernization and reform of higher education (Kasozi, 2003). Students can make accurate ratings of teachers and their ratings tend to agree with each other.  The teachers who are rated best by students tend to obtain the highest students’ gain (Aigboje, 2007 & Emetarom, 2007). However, Awe (2009) pointed out that student ratings do not always agree with those of administrators and teachers. This agrees with Aigboje (2007) and Emetarom (2007). As a fact students are placed in better position to give correct information about their teachers on matters regarding their performance in teaching and research which is central to this study. In fact students tend to be more sincere and open when responding to issues concerning their studies and these are not always supported by teachers and administrators (Awe, 2009).  

According to Goer (2008), in a survey of 12 strategies to measure teaching effectiveness pointed that students are better judges of faculty effectiveness since they can assess areas such as: increased knowledge and comprehension, perceived changes to motivation towards subject taught, observe teacher behaviour relevant to competent teaching such as punctuality, student consumerism  and information not relevant to competent teaching but important to students such as class attendance policy, course work  and available reading materials. 

Oyoo & Bwoga (2009) in their study on post graduate students’ perception on an exemplary teacher observed that a teacher with competencies such as work planning, class-room practices and management skills scores highly. In the view of the researcher students can give correct information regarding the performance of their teachers especially in class room activities. In line with the above arguments, evaluation by students becomes a very important tool for appraising teaching staff. It is upon these arguments that the researcher selected evaluation by students as one of the dimensions under independent variable.

Appraising academic staff through student evaluation forms can help to improve on their current performance. This appraisal strategy brings out areas of weaknesses and strengths of teaching staff. University management can utilize this to design appropriate performance appraisal tools in a bid to achieve the set goals of the institution, provide feedback, increase motivation, and identify training needs. It is important for a person to know what is expected of him/her (Torrington and Hall, 2002). It is in line with this analysis that the study attempted to explore the contribution of assessment of academic staff by students to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.

Quality assurance is a continuous process by which an institution of higher learning can guarantee that the standards and quality of its educational provisions are being maintained and enhanced (Stand, 2008). Quality of the graduates depends on the inputs from the academic staff. It is therefore the responsibility of the university management to employ appropriate quality assurance mechanisms in a bid to improve performance of academic staff so that they are in position to provide quality teaching, research and community service within a rapidly changing environment.

In Higher Education Institutions, quality of staff is derived from the quality of teaching, resource availability and students rating of teaching (NCHE, 2008). This area contains mainly computations of teaching load distributions between full-time and part-time academic staff. The assumption made is that part-time academic staff are only employed when the fulltime academic staffs have been allocated teaching hours corresponding to the maximum recommended work load. Quality of teaching is computed from resources available, quality of staff and staff capacity indicators. The staff capacity indicator was envisioned in this study due to the fact that both full-time and part-time academic staff constitutes the current staff to student ratio at ASUL, yet part-time academic staff are contracted only when teaching needs arise.

Ralph (2008) identified five criteria upon which quality teaching can be judged, these were commitment to learners, knowledge of the materials, organization and management of the environment, desire to improve, and collaboration. He concluded that exemplary university teaching is discernable and the quality can be assessed using Likert scales. Based on this position, this study used Likert scales for students and academic staff questionnaires to establish the extent to which appraisal practices contribute to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. 

Perception of students on quality of academic staff is very crucial in HEIs. These perceptions are the feeling of what they think about the quality, standards and levels of their teachers (teacher’s behavior, teaching competence, characteristics, attitudes etc). This is a situation whereby the students who gain directly from teaching, through direct contact with teachers are involved in rating the teachers by allowing them to express their feelings, perceptions or what they think and feel about their teachers and their performance. So to get more reliable measure of quality of lecturers in HEIs, students’ perception can be more favourable and consistent than any other practice (Sallies 2002, Okorie & Uche 2004). Aigboje (2007) observed that quality teaching makes it possible for students to achieve worthwhile educational objectives and outcome to the best of their abilities.

[bookmark: _Toc402694289][bookmark: _Toc402694765]Excellence in educational outcome especially in universities demands that quality academic staff are recruited and properly developed to perform their roles in the areas of teaching, research and administrative tasks. The provision of adequate infrastructure, facilities, equipment, instructional materials, trained and dedicated academic staff, well-disciplined and motivated students and relevant curricular programmes will definitely enhance the quality of any institution if properly managed (Awe, 2009). The academic staff employed to teach students is expected to be academically qualified in his/her areas of specialization. In this study the academic staff quality is measured through students’ perception using the following teacher quality indicators, professional competence, communication skills, ability to impart knowledge, lecturers attitude to job, accessibility to students, usage of instructional materials, adequate facilities, leadership styles in dealing with the students, method of teaching and quality of supervision of students in research and related fields.

[bookmark: _Toc440390045]2.4	Faculty Appraisal and the Performance of Academic Staff 
Staff appraisal is an important element in academic staff management. This is because every institution needs to attract and retain the best staff. One way of ensuring this is through regular evaluation of staff already recruited, and evaluating those who are being recruited.
Staff appraisal is also important in an organization as it enables workers to contribute willingly to their own quota of the job and promotes good inputs amongst employees and it serves several purposes including guiding human resource actions such as promotion, training, contracting, retention and retirement of employees. In this regard, faculty appraisal becomes a valuable way of providing feedback and clarification to the concerned staff members on the performance of their roles and responsibilities with the aims of assessing past performance, training and development needs and future potential (Baron,1979). 

Mullins (2002) argued that appraising employee performance in an organization is often a complex and challenging task. He pointed that judgment about how individuals are performing are made even without formal performance appraisal system because people regularly make judgment about others. Performance appraisal should not be conducted carelessly because that would be counterproductive. It should be well planned and well executed. All those involved should be well prepared for the task. Officials to carryout evaluation should be well trained in what they ought to do and how this is to be done.  In the view of Mani (2002) in his study conducted at East Carolina University, employees perceive appraisal system as a better tool for management decisions when they are satisfied with their supervisor and have trust in him. Roberts (2003) supported the idea and observed that it is important for employees to build trust on the fairness of performance appraisal system as this will make them accept the outcomes of the process. Otherwise if there is no transparency and fairness in the appraisal system, the outcomes will go as useless consequences by which the system becomes ineffective. Basing on this argument, performance appraisal is a vital ingredient that contributes significantly to the performance of an employee at work place.

Tziner & Cleveland (2001) observed that performance appraisal requirements which involve supervision and taking risks like low rating could harm the employee’s participation, thus de-motivating the employee, an idea which Kwamine (2004) disagreed. He observed that appraisal schemes encourage open communication between the supervisors and the subordinates which ultimately help to create effective cohesive work groups. Therefore appraisal practices help to generate accurate records of performance that helps in setting objectives upon which an employee’s performance is judged.

According to Longenecker (1999), there are many reasons why an organization needs a formal performance appraisal system. Most importantly a performance appraisal is needed to take smart decision regarding salary increases, promotions, demotions and transfers. Cokin (2004) put his opinion that performance appraisal system is important for organizations as it mainly focuses on employees to develop capabilities. Performance appraisal does not only do capacity building but also help managers in timely predictions and taking actions promptly to uncertain changes. 

Through staff performance appraisal, employees offer high productivity and total commitment while their employers offer enhanced employability rather than long term employment (Aguinis, 2007). There arises a new psychological contract in which the deal between the employer and staff is different but still mutually beneficial. It enables workers to develop skills and experiences that are in demand and allows them opportunity to keep updated ready to obtain an appropriate job when no longer needed by their present employers (Werner, 2006). Unlike the aforementioned, this study focused on the contribution of appraisal practices on job performance of university academic staff.

In higher education, teaching is a scholarly and dynamic endeavour and covers a broad range of activities. HEIs have significant teaching responsibilities and quality of teaching is a major concern of their evaluation. It is the responsibility of each institution to design appropriate performance appraisal strategies to improve on the quality of education it offers in conformity with the set guidelines for the operation of universities and other tertiary institutions in Uganda (NCHE, 2008). As a result of management challenges facing most HEIs, there is poor implementation and supervision of appraisal activities. This study was therefore set to address the contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.

The performance appraisal and compensation has a crucial role in reforming the functioning of education system and productivity of academic staff as well as the overall quality of higher education. Valance (1999) claimed that performance appraisal is one of the most valuable instruments in the manager’s tool box as no other management has as much influence over individual’s careers and work lives. The faculty members’ motivation has become a very important resource to gain rapid changes in higher education in order to meet the transformation in the public demand. As quick changes increase the work load of academic staff drastically, it is important to implement specific motivation schemes and work out a united performance appraisal and fair compensation system. The purpose of this study was to investigate the contribution of appraisal practices in the system of motivating and compensating of academic staff in order to increase their willingness to react to changes in the educational system as well as increasing their productivity and quality in their teaching and research activities.

Charles Ocici, the Executive Director of Enterprise Uganda, says one of the most important things you can do to ensure that you succeed at your work place is to actively prepare for your appraisal (New Vision Newspaper. July 7, 2014). By preparing well for your appraisal meeting with your supervisor, you can ensure that he/she has a broader picture of your performance and goals, and you take charge of your career progression. Ocici explains that one should start by reviewing their job description, goals, competences and development plans set at their last appraisal. “Use these as the foundation for preparing details on your accomplishments, strengths and areas for development and gather any regular reports you have made. These could be weekly reports or even project status reports. They will help you recall performance highlights, milestones and any challenges”, says Ocici. This study is in line with the argument by Ocici, the researcher believe that it will be useful to examine the contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.

[bookmark: _Toc402694290][bookmark: _Toc402694766][bookmark: _Toc440390046]2.5	Feedback and the Performance of Academic Staff
Communication is vital in academic staff management and is equally important in performance appraisal. All staff should therefore be well informed of the appraisal system, the criteria being used and the purpose of the appraisal. It is crucial to give feedback to both managers and employees about their activities, as feedback is a much more constructive tool in performance appraisal.

Namubiru (2003) in her study on the effect of appraisal systems on teacher performance pointed that there is a significant relationship between appraisal systems and teacher participation in school activities. This is in line with Matwire (2002) who observed that appraisal systems provide an actionable feedback that encourages employees’ participation in carrying out activities in an organization. However, staff performance appraisal systems are still largely bureaucratic in terms of the set standards upon which an employee performance is judged. 

Feedback can be from multiple sources (Bracken, Timmreck, & Church, 2001). This is commonly referred to as “360-degree feedback”. In 360-degree feedback, information is obtained through various sources which include the immediate supervisor, top management, assistants, co-workers, customers, dealers, advisors and community officials. 

Antonioni (2002) observed that 360 degree feedback encourages team work and smooth down work relationship between employees and the manager.  If 360-degree feedback is used as a management tool for decision making for teachers’ promotion and training purposes then it would be more helpful in performance improvement and development of teachers as well as of the university. The major challenge involved here is that feedback need to be shared continuously with the concerned teachers in order to enhance on their weak areas and this therefore demands for commitment from the concerned teachers.

360-degree appraisal system has become one of the prominent performance appraisal techniques of managing employees’ performance (Tessema, 2006). Aslam and Sarwar (2010) claimed that this technique can not only give comprehensive performance review but also indulge transparency in the system. Decenzo and Robbison (2002) asserted that setting and communicating appraisal objectives creates clarity in the minds of the employees given the fact that member of staff have the opportunities to talk about the organizational objectives and to define their contributions to the achievement of those objectives. 

The importance of appraisal feedback in organizations has been studied extensively (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). A major theme of this research is that several conflicts are built into the appraisal and feedback process. For instance appraisees may want feedback but they prefer positive feedback and tend to dismiss negative feedback. The performance appraisal process puts the appraiser in the position of being a judge who issues ratings and of a counselor who provides advice and coaching on how to improve performance (Meyer & French, 1965) as cited in Marie (2003). Despite conflicts involved in giving and receiving feedback, there is consensus that high quality feedback can be extremely beneficial to both the individual and the organization (Landy, 1995). A significant potential limitation to the value of appraisal feedback is that it is often biased, incomplete or inaccurate (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). This may be as a result of the feedback provider having little knowledge of the job being done by the employee or the job related constraints that may present the employee with difficulty. If appraisal feedback is biased, inaccurate or simply incomplete, the actual benefits may be limited. There are even circumstances where feedback can be harmful such as when it is improperly delivered in the form of negative criticism or in a disrespectful, personal or a specific manner. However appraisal feedback carries such a wide arrays of benefits that even a limited amount of usable feedback may be worthwhile. 
 
Keeping & Levy (2000) examined the measurement of performance appraisal reactions. They investigated how well commonly used reaction scales and representative of those used in the field measures the substantial constructs of satisfaction. They found that these scales did a favourable job of measuring appraisal reactions model. Among reactions investigated were satisfactions (with the system and session), fairness (procedural and distributive justice), perceived utility and accuracy. Tziner et al., (2001) argued that attitudes and beliefs toward the institution and about the appraisal system affect how ratings are done and how feedback is handled. These attitudes and beliefs have an influence on the accuracy and usefulness of ratings. Their findings showed that beliefs about performance appraisal system and rater orientation towards the system explained tendencies to give higher versus lower ratings and to discriminate between ratees and rating dimensions. The researcher observed that performance appraisal reactions as argued by Keeping and Levy (2000) are related to performance appraisal feedback. As pointed the reactions investigated included only satisfactions and fairness and did not consider the contribution of appraisal reactions. This current study explored the contributions of appraisal feedback to the performance of teaching staff at ASUL.

[bookmark: _Toc402694291][bookmark: _Toc402694767]2.6	Summary of Literature Review
The literature discussed has brought forward arguments by various scholars in their studies conducted in different institutions of higher learning concerning performance appraisal, where those institutions use the appraisal system to enhance the performance of their academic staff. The literature analyzed the different views advanced by prominent scholars and researchers and their findings with respect to the study. Universities are expected to have in place clear and well defined procedures of performance appraisal of academic staff, employment policy that provide for equal opportunities among employees, All these are geared towards performance improvement of academic staff which probably would result in the achievement of the strategic objectives of HEIs.

[bookmark: _Toc402694292][bookmark: _Toc402694768][bookmark: _Toc440390047]CHAPTER THREE
[bookmark: _Toc402694293][bookmark: _Toc402694769][bookmark: _Toc440390048][bookmark: _Toc402694294][bookmark: _Toc402694770]METHODOLOGY
[bookmark: _Toc440390049][bookmark: _Toc402683740][bookmark: _Toc402688684][bookmark: _Toc402691204][bookmark: _Toc402693545][bookmark: _Toc402694295][bookmark: _Toc402694771]3.1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc402694296][bookmark: _Toc402694772]This chapter presents a description of the methodology that was used in carrying out the study. It describes the research design, study population, sample size and selection, sampling techniques and procedure, data collection methods, data collection instruments, validity of the instrument, reliability of the instruments, and procedure of data collection, data analysis, and measurement of variables, ethical consideration and conclusion. 

[bookmark: _Toc440390050]3.2	Research Design 
The study used a cross-sectional survey. This design was used to gather data from the sample of the study population (Amin, 2005). Cross-sectional survey gave opportunity for a wide range of sample to be studied at the same time. The cross-sectional research design was preferred to collect data just once over a given period of time in an attempt to answer the research questions. The rationale of selecting this design enabled the study to describe, compare and correlate the independent and dependent variables reflected in the conceptual frame work.

[bookmark: _Toc402694297][bookmark: _Toc402694773][bookmark: _Toc440390051]3.3	Study Population
The study had a target population of 360 people and a sample size of 186 respondents.   According to Mugenda and Mugenda (2003) this sample size is representative enough since it is more than 50% of the target population. The study population comprised of academic registrar, faculty deans, and heads of department, academic staff and students of second and third year.
[bookmark: _Toc402694298][bookmark: _Toc402694774][bookmark: _Toc440390052]3.4	Sample Size and Selection 
The study anticipated a sample of 186 respondents to be drawn from a target population of 360 people, the sample size was obtained using Morgan & Krejcie (1970) table for determining sample size from a given population, adopted from Amin (2005).
 
[bookmark: _Toc440389924]Table 3. 1 Showing the sample size and selection
	Category
	Target population
	Sample   size
	Sampling technique

	Academic Registrar
	        1
	          1
	Purposive 

	Faculty deans
	        3
	          3
	Purposive

	Heads of department
	        5
	          3
	Simple random sampling

	Academic staff
	      51
	         26
	Stratified random sampling

	Second and third year students
	     300
	        153
	Stratified random sampling

	Total
	     360
	        186
	


Source: Adopted from Morgan & Krejcie (1970) as cited by Amin (2005).

[bookmark: _Toc402694299][bookmark: _Toc402694775][bookmark: _Toc440390053]3.5	Sampling techniques and procedure
Three sampling techniques were used in this study in accordance with Sekaran (2003), they were purposive, simple random sampling and stratified random sampling. Purposive technique was used to select academic registrar and faculty deans since they were few .The university had one academic registrar and three deans of faculties  and due to the nature of their work, they were all purposely considered to participate  in the study as the key informants. Simple random sampling was used to determine the number of heads of department to participate in the study. From the five, three (3) were sampled to participate in the study. This sampling technique ensured that all the elements in the target population had the same probability of being selected therefore it reduced biasness in selecting the respondents to participate in the study (Amin, 2005). 

According to Margaret (1995), stratified random sampling increases the representation of a sample of a given population or an equivalent piece of information for a small sample.  Stratified random sampling was used to select academic staff, second and third year students. Academic staff were selected from three faculties namely: Faculty of Business and Management, Faculty of Social Sciences, and Faculty of Education while students’ respondents were selected from four academic programmes operating at ASUL and these are:- Day, Evening, Weekend and Recess programmes. Stratification enabled the researcher to get the knowledge of the population and thus was able to select an appropriate number of respondents for the study.  

[bookmark: _Toc402694300][bookmark: _Toc402694776][bookmark: _Toc440390054]3.6	Data Collection Methods 
The study used quantitative and qualitative methods to collect data; it involved use of questionnaire survey, interviews, focus group discussions and documentary review.

[bookmark: _Toc402694301][bookmark: _Toc402694777][bookmark: _Toc440390055]3.6.1	Questionnaire Survey 
Questionnaires have been found to be useful and affordable when quantitative and qualitative methods are concurrently used in research (Sekaran, 2003; Amin, 2005).  
Amin (2005) defines a questionnaire as a form consisting of interrelated questions prepared by the researcher about a research problem under investigation. The study used questionnaires to collect information from academic staff and students. This method was very appropriate to use since the researcher was able to collect information about the study within the shortest possible time. 
[bookmark: _Toc402694302][bookmark: _Toc402694778][bookmark: _Toc440390056]3.6.2	Interview
An interview is a purposeful discussion between two or more people (Saunders et al., 1999). The interview was used because of its importance in yielding detailed information about the subject matter. This method was used to supplement the quantitative data generated from the questionnaires and it was more appropriate to get first-hand information from the key informants on the appraisal practices which were in place and the performance of academic staff at All Saints University Lango.

[bookmark: _Toc402694303][bookmark: _Toc402694779][bookmark: _Toc440390057]3.6.3	Documentary Review
This involved a review of secondary sources of data. Documentary review provides vital information which could not be accessed through the use of questionnaires and interviews in the data collection process (Creswell, 2003). These sources of information provided a comprehensive basis for the study (Mugenda, 2003).

[bookmark: _Toc402694304][bookmark: _Toc402694780][bookmark: _Toc440390058]3.6.4	Focus Group Discussion
The focus group discussion method was used in this study to collect information that was not captured in the questionnaires. Only academic staff were involved in the discussions with the researcher. In using this method the researcher spoke face-to-face with the respondents therefore getting first hand information. This method is very appropriate in collecting primary data since the respondents are put in a group and they express their opinions freely on issues concerning the study (Sekaran, 2003).  Data is collected from various respondents at the same time unlike the interview method which is convenient for only one respondent and the researcher.

[bookmark: _Toc402694305][bookmark: _Toc402694781][bookmark: _Toc440390059]3.7	Data Collection Instruments
The study used the following instruments: questionnaire, interview guide, documentary review check list and focus group discussion guide.

[bookmark: _Toc402694306][bookmark: _Toc402694782][bookmark: _Toc440390060]3.7.1	Questionnaire
Two sets of self-administered, closed ended questionnaires were used in this study, one for academic staff and the other for students’ respondents. Options were given to students and staff respondents to freely express their opinions. These close ended questions with pre-determined multiple choice responses measured against a Likert-scale from 1 to 5 with 1= Strongly Disagree (SD), 2 = Disagree (DA), 3 = Undecided (UD), 4 = Agree (A) and 5 = Strongly Agree (SA) were used to collect quantitative data from academic staff and students. The study used this instrument because it helped to cover a large number of respondents in a relatively shorter time, it was also easy to guarantee respondents’ confidentiality and they generated reliable data as respondents could answer questions freely without interference as suggested by Sekaran (2003). The two sets of questionnaires are attached in Appendices I and II.

[bookmark: _Toc402694307][bookmark: _Toc402694783][bookmark: _Toc440390061]3.7.2	Interview Guide 
The researcher presented a set of questions to key informants. It involved a face-to-face conversation between the researcher and the key informants at a time and he was able to capture key points through recording in a note book. In this study, the key informants interviewed were the academic registrar, dean of faculties and heads of department. The interview guide as a data collection tool enabled the researcher to go deeper into the information required for the study (Saunders et al., 2003). The Interview Guide is attached in Appendix III.
[bookmark: _Toc402694308][bookmark: _Toc402694784][bookmark: _Toc440390062]3.7.3	Documentary Review Check List
A documentary check list was used to analyze the existing documents relevant to the study. The university secretary and academic registrar availed the necessary documents to the researcher for viewing as evidence for staff performance appraisal. The documents reviewed were: annual staff appraisal reports, staff attendance book, academic committee reports, university council reports, staff evaluation forms, students’ guild minutes and the University strategic plan (2010 – 2030). The documentary check list is attached in Appendix IV.

[bookmark: _Toc402694309][bookmark: _Toc402694785][bookmark: _Toc440390063]3.7.4	Focus Group Discussion Guide
A focus group discussion guide was designed to enable the researcher collect qualitative data from the respondents. Issues that were relevant to the study but not contained in the questionnaire were captured by this instrument. Academic staff were the anticipated respondents to participate in the discussion. This was in line with the recommendation by Sekaran (2003). The Focus Group Discussion Guide is attached in Appendix V.
[bookmark: _Toc402694310][bookmark: _Toc402694786]
[bookmark: _Toc440390064]3.8	Validity of the Instrument
Validity is the extent to which a data collection instrument measures what it is intended to measure (Amin, 2005). It is the ability of an instrument to produce findings that are justifiable and truthful. 
Validity of the instruments was established using both construct and content validity tests. Construct validity was established through the help of experienced lecturers (experts) in research from Kampala International University - Lira Study Centre who vetted the research tools where some commendable corrections were effected especially to the relevancy of the instruments in line with the objectives of the study. The researcher also engaged his two supervisors for guidance. The experts independently judged the items in the two questionnaires, interview check list, focus group discussion guide and documentary review guide in relation to the research objectives.

[bookmark: _Toc440390065]3.8.1	Validity of the Questionnaire
The questionnaires were pre-tested with a sample of five (5) lecturers and 10 students from ASUL. These lecturers and students were not included in the study.  The researcher further established the validity of the questionnaires by use of the expert judgment method (Gay, 1996). 
The content validity index (CVI) was then computed to determine the validity of the questionnaires by use of the formula.  
    


[bookmark: _Toc440389925]Table 3. 2 Experts’ judgment on academic staff questionnaire
	
	Number valid
	Number invalid
	Total
	CVI

	Expert A
	35
	6
	41
	0.85

	Expert B
	33
	8
	41
	0.80

	Average
	
	
	
	0.83


Source: Primary data

Table 3.2 indicates the judgment by two Experts A and B. The figures were computed as demonstrated below:-
CVI for Expert A =    = 0.85 whereas CVI for Expert B =   = 0.80.  As shown, 41 questions were rated. Expert A rated 35 questions as valid which gave a CVI of 0.85 while expert B rated 33 questions as valid which yielded a CVI of 0.80. The average of the ratings by the two experts gave a CVI of 0.83 which was greater than 0.70 as recommended thus the instrument was considered valid (Amin, 2005). 

[bookmark: _Toc440389926]Table 3. 3 Experts’ judgment on students’ questionnaire
	
	Number valid
	Number invalid
	Total
	CVI

	Expert A
	31
	7
	38
	0.82

	Expert B
	30
	8
	38
	0.79

	Average
	
	
	
	0.81


Source: Primary data  

Table 3.3 indicates the judgment by two Experts A and B. 31 questions were rated by the two experts. The computation was done as below:-
CVI for Expert A =   = 0.82, and CVI for Expert B =   = 0.79.
As demonstrated, Expert A rated 31 questions as valid which gave a CVI of 0.82 while Expert B rated 30 questions as valid which gave a CVI of 0.79. The average of the ratings by the two experts gave a CVI of 0.81 which was greater than 0.70 as recommended thus the instrument was considered valid (Amin, 2005).  
  
[bookmark: _Toc402694311][bookmark: _Toc402694787][bookmark: _Toc440390066]3.9	Reliability of the Instrument
Reliability of a data collection instrument is the extent to which the instrument produces the same result each time it is used (Oppenheim, 1992). 



3.9.1	Reliability of the Questionnaire
The reliability of the two sets of questionnaire for all the items was tested using the Cronbach’s Alpha Moment Coefficient provided by the SPSS (Amin, 2005; Bakkabulindi, 2008).
Cronbach’s Alpha ( is given by the formula,

                                                 
Where,              K    	   is the number of items
           		     is the variance of the total instruments                                                      
         		       is the variance of the individual items 

[bookmark: _Toc440389927]Table 3. 4 Reliability statistics for academic staff questionnaire
	Cronbach's Alpha
	No. of Items

	0.847
	41


Source: Primary data

In table 3.4, the calculated value of Cronbach’s Alpha for academic staff questionnaire for all the 41 items was 0.847 which is more than the acceptable reliability value of  = 0.70 (Amin, 2005), the instrument was therefore considered reliable.

[bookmark: _Toc440389928]Table 3. 5 Reliability statistics for students’ questionnaire
	Cronbach's Alpha
	No of Items

	0.881
	38


Source: Primary data
In table 3.5, the calculated value of Cronbach’s Alpha for students’ questionnaire for all the 38 items was 0.881 which is more than the acceptable reliability value of  = 0.70 (Amin, 2005), the instrument was therefore considered reliable.

[bookmark: _Toc402694312][bookmark: _Toc402694788][bookmark: _Toc440390067]3.10	Procedure of Data Collection
The researcher obtained an introductory letter from the School of Management Science of Uganda Management Institute (copy attached) after the proposal defense. He took it to the university administrators of ASUL from where he was permitted to carry out the study in the institution. The researcher proceeded and introduced himself to the respondents to whom he administered the questionnaires. Two lecturers picked interest to administer the questionnaires as research assistants to lecturers and students. Appointments were made with academic registrar, dean of faculties and heads of department for interviews, academic registrar also gave the researcher appointment for documentary review and focus group discussion was scheduled with the respondents. The researcher responded promptly for the appointments and thus he was able to collect relevant data for the study.
                                                                                     
[bookmark: _Toc402694313][bookmark: _Toc402694789][bookmark: _Toc440390068]3.11	Data Analysis 
[bookmark: _Toc402694315][bookmark: _Toc402694791]Data was analyzed using both quantitative and qualitative approaches (Mugenda, 2003). 

[bookmark: _Toc440390069]3.11.1	Quantitative Data Analysis
The data collected from the questionnaires was sorted, coded and entered into the computer for analysis using Statistical Package for Social Scientists (SPSS) program. The researcher then used descriptive statistics to analyze the bio-data of the respondents.  Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient was used to establish the relationship between the independent and dependent variables. Regression analysis was also used to determine the extent to which the independent variable contributed to the dependent variable. The analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique was used to test whether or not there was significant difference in the means of the predictors of the study. 

[bookmark: _Toc402694314][bookmark: _Toc402694790][bookmark: _Toc440390070]3.11.2	Qualitative Data Analysis
The collected qualitative data was summarized and organized in a manner that they attempted to answer research questions. The coded and categorized data from interviews, focus group discussions and documentary review enabled the study to come out with relevant information and these were analyzed through the description of key items under each objective.  

[bookmark: _Toc402694316][bookmark: _Toc402694792][bookmark: _Toc440390071]3.12	Measurement of Variables
This study used the interval and ratio levels to measure the variables. Mason (1990) suggests that these levels are very appropriate for the measurement of any two points on the scale. Interval scale was used because the responses to various items in the questionnaire were designed on a five point Likert-scale with; 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Undecided, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree. The levels of measurement generated descriptive statistics in form of frequency distribution which was easy to present, analyze and interpret. The study was also able to use correlation and regression analysis of the independent and dependent variables.  

[bookmark: _Toc402694317][bookmark: _Toc402694793][bookmark: _Toc440390072]3.13	Ethical Considerations
Studies are normally conducted not only for the consumption of the researcher or the institutions involved but also for the public. With the advancement in Information and Communication Technology (ICT) especially through the use of internet any published work is easily accessed. For the above reason ethical issues have to be taken into account for any study. For this study, the researcher assured the University Management of ASUL and the respondents of the confidentiality of the information gathered from the field and that the information would be used purely for the purpose of the study.

[bookmark: _Toc440390073]3.14	Summary
In this chapter, research design was discussed, study population, sample size and selection considered.  Sampling techniques and procedure to be used in the study justified. Data collection methods and the instruments to be used were also discussed. The validity and reliability of data collection instruments were explained. The procedure of data collection and the subsequent analysis were described. The levels of measurement of the variables were considered and equally important ethical issues were taken into account. In Chapter Four the results of the findings will be presented, analyzed and interpreted objective by objective.








[bookmark: _Toc440390074]CHAPTER FOUR
[bookmark: _Toc440390075]PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS

[bookmark: _Toc440390076]4.1	Introduction
This chapter focuses on the presentation, analysis and interpretation of results of the study. The chapter highlights the response rate, bio-data of the respondents, descriptive statistics for the independent and dependent variables, correlation analysis and test of hypotheses according to the objectives of the study, regression analysis and analysis of variance technique for the predictors are also discussed.

[bookmark: _Toc440390077]4.2	Response Rate 
The study involved three categories of respondents: University administrators which included the academic registrar, faculty deans and heads of department, the other categories were the academic staff and students.  Responses were summarized in Table 4.1.

[bookmark: _Toc440389904]Table 4. 1 Presentation of response rate
	Category of respondents
	Tool used
	Target response
	Actual response
	Response rate (%)

	University administrators
	Interview guide
	7
	7
	100

	Academic staff
	Questionnaire
	26
	24
	92.3

	Second & third year students
	Questionnaire
	153
	132
	86.3

	Academic staff
	FGD
	26
	14
	53.8

	Average
	
	
	
	83.1


Source: Primary Data
Analysis of results in Table 4.1 shows that a total of 7 key informants were targeted for the interview all of which were interviewed, this represented a 100% response rate. A total of 26 questionnaires were administered to academic staff out of which 24 were returned completed, this implied a response rate of 92.3%. Results also reveal that a total of 153 questionnaires were administered to students of second and third year out of which 132 were returned completed, this represented a response rate of 86.3%. 26 respondents were also targeted for FGD out of which 14 turned up; this represented a 53.8% response rate. The overall average respondent was 83.1%.
It can be interpreted that the response rate of 83.1% was over and above the 70% recommended by Mugenda and Mugenda (2004). This implies that the study was representative enough of the targeted number of respondents.

[bookmark: _Toc440390078]4.3	Analysis of bio-data
This section presents the background characteristics of students, academic staff and university administrators who participated in the study.

[bookmark: _Toc440390079]4.3.1	Results on the background characteristics of students 
The background characteristics of students included sex, age bracket, and year of study, study program, and category of study programme. This is presented in Table 4.2.






[bookmark: _Toc440389905]Table 4. 2 Background characteristics of students (N =132)
	Variables
	Categories
	Frequency
	Percent

	Sex
	Male
	64
	48.5

	
	Female
	68
	51.5

	Age bracket
	Less than 19
	1
	0.8

	
	20-24
	45
	34.1

	
	25-29
	48
	36.4

	
	Above 30
	38
	28.8

	Year of study
	Second
	85
	64.4

	
	Third
	47
	35.6

	Study program 
	Degree
	73
	55.3

	
	Diploma
	58
	43.9

	
	Certificate
	1
	0.8

	Category of study program
	Day
	39
	29.5

	
	Evening
	3
	2.3

	
	Weekend
	77
	58.3

	
	Distance
	13
	9.8


Source: Primary Data

[bookmark: _Toc440390080]4.3.1.1	Student Respondents by sex
Results from Table 4.2 demonstrate that out of 132 students who participated in the study, 68(51.5%) were females while 64(48.5%) were males. The findings reflect more than 50% of the total respondents as females and a fair representation of the different sexes.  The above results  was in line with the data gathered from the key informants where more than 75%  revealed that at ASUL the population of female students tends to exceed that of the male students every academic year.
This result was further supported by the information gathered from documentary review. Records from admission book indicated that in the academic year 2012/2013 the number of students who were admitted and reported was 165 with 76 males and 89 females whereas in academic year 2013/2014 there was 183 students with 86 males and 97 females.

[bookmark: _Toc440390081]4.3.1.2	Student Respondents by age bracket
Results from Table 4.2 show that only 1(0.8%) respondent was less than 19 years, in the age bracket of 20-24 years there were 45(34.1%) respondents while in the age bracket of 25-29 years there were 48(36.4%) respondents and 38(28.8%) respondents were above 30 years. From the above results it follows that the highest proportion of the respondents (36.4%) were in the age group of 25-29 years but this is less than 50% of the total respondents. 
The results therefore reflect that there is fair representation of students from the different age groups. The age-group information on the students enabled the researcher to determine the ability of the student respondents to give reliable information for the study.

[bookmark: _Toc440390082]4.3.1.3	Student Respondents by year of study
Results regarding respondents by year of study demonstrate that out of 132 respondents, 85 were second year students representing 64.4% while 47 were third year students corresponding to 35.6%. 
The above result points that the highest proportion (64.4%) of respondents were the second year students, this could partly be attributed to the busy schedules of third year students and to some extent the high enrolment of second year students (183) compared to the number of third year students (165) at ASUL as evidenced from admission record of 2012/2013 and 2013/2014 academic years. In all the number of second and third year students who participated in the study were representative enough of the target population.  

[bookmark: _Toc440390083]4.3.1.4	Student Respondents by study program
Results on the study programme point that out of 132 respondents who were representative from the different study options from ASUL, 73 (55.3%)  were pursuing degree programmes while 58 (43.9%) were students of diploma programmes and only 1 respondent (0.8%) was offering a certificate course.
This result illustrates that majority of respondents (55.3%) were students of degree courses followed by 43.9% from diploma courses. Record shows that the University on average enrolls 150 students per academic year. This result therefore demonstrates a fair representation of the students as per the enrolment of the university.

[bookmark: _Toc440390084]4.3.1.5	Student Respondents by category of study program
Table 4.2 further gives results on the category of study programmes reflecting 39(29.5%) respondents pursuing day programmes, 3(2.3%) respondents undertaking evening programmes while 77 respondents which correspond to 58.3% engaged in weekend programmes and 13 (9.8%) respondents were in distance programmes.
The results therefore reflect a high proportion of student respondents (58.3%) in weekend programmes. This result may be attributed to the fact that most of the students at ASUL are working people so they prefer to pursue weekend programmes in order to guarantee security of their jobs.

[bookmark: _Toc440390085]4.3.2	Results on the background characteristics of academic staff
The background characteristics of academic staff included sex, age bracket, highest level of education, terms of service, job title, and the length of time one has served in the university. The detailed information is presented in table 4.3.
[bookmark: _Toc440389906]Table 4. 3 Background characteristics of academic staff (N =24)
	Variables
	Categories
	Frequency
	Percent

	Sex
	Male
	18
	75.0

	
	Female
	6
	25.0

	Age bracket
	20-39
	14
	58.3

	
	40-49
	7
	29.2

	
	50-59
	3
	12.5

	
	60 and above                   
	0
	00.0

	Highest level of  education
	Masters
	14
	58.3

	
	Bachelor
	10
	41.7

	Terms of service
	Permanent
	2
	08.3

	
	Contract
	13
	54.2

	
	Part time
	9
	37.5

	Job Title
	Senior Lecturer
	7
	29.2

	
	Lecturer
	10
	41.7

	
	Assistant Lecturer
	7
	29.2

	Period served in the university
	Less than 3 years
	7
	29.2

	
	More than 3 years
	17
	70.8


Source: Primary Data
[bookmark: _Toc440390086]4.3.2.1	Staff Respondents by sex
Table 4.3 shows that of the 24 academic staff who participated in the study, 18 were males (75%) while 6 (25%) were females. The results indicate that the number of male lecturers was thrice that of females.
This result illustrates that at ASUL, male lecturers dominate the staffing of academic staff since this category of respondents was sampled from a target population of all the academic staff at ASUL. Staff record from ASUL indicates that more than 70% of academic staff are males. The fair representation of both male and female staff enabled the study to gather more reliable and balanced data.

[bookmark: _Toc440390087]4.3.2.2	Staff Respondents by age bracket
Results from Table 4.3 further indicate that 14(58.3%) of respondents are in the age bracket of 20-39 years, 7(29.2%) are in the age bracket of 40-49 years while 3(12.5%) are in the age bracket of 50-59 whereas 00.0% were 60 years and above.
As reflected above, majority of academic staff who participated in this study (58.3%) were in the age bracket of 30-39 years.  Staff record also indicates that more than 60% of the staff are in the age group of 30-45 years. This result therefore indicates that ASUL has young, creative, and innovative scholars to deliver its programmes.

[bookmark: _Toc440390088]4.3.2.3	Staff Respondents by highest level of education
Results from Table 4.3 point that out of 24 academic staff who participated in the study, 14(58.3%) are Masters’ degree holders while 10(41.7%) are bachelor degree holders. The findings therefore reveal that more than 50% of the respondents had the academic qualification of Masters’ degree. Information from staff record indicates that about 60% of academic staff at ASUL are Masters’ degree holders.
These results clearly illustrate the competencies of academic staff at ASUL as reflected by the academic qualification of the respondents which meets the minimum requirements by the National Council for Higher Education (NCHE), the statutory regulatory agency for HEIs in Uganda. The number of academic staff sampled was representative enough of the entire population of academic staff at ASUL to give reliable information for the study.

[bookmark: _Toc440390089]4.3.2.4	Staff Respondents by terms of service
Results from Table 4.3 further indicate that out of 24 academic staff who participated in the study, 2(08.3%) were employed in the university as permanent staff, 13(54.2%) on contract terms while 9(37.5%) employed as part time staff.  Findings therefore point that more than 50% of the respondents were employed on contract terms. Information gathered from the focus group discussion revealed that the duration of contract at ASUL ranges from 2 to 5 years which are renewable.
Academic Registrar during the interview maintained that:- 
“At ASUL, terms of contract ranges from two to five years, for instance:- two years for assistant lecturers, three years for lecturers, 5 years for senior lecturers (holders of PhD), and five years for the management team (Bursar, AR, US, and VC) which are renewable based on performance”.
These findings demonstrate that the appraisal process can be affected negatively or positively depending on the terms of service for a particular lecturer.

[bookmark: _Toc440390090]4.3.2.5	Staff Respondents by job title
As observed in Table 4.3, out of 24 academic staff who participated in the study 7(29.2%) were Senior lecturers, 10(41.7%) had the title of Lecturers while 7(29.2%) were in the lower position of Assistant lecturers.
Results above demonstrate that majority of the respondents (41.7%) were in the position of lecturers which is less than 50% of the total number of the respondents and an equal number of respondents in the position of Senior lecturers and Assistant lecturers. The findings therefore reflect a fair representation of academic staff in the various positions in order to generate a more reliable data.

[bookmark: _Toc440390091]4.3.2.6	Staff Respondents by period served in the university
Results from Table 4.3 describe that out of 24 respondents 7(29.2%) have worked at ASUL for less than 3 years whereas 17(70.8%) have served for a period of more than 3 years.
The results show that majority (70.8 %) of teaching staff have worked at ASUL for more than three years. Staff recruitment records revealed that more than 75% of the current staff have worked for more than five years at ASUL. The implication is that the study will generate adequate and more reliable data.

[bookmark: _Toc440390092]4.3.3	Results on the background characteristics of Key informants
The study involved seven (7) key informants who comprised of academic registrar, faculty deans and heads of department. The background characteristics of interest to the study were sex, age bracket, duration one has worked in the university, position held at the university, time taken in the current position, and the highest level of education. Information gathered from the key informants is presented in table 4.4.





[bookmark: _Toc440389907]Table 4. 4 Background characteristics of key informants (N =7)
	Variable
	Category
	Frequency
	Percent

	Sex
	Male
	5
	71.4

	
	Female  
	2
	28.6

	Age bracket
	30-39
	0
	00.0

	
	40-49
	2
	28.6

	
	50-59
	3
	42.9

	
	60 and above
	2
	28.6

	Years served in the current position
	Below 3 years
	3
	42.9

	
	Above 3 years
	4
	57.1

	Administrative position
	Academic registrar
	1
	14.2

	
	Faculty dean
	3
	42.9

	
	Head of department
	3
	42.9

	Highest level of education
	Bachelor’s degree
	0
	00.0

	
	Masters’ degree
	7
	100.0

	
	PhD 
	0
	00.0


Source: Primary Data

[bookmark: _Toc440390093]4.3.3.1	Key Informant Respondents by sex
Results from Table 4.4 above indicate that out of 7 key informants who participated in this study 5(71.4%) were males while 2(28.6%) were females. This number of males in key administrative positions at ASUL is more than their female counterparts as reflected by the respective proportions of 71.4% and 28.6%. 
The result demonstrates a fair representation of sex of university administrators in this study. 

[bookmark: _Toc440390094]4.3.3.2	Key Informant Respondents by age bracket
Results from table 4.4 reveal that none of the respondents was in the age group of 30-39 years, 2(28.6%) were in the age group of 40-49 years,3 respondents corresponding to 42.9% were in the age bracket of 50-59 while 2(28.6%) were above 60 years of age. Results therefore  illustrate that the highest number of respondents were in the age group of 50-59 as represented by 42.9% but since this is less than 50% of the total number of respondents it can be observed that the ages of the respondents is fairly distributed among the given age brackets. 
The findings demonstrate that university administrators who participated in the study composed of mature and experienced academicians with high integrity and therefore more reliable information was expected from them.

[bookmark: _Toc440390095]4.3.3.3	Key Informant Respondents by number of years served in the current position
Results from Table 4.4 also reveal that 3 respondents representing 42.9% have served in their current positions for less than 3 years while 4(57.1%) have been in their present position for more than 3 years. This finding has shown that more than 50% of the respondents have served the university in their current positions for more than 3 years.
This has portrayed a high level of experience of this group of respondents therefore up-to-date information was expected from them.

[bookmark: _Toc440390096]4.3.3.4	Key Informant Respondents by administrative position
The composition of the administrators involved in the study presented in Table 4.4 points that out of the 7 key informants,1(14.2%) was an academic registrar, 3(42.9%) were deans of faculty while 3(42.9%) were heads of department.
Findings above reflect an equal number of deans of faculty and heads of department who participated in the study and each corresponds to 42.9%, more relevant data was expected from this group of respondents since they are the supervisors of performance appraisal practices.
 
[bookmark: _Toc440390097]4.3.3.5	Key Informant Respondents by highest level of education
Results from Table 4.4 indicate that out of 7 key informants who participated in the study, none of them had the highest educational qualification of a Bachelor degree. All the key informants (100%) had a highest academic qualification of Masters’ Degree while none hold a PhD. This result illustrates that all the key informants had their highest level of academic qualifications above a bachelor’s degree. This qualification meets the minimum requirements and is in line with the set standards by NCHE for university staff.
The results therefore demonstrate that the key informants are well informed about performance appraisal practices at ASUL.

[bookmark: _Toc440390098]4.4	Research objective one
The first objective of the study was to examine the contribution of evaluation by students to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Different sets of questionnaires were administered to students and academic staff and all the questions assessed using a Likert scale (Likert, 1932) ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree (SD), 2 = Disagree (DA), 3 = Undecided (UD), 4 = Agree (A), and 5 = Strongly Agree (SA).

[bookmark: _Toc440390099]4.4.1	Descriptive statistics on evaluation by students for students’ responses
Table 4.5 gives a descriptive statistics on evaluation by students for student responses.

[bookmark: _Toc440389908]Table 4. 5 Descriptive statistics on evaluation by students for students’ responses
	Statements
	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	Disagree(DA)
	Undecided(UD)
	Agree (A)
	Strongly Agree (SA)

	Students regularly evaluate academic staff
	6
(4.5%)
	7
(5.3%)
	14
(10.6%)
	87
(65.9%)
	18
(13.6%)

	Students are encouraged by academic staff to use evaluation forms
	5
(3.8%)
	9
(6.8%)
	8
(6.1%)
	81
(61.4%)
	29
(22.0%)

	Academic staff encourage the use of attendance register
	2
(1.5%)
	2
(1.5%)
	2
(1.5%)
	79
(59.8%)
	47
(35.6%)

	Attendance register is marked regularly by student coordinators
	4
(3.0%)
	7
(5.3%)
	7
(5.3%)
	82
(62.1%)
	32
(24.2%)

	Students assess academic staff freely without interference
	2
(1.5%)
	6
(4.5%)
	3
(2.3%)
	88
(66.7%)
	33
(25.0%)

	Academic staff themselves avail to us evaluation forms
	3
(2.3%)
	12
(9.1%)
	15
(11.4%)
	76
(57.6%)
	26
(19.7%)

	Academic staff freely collect the filled up evaluation forms
	4
(3.0%)
	6
(4.5%)
	8
(6.1%)
	80
(60.6%)
	34
(25.8%)

	Students are encouraged to express their opinions freely by academic staff
	3
(2.3%)
	2
(1.5%)
	4
(3.0%)
	 78
(59.1%)
	45
(34.1%)


Source: Primary Data

Table 4.5 gives the responses of 132 students on the various statements on evaluation by students. On the statement “Students regularly evaluate academic staff”, 6(4.5%) of respondents strongly disagreed, 7(5.3%) disagreed, 14(10.6%) were undecided, 87(65.9%) agreed with the statement whereas 18(13.6%) strongly agreed with the statement.
The findings therefore reflect that majority of the respondents (65.9%) agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% then students regularly evaluate academic staff.  

On the statement “Students are engaged by academic staff to use evaluation forms”, 5(3.8%) of the respondents strongly disagreed with the statement. 9(6.8%) disagreed, 8(6.1%) were undecided, 81(61.4%) agreed while 29(22.0%) strongly agreed with the statement.
The results point that majority of the respondents (61.4%) agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% then students are engaged by academic staff to use evaluation forms.

Regarding the statement “Academic staff encourage the use of attendance register”, 2(1.5%) of the respondents strongly disagreed with the statement, 2(1.5%) agreed, 2(1.5%) were undecided, 79(59.8%) agreed while 29(22.0%) strongly agreed with the statement.
The findings reveal that majority of the respondents (59.8%) agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% then academic staff encourage the use of attendance register. 

In response to the statement “Attendance register is marked regularly by student coordinators”, 4(3.0%) of the respondents strongly disagreed, 7(5.3%) disagreed, 7(5.3%) were undecided, 82(62.1%) agreed while 32(24.2%) strongly agreed. 
It can be observed that a high proportion (62.1%) of the respondents agreed with the statement since this is more than 50% then attendance register is marked regularly by student coordinators.

Along the same line on the statement “Students assess academic staff freely without interference”, out of 132 respondents 2(1.5%) strongly disagreed, 6(4.5%) disagreed, 3(2.3%) were undecided, 88(66.7%) of the respondents agreed with the statement whereas 33(25.0%) strongly agreed.
Findings above reflect that majority of the respondents agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% then students assess academic staff freely without interference.  

On the statement “Academic staff themselves avail to us evaluation forms”, 3(2.3%) of the respondents strongly disagreed, 12(9.1%) disagreed, 15(11.4%) of the respondents were undecided, 76 (57.6%) agreed with the statement while 26(19.7%) strongly agreed.
This result therefore points that a high proportion (57.6%) of respondents agreed with the statement since this is more than 50% then academic staff themselves avail to students evaluation forms.  

Responding to the statement “Academic staff freely collect the filled up evaluation forms”, 4(3.0%) strongly disagreed, 6(4.5%) disagreed, 8(6.1%) of the respondents were undecided, 80(60.6%) of the respondents agreed while 34(25.8%) strongly disagreed with the statement. These results demonstrate that a high proportion of the respondents (60.6%) agreed with the statement since this is more than 50% then academic staff freely collect the filled up evaluation forms.

Table 4.5 further illustrates that on the statement “Students are encouraged to express their opinions freely by academic staff”, 3(2.3%) strongly disagreed, 1(0.8%) disagreed, 4(3.0%) of the respondents were undecided, 78(59.1%) agreed while 45(34.1%) strongly agreed with the statement.
Findings above show that majority of the respondents (59.1%) agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% then students are encouraged to express their opinions freely by academic staff. 

Results in Table 4.5 demonstrate that for each of the eight statements concerning evaluation by students, more than 50% of the respondents agreed. The results therefore reflect that students perceive this appraisal practice as one of the viable tools in performance improvement by academic staff. 

The results of data gathered through interviewing the key informants was in line with the above findings as 80% revealed that students feel comfortable with their lecturers if their views are addressed on matters regarding the quality of teaching/learning and one of the ways of expressing their concerns on academic issues is through the use of appraisal forms. Through documentary review the researcher was able to get copies of filled academic staff evaluation forms from the AR’s office.

[bookmark: _Toc440390100]4.4.2	Descriptive statistics on evaluation by students for academic staff responses
Table 4.6 below gives a descriptive statistics on evaluation by students for academic staff responses.






[bookmark: _Toc440389909]Table 4. 6 Descriptive statistics on evaluation by students for academic staff responses
	
Statements
	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	Disagree(DA)
	Undecided(UD)
	Agree (A)
	Strongly Agree (SA)

	Evaluation by students is a very reliable appraisal tool
	1
(4.2%)
	6
(25.0%)
	0
(00.0%)
	13
(54.2%)
	4
(16.6%)

	I always vary the methods of delivery to make students understand my lectures
	0
(00.0%)
	0
(00.0%)
	0
(00.0%)
	15
(62.5%)
	9
(37.5%)

	I encourage the use of staff evaluation forms marked by students
	2
(8.3%)
	2
(8.3%)
	3
(12.5%)
	12
(50.0%)
	5
(20.8%)

	Academic staff encourage the use of attendance register marked by students
	4
(16.7%)
	0
(00.0%)
	2
(8.3%)
	14
(58.3%
	4
(16.7%)

	I attend to students on matters concerning my department
	0
(00.0%)
	1
(4.2%)
	2
(8.3%)
	18
(75.0%)
	3
(12.5%)

	I am always available for consultation by students
	0
(00.0%)
	2
(8.3%)
	0
(00.0%)
	17
(70.8%)
	5
(20.8%)

	Students are best judges of staff performance appraisal
	2
(8.3%)
	2
(8.3%)
	1
(4.2%)
	13
(54.2%)
	6
(25.0%)


Source: Primary Data

Table 4.6 shows the results of responses for 24 academic staff for the various statements regarding evaluation by students. On the statement “Evaluation by students is a very reliable appraisal tool”, 1(4.2%) respondent strongly disagreed, 6(25.0%) disagreed, none of the respondents was undecided, 13(54.2%) agreed while 4(16.7%) strongly agreed with the statement.
This result implies that a high proportion of respondents (54.2%) agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% then evaluation by students is a very reliable appraisal tool. 

Concerning the statement “I always vary the methods of delivery to make students understand my lectures”, none of the respondents neither strongly disagreed nor disagreed with the statement and along the same dimension none of the respondents was undecided, 15(62.5%) agreed while 9(37.5%) strongly agreed with the statement.
This result reveals that a high proportion of the respondents (62.5%) agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% then majority of academic staff always vary their methods of delivery to make students understand their lectures.

On the statement “I encourage the use of staff evaluation forms marked by students”, 2(8.3%) of the respondents strongly disagreed with the statement, 2(8.3%) disagreed, 3(12.5%) were undecided, 12(50.0%) agreed while 5(20.8%) strongly agreed with the statement.
The result clearly demonstrates that half of the respondents (50.0%) agreed with the statement, it therefore implies that majority of academic staff encourage the use of staff evaluation forms marked by students.  

Regarding the statement “Academic staff encourage the use of attendance register marked by students”, 4(16.7%) strongly disagree with the statement, none of the respondents disagreed, 2(8.3%) were undecided, 14(58.3%) agreed while 4(16.7%) strongly disagreed with the statement. The results indicate that a high proportion of the respondents (58.3%) agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% then it shows that majority of academic staffs encourage the use of attendance register marked by students.
 
In regards to the statement “I attend to students on matters concerning my department” none of the respondents strongly disagreed, 1(4.2%) disagreed, 2(8.3%) were undecided, 18(75.0%) agreed while 3(12.5%) of the respondents strongly agreed with statement.
The result therefore demonstrates that a high proportion of respondents (75.0%) agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% it implies that majority of academic staff attend to students on matters concerning their departments.  

On the statement “I am always available for consultation by students”, none of the respondents strongly disagreed, 2(8.3%) disagreed, none of the respondents was undecided, 17(70.8%) agreed while 5(20.8%) strongly agreed with the statement.
This result reflects a high proportion (70.8%) of the respondents who agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% it implies that majority of academic staff are always available for consultation by students. 

In respond to the statement “Students are best judges of staff performance appraisal”, 2(8.3%) strongly disagreed with the statement, 2(8.3%) disagreed, 1(4.2%) was undecided, 13(54.2%) agreed while 6(25.0%) of the respondents strongly agreed with the statement. 
This result illustrates that more than average of the respondents (54.2%) agreed with the statement, it therefore implies that majority of academic staff are well informed that students are best judges of staff performance appraisal. 

Results in Table 4.6 reflect that in all the seven statements on evaluation by students, more than 50% of the respondents agreed with each statement, this demonstrates that evaluation by students is an effective tool for performance appraisal of academic staff at ASUL. 

Through focus group discussion with academic staff, 55% of the respondents were in support of evaluation by students and they argued that university management should strengthen this appraisal practice. In contrast, 45% of the respondents expressed their views that evaluation by students is less important to them and that it is just a waste of time to implement this appraisal practice. 
 
[bookmark: _Toc440390101]4.4.2	Hypothesis test for objective one
To test the contribution of evaluation by students to the performance of academic staff, the study was guided by the hypothesis for objective one which stated that “Evaluation by students has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL”. The null hypothesis H₀ for testing was stated as “Evaluation by students does not significantly contribute to the performance of academic staff at ASUL” while the alternative hypothesis H₁ stated as “Evaluation by students has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL”.  
The researcher used Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient, r to test whether there was any correlation between evaluation by students and the performance of academic staff at ASUL .The results are given in Tables 4.7 and 4.8.




[bookmark: _Toc440389910]Table 4.7 Correlations between evaluation by students and the performance of academic staff for students’ responses.
	
	
	Evaluation by students
	Performance of academic staff 

	Evaluation by students
	        Correlation Coefficient
	1.000
	.355**

	
	        Sig. (2-tailed)
	.
	.000

	
	        N
	132
	132

	Performance of academic staff


	        Correlation Coefficient
	.355**
	1.000

	
	        Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.

	
	        N
	132
	132


**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Source: Primary Data

Table 4.7 above gives a Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient results (r = 0.355, p  0.01). The correlation coefficient of 0.355 implies a weak positive correlation between evaluation by students and the performance of academic staff at ASUL. To test the contribution of evaluation by students and the performance of academic staff, the researcher compared the value of the correlation coefficient of 0.355 with a significant value of 0.000, since this value is less than α = 0.01 (the 1% significant level) this implies that the more evaluation by students the more and better improvement in the performance of academic staff. 

Based on these results the null hypothesis H₀ was rejected and the alternative hypothesis H₁ was accepted and a conclusion was made that “Evaluation by students has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL”.  
This indicates that students believe that evaluation which they carry out through use of appraisal forms and attendance registers was able to lead to the improvement in the performance of academic staff.

The results above concurred with the findings from over 70% of respondents during the interview; they expressed their beliefs that students are the best raters of the performance of teaching staff since they are the recipients of knowledge imparted by the teaching staff. In fact a respondent claimed that, 
“Students can easily gauge the strengths and weaknesses of a teaching staff”.

[bookmark: _Toc440389911]Table 4.8 Correlations between evaluation by students and the performance of academic staff for academic staff responses.
	
	
	Evaluation by students
	Performance of academic staff

	Evaluation by students
	Correlation Coefficient
	1.000
	-.221

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.
	.299

	
	N
	24
	24

	Performance of academic
Staff
	Correlation Coefficient
	-.221
	1.000

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.299
	.

	
	N
	24
	24


Source: Primary Data

Table 4.8 shows a Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient results (r = - 0.221, p  0.01) between evaluation by students and the performance of academic staff for academic staff responses. The correlation coefficient of - 0.221 implies a weak negative correlation between evaluation by students and the performance of academic staff. To test the contribution of evaluation by students and the performance of academic staff, the researcher compared the value of the correlation coefficient of – 0.221 with a significant value of 0.299 which is greater than α = 0.01 (the 1% significant level). This implies that academic staff perceive evaluation by students not to contribute much to the improvement in their performance at ASUL.
In this regard the researcher accepted the null hypothesis H₀ and a conclusion was drawn that “Evaluation by students does not significantly contribute to the performance of academic staff at ASUL” and the alternative hypothesis H1 was rejected.

In fact during focus group discussion 65% of the respondents were against evaluation by students, they expressed their concern that it is not proper for a subordinate to assess his/her superior. The results indicate that the majority of teaching staff see no much contribution of evaluation by students and the ability to do their work.

[bookmark: _Toc440390102]4.5 	Research objective two
The second objective of the study was to assess the contribution of faculty appraisal to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Different sets of questionnaires were administered to students and academic staff and all the questions assessed using a Likert scale (Likert, 1932) ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree (SD), 2 = Disagree (DA), 3 = Undecided (UD), 4 = Agree (A), and 5 = Strongly Agree (SA).

[bookmark: _Toc440390103]4.5.1	Descriptive statistics on faculty appraisal for student’s responses
Table 4.9 below gives a descriptive statistics on faculty appraisal for students’ responses.
[bookmark: _Toc440389912]Table 4. 9 Descriptive statistics on faculty appraisal for student responses
	
Statements
	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	Disagree(DA)
	Undecided(UD)
	Agree (A)
	Strongly Agree (SA)

	Students are informed of staff appraisals at the faculties
	8
(6.1%)
	13
(9.8%)
	30
(22.7%)
	66
(50.0%)
	15
(11.4%)

	Students are aware of peer review by academic staff
	3
(2.3%)
	20
(15.2%)
	30
(22.7%)
	63
(47.7%)
	16
(12.1%)

	Self appraisal is carried by individual academic staff
	6
(4.5%)
	14
(10.6%)
	26
(19.7%)
	71
(53.8%)
	15
(11.4%)


 Source: Primary data

Results from Table 4.9 above show the responses of 132 students on the statements concerning faculty appraisal. In regards to the statement “Students are informed of staff appraisals at the faculties”, 8(6.1%) strongly disagreed, 13(9.8%) disagreed, 30(22.7%) of the respondents were undecided, 66(50.0%) agreed while 15(11.4%) strongly agreed with the statement.
The above results therefore illustrate that half of the respondents (50%) agreed with the statement, this implies that students are informed of staff appraisals at the faculties.

On the statement “Students are aware of peer review by academic staff”, 3(2.3%) strongly disagreed, 20(15.2%) disagreed, 30(22.7%) were undecided, 63(47.7%) agreed while 16(12.1%) strongly disagreed with the statement.
The results indicate that majority of the respondents (47.7%) agreed with the statement, since this is less than 50% of the total number of respondents and 22.7% of the respondents were undecided it implies that there is a gap in students’ awareness about peer review by academic staff.  

Results from Table 4.9 regarding the statement “Self appraisal is carried by individual academic staff”, 6(4.5%) strongly disagreed, 14(10.6%) disagreed, 26(19.7%) of the respondents were undecided, 71(53.8%) agreed with the statement while 15(11.4%) strongly agreed.
The above results illustrate that more than half of the respondents (53.8%) agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% it implies that self appraisal is carried by individual academic staff. The results demonstrate a high proportion of more than 50% of the respondents agreeing with two statements and 47.7% in agreement with one statement on faculty appraisal. 

The overall average of responses for the three statements on faculty appraisal is more than 50%, this implies that the respondents agreed with all the three statements, this was supported by results of interview with the key informants which gave a response of 75% of respondents in agreement that there is a comprehensive performance management system at the faculties.

[bookmark: _Toc440390104]4.5.2	Descriptive statistics on faculty appraisal for academic staff responses
Table 4.10 gives a descriptive statistics on faculty appraisal for academic staff responses.





[bookmark: _Toc440389913]Table 4. 10 Descriptive statistics on faculty appraisal for academic staff responses
	
Statements
	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	Disagree(DA)
	Undecided(UD)
	Agree (A)
	Strongly Agree (SA)

	Peer review is an effective appraisal tool
	1
(4.2%)
	6
(25.0%)
	3
(12.5%)
	8
(33.3%)
	6
(25.0%)

	I appraise myself regularly
	1
(4.2%)
	1
(4.2%)
	6
(25.0%)
	7
(29.2%)
	9
(37.5%)

	Academic staff support faculty appraisal
	0
(00.0%)
	1
(4.2%)
	1
(4.2%)
	14
(58.3%)
	8
(33.3%)

	I participate in setting appraisal strategies at the faculty
	4
(16.7%)
	9
(37.5%)
	2
(8.3%)
	6
(25.0%)
	3
(12.5%)

	Faculty appraisal is used for promotion
	3
(12.5%)
	4
(16.7%)
	3
(12.5%)
	7
(29.2%)
	7
(29.2%)

	Faculty appraisal is done regularly
	1
(4.2%)
	3
(12.5%)
	1
(4.2%)
	13
(54.2%)
	6
(25.0%)

	Faculty appraisal is used for salary increments
	5
(20.8%)
	9
(37.5%)
	3
(12.5%)
	5
(20.8%)
	2
(8.3%)


Source: Primary Data

Results in Table 4.10 show the responses of 24 academic staff on the statements raised concerning faculty appraisal. On the statement “Peer review is an effective appraisal tool”, 1(4.2%) of the respondents strongly disagreed, 6(25.5%) disagreed, 3(12.5%) were undecided, 8(33.3%) agreed while 6(25.0%) strongly agreed.
Results indicate that majority of the respondents (33.3%) agreed with the statement, since this is less than 50%, it implies that there is much disparities in the opinions of the respondents on the statement.

Regarding the statement “I appraise myself regularly”, 1(4.2%) strongly disagreed, equally 1(4.2%) agreed, 6(25.0%) were undecided, 7(29.2%) agreed while 9(37.5%) strongly agreed. The results demonstrate that majority of the respondents (37.5%) strongly agreed with the statement, since this is less than 50% it implies that there is a high divergent  views of the respondents  on the statement. 

Concerning the statement “Academic staff support faculty appraisal”, none of the staff strongly disagreed, 1(4.2%) disagreed, an equal number of 1(4.2%) was undecided, 14(58.3%) agreed with the statement while 8(33.3%) strongly disagreed. 
Results illustrate that majority of the respondents (58.3%) agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% it implies that academic staff support faculty appraisal. 

On the statement “I participate in setting appraisal strategies at the faculty”, 4(16.7%) strongly disagreed, 9(37.5%) disagreed, 2(8.3%) were undecided, 6(25.0%) agreed while 3(12.5%) strongly agreed.
The above results point that majority of the respondents (37.5%) disagreed with the statement; since this is less than 50% it implies that there was different opinions of  respondents on their  participation in setting appraisal strategies at the faculties. 

Responses on the statement “Faculty appraisal is used for promotion”, results indicate that 3(12.5%) strongly disagreed, 4(16.7%) disagreed, 3(12.5%) were undecided while an equal number of respondents, each represented by 7(29.2%) agreed and strongly agreed with the statement, this implies that to some extent faculty appraisal is used in the making of decision regarding promotion. On the statement “Faculty appraisal is done regularly”, 1(4.2%) strongly disagreed, 3(12.5%) disagreed, only one respondent represented by 4.2% was undecided, 13(54.2%) of the respondents agreed while 6(25.0%) strongly disagreed.
Results in Table 4.10 therefore demonstrate that more than half of the respondents (54.2%) agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% it implies that faculty appraisal is done regularly.

In regards to the statement “Faculty appraisal is used for salary increments”, 5(20.8%) strongly disagreed, 9(37.5%) disagreed, 3(12.5%) were undecided, 5(20.8%) agreed while 2(8.3%) strongly agreed with the statement. 
Results therefore point that majority of the respondents (37.5%) disagreed with the statement, since this is less than 50% it implies that there is much differences in the opinions of the respondents regarding the use of faculty appraisal as a yard stick for determining salary increment.  

Results in Table 4.10 demonstrate that there was much divergence in the opinions of respondents on the seven statements on faculty appraisal with most of the scores for the statements regarding the given options less than 50%.

[bookmark: _Toc440390105]4.5.3	Hypothesis test for objective two
To test the contribution of faculty appraisal to the performance of academic staff, the study was guided by hypothesis for objective two which stated that “Faculty appraisal has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL”. The null hypothesis H₀ for testing was stated as “Faculty appraisal does not significantly contribute to the performance of academic staff at ASUL” and the alternative hypothesis H₁ stated as “Faculty appraisal has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL”. The researcher used Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient, r to test whether there was any correlation between faculty appraisal and the performance of academic staff at ASUL. The results for correlation are given in Tables 4.11 and 4.12. 

[bookmark: _Toc440389914]Table 4. 11 Correlations between faculty appraisal and the performance of academic staff for students’ responses
	
	Faculty Appraisal
	Performance of academic staff

	Faculty Appraisal
	   Correlation Coefficient
	1.000
	.266**

	
	   Sig. (2-tailed)
	.
	.002

	
	   N
	132
	132

	Performance of academic
staff 
	   Correlation Coefficient
	.266**
	1.000

	
	   Sig. (2-tailed)
	.002
	.

	
	   N
	132
	132


**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Source: Primary Data

Table 4.11 reflects a Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient results (r = 0.266, p between faculty appraisal and the performance of academic staff for students’ responses.  The correlation coefficient of 0.266 implies a weak positive correlation between faculty appraisal and the performance of academic staff.   To test the contribution of faculty appraisal to the performance of academic staff at ASUL, the researcher compared the value of the correlation coefficient of 0.266 with a significant value of 0.002 and this value is less than α = 0.01 (the 1% significant level). This implies that the more regular faculty appraisal is conducted, the more is the improvement in the performance of academic staff.  
Based on these results, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis H₀ and accepted the alternative hypothesis H₁ and a conclusion was drawn that “Faculty appraisal has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL”.
During the interview one of the heads of department had to say, 
“Faculty appraisal encourages departmental staff to be committed to their work and it also brings subordinates closer to their supervisors as the activities agreed upon to be appraised has to be monitored”. 

[bookmark: _Toc440389915]Table 4. 12 Correlations between faculty appraisal and the performance of academic staff for academic staff responses
	
	Faculty appraisal
	Performance of academic staff

	Faculty appraisal
	Correlation Coefficient
	1.000
	.328

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.
	.118

	
	N
	24
	24

	Performance of academic
Staff
	Correlation Coefficient
	.328
	1.000

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.118
	.

	
	N
	24
	24


Source: Primary data 

Table 4.12 gives a Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient results (r = 0.328, p) between faculty appraisal and the performance of academic staff for academic staff responses.  The correlation coefficient of 0.328 implies a weak positive correlation between faculty appraisal and the performance of academic staff at ASUL. To test the contribution of faculty appraisal to the performance of academic staff at ASUL, the researcher compared the value of the correlation coefficient of 0.328 with a significant value of 0.118 and this is greater than α = 0.01 (the 1% significant level). 
Based on the above results, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis H₀ and accepted the alternative hypothesis H₁ and a conclusion made that “Faculty appraisal has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL”. In fact results from focus group discussion reveals that over 65% of the respondents supported appraisal activities at the faculties.
 
A university administrator during the interview affirmed that:
“Staff performance appraisal involves setting of targets to be achieved which have been   agreed upon by both parties the supervisor and the subordinates. It also ensures that there is proper aligning of linkage of objectives and facilitating effective communication throughout the institution”.
This suggested that staff performance appraisal sets a good plan for achievement of institutional goals and objectives thus the university management cannot go astray in trying to meet their set targets.

Responses and analyses from over 75 % of university administrators revealed that faculty appraisal if well conducted could serve to be the most viable tool in improving the performance of academic staff and it can be employed as a yard stick to recommend teaching staff for promotions, trainings and remunerations.

[bookmark: _Toc440390106]4.6	Research objective three
The third objective of the study was to ascertain the contribution of feedback to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Different sets of questionnaires were administered to students and academic staff and all the questions assessed using a Likert scale (Likert, 1932) ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree (SA), 2 = Disagree (DA), 3 = Undecided (UD), 4 = Agree (A), and 5 = Strongly Agree (SA).

[bookmark: _Toc440390107]4.6.1	Descriptive statistics on feedback for students’ responses
Table 4.13 presents a descriptive statistics on feedback for students’ responses.

[bookmark: _Toc440389916]Table 4. 13 Descriptive statistics on feedback for students’ responses
	Statements                                                                                                                                                                             
	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	Disagree(DA)
	Undecided(UD)
	Agree (A)
	Strongly Agree (SA)

	There is clear communication of staff appraisal practices to students
	7
(5.3%)
	25
(18.9%)
	30
(22.7%)
	60
(45.5%)
	10
(7.6%)

	University management regularly give feedback to students on staff appraisal practices
	11
(8.3%)
	35
(26.5%)
	23
(17.4%)
	60
(45.5%)
	3
(2.3%)

	Feedback on staff appraisals from various appraisers is given to students
	12
(9.1%)
	35
(26.5%)
	27
(20.5%)
	50
(37.9%)
	8
(6.1%)

	Students are involved in the discussion of staff appraisal feedback
	12
(9.1%)
	34
(25.8%)
	27
(20.5%)
	51
(38.6%)
	8
(6.1%)

	Report from various sources is a very effective appraisal practice
	6
(4.5%)
	19
(14.4%)
	23
(17.4%)
	63
(47.7%)
	21
(15.9%)

	Guide line on appraisal feedback is disclosed to students
	7
(5.3%)
	28
(21.2%)
	25
(18.9%)
	61
(46.2%)
	11
(8.3%)


Source: Primary Data

Results from table 4.13 show the responses of 132 students on six statements concerning feedback. On the statement “There is clear communication of staff appraisal practices to students”, 7(5.3%) of the respondents strongly disagreed, 25(18.9%) disagreed, 30(22.7%) were undecided, 60(45.5%) agreed while 10(7.6%) strongly agreed with the statement.
The findings show that majority of the respondents (45.5%) agreed with the statement. Since this is less than 50% and 22.7% of the respondents were uncertain with the statement it implies that some category of students does not access communication of staff appraisal practices. 

Regarding the statement “University management regularly gives feedback to students on staff appraisal practices”, 11(8.3%) strongly disagreed, 35(26.5%) disagreed, 23(17.4%) were undecided, 60(45.5%) agreed while 3(2.3%) strongly agreed.
Findings reveal that majority of the respondents (45.5%) agreed with the statement. Since this is less than 50% it implies that there is uncertainty among some category of respondents on the frequency of feedback to students by the university management on appraisal practices.  

Concerning the statement “Feedback on staff appraisals from various appraisers is given to students”, 12(9.1%) strongly disagreed, 35(26.5%) disagreed, 27(20.5%) were undecided, 50(37.9%) agreed while 8(6.1%) strongly agreed.
Findings illustrate that majority of the respondents (37.9%) agreed with the statement, since this is less than 50% and a high proportion of respondents (26.5%) disagreed with the statement. It implies that feedback on staff appraisals from various appraisers is not regularly given to some group of students. 

Opinions on the statement “Students are involved in the discussion of staff appraisal feedback” indicate that 12(9.1%) strongly disagreed, 34(25.5%) disagreed, 27(20.5%) were undecided, 51(38.6%) agreed while 8(6.1%) strongly agreed. 
These results reveal that majority of the respondents (38.6%) agreed with the statement. Since this is less than 50% and high numbers of respondents disagreed and some were undecided then some group of students were poorly involved in the discussion of staff appraisal feedback.  

On the statement “Report from various sources is a very effective appraisal practice”, 6(4.5%) strongly disagreed, 19(14.4%) disagreed, 23(17.4%) were undecided, 63(47.7%) of the respondents agreed while 21(15.9%) strongly agreed with the statement.
The results therefore demonstrate that majority of the respondents (47.7%) agreed with the statement. Since this is less than 50% it reflects a divergence in the opinions of the respondents on the effectiveness of reports on appraisal practices from various sources.  

In regards to the statement “Guide line on appraisal feedback is disclosed to students”, 7(5.3%) strongly disagreed, 28(21.2%) disagreed, 25(18.9%) of the respondents were undecided, 61(46.2%) agreed while 11(8.3%) strongly agreed.
The above results illustrate that majority of the respondents (46.2%) agreed with the statement, since this is less than 50% and a relatively high percentage of respondents disagreed with the statement, it implies that guideline on appraisal feedback is not disclosed to some category of students. In all results from Table 4.13 demonstrate that majority of the respondents agreed with the six statements concerning feedback.

[bookmark: _Toc440390108]4.6.2	Descriptive statistics on feedback for academic staff responses
Table 4.14 below presents a descriptive statistics on feedback for academic staff responses.

[bookmark: _Toc440389917]Table 4. 14 Descriptive statistics on feedback for academic staff responses
	Statements
	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	Disagree(DA)
	Undecided(UD)
	Agree (A)
	Strongly Agree (SA)

	Appraisal feedback is a very effective tool
	0
(00.0%)
	2
(8.3%)
	5
(20.8)
	12
(50.0%)
	5
(20.8%)

	University management communicate appraisal feedback
	4
(16.7%)
	4
(16.7%)
	1
(4.2%)
	14
(58.3%)
	1
(4.2%)

	I am involved in discussing appraisal feedback
	3
(12.5%)
	4
(16.7%)
	6
(25.0%)
	10
(41.7%)
	1
(4.2%)

	Data on performance appraisal is used for determining promotion
	1
(4.2%)
	7
(29.2%)
	3
(12.5%)
	9
(37.5%)
	4
(16.7%)

	I am encouraged by appraisal reports from various sources
	0
(00.0%)
	5
(20.8%)
	5
(20.8%)
	11
(45.8%)
	3
(12.5%)

	Feedback from various sources is communicated in time
	2
(8.3%)
	6
(25.0%)
	4
(16.7%)
	10
(41.7%)
	2
(8.3%)

	Appraisal feedback is used for organizing trainings for academic staff
	5
(20.8%)
	5
(20.8%)
	3
(12.5%)
	8
(33.3%)
	3
(12.5%)


Source: Primary Data 

Table 4.14 shows the results on the statements concerning feedback from 24 academic staff respondents who participated in the study. On the statement “Appraisal feedback is a very effective tool”, none of the respondents strongly disagree, 2(8.3%) disagree, 5(20.8%) were undecided, 12(50.0%) of the respondents agreed to the statement whereas 5(20.8%) strongly agreed.
Results above point that half of the respondents (50%) agreed with the statement, this implies that appraisal feedback is a very effective appraisal tool.  

In regards to the statement “University management communicate appraisal feedback”, 4(16.7%) of the respondents strongly disagreed, 4(16.7%) disagreed, only one respondent representing 4.2% of the respondents was undecided, 14(58.3%) agreed while 1(4.2%) strongly agreed with the statement.
Results above demonstrate that more than half of the respondents (58.3%) agreed with the statement, since this is more than 50% it implies that University Management communicate appraisal feedback to academic staff. 

Concerning the statement “I am involved in discussing appraisal feedback”, 3(12.5%) strongly disagreed, 4(16.7%) disagreed, 6(25.0%) of the respondents were undecided, 10 respondents corresponding to 41.7% agreed while only one respondent representing 4.2% strongly agreed. 
Results above illustrate that the number of respondents who agreed with the statement had the highest proportion of 41.7%, since this is less than 50% it implies that some section of academic staff are not involved in the discussion of appraisal feedback.     

On the statement “Data on performance appraisal is used for determining promotion”, 1(4.2%) strongly disagreed, 7(29.2%) disagreed, 3(12.5%) were undecided, 9(37.5%) agreed with the statement while 4(16.7%) strongly agreed with the statement.
Results above point that the proportion of the respondents who agreed with the statement was the highest (37.5%) but since this is less than 50% and a relatively high percentage (29.2%) of respondents disagreed with the statement it implies that data on performance appraisal at times is not used for determining promotion. 

Regarding the statement “I am encouraged by appraisal reports from various sources”, none of the respondents strongly disagreed, 5(20.8%) disagreed while an equal number 5(20.8%) of the respondents were undecided, 11(45.8%) of the respondents agreed with the statement and 3(12.5%) strongly agreed.
Results above show that majority of the respondents (45.8%) agreed with the statement, since this is less than 50% it implies that some academic staff are not encouraged by appraisal reports from various sources. 
Results concerning the statement “Feedback from various sources is communicated in time”, only 2 respondents representing 08.3% of the respondents strongly disagreed, 6(25.0%) disagreed, 4(16.7%) were undecided, 10(41.7%) agreed, while 2 (8.3%) strongly agreed with the statement.
Results above demonstrate that a high proportion of the respondents (41.7%) agreed with statement but since this is less than 50% it implies that sometimes feedback from various sources is not communicated to academic staff in time. 

While on the statement “Appraisal feedback is used for organizing trainings for academic staff”, 5(20.8%) strongly disagreed, an equal number of 5(20.8%) of the respondents disagreed, 3(12.5%) were undecided, 8(33.3%) agreed with the statement while 3(12.5%) disagreed.
Findings revealed that majority of the respondents (33.3%) agreed with the statement, since this is less than 50% it implies that appraisal feedback at times is not a major requirement for organizing trainings for academic staff.  

In fact 55% of the respondents from the focus group discussion revealed that academic staff are not regularly involved in the discussion of appraisal reports but they observed that appraisal reports are very useful in performance management and that the contributions from academic staff are vital for appraisal systems to succeed.

[bookmark: _Toc440390109]4.6.3	Test of hypothesis for objective three
To test the contribution of feedback to the performance of academic staff, the study was guided by the hypothesis for objective three which stated that “Feedback has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL”.  The null hypothesis H₀ for testing stated that “Feedback does not significantly contribute to the performance of academic staff at ASUL” and the alternative hypothesis H₁ stated as “Feedback has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL”. The researcher used Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient, r to test whether there was any correlation between feedback and the performance of academic staff. The correlation results are given in Tables 4.15 and 4.16.

[bookmark: _Toc440389918]Table 4.15 Correlations between feedback and the performance of academic staff for students’ responses.
	
	
	
	Feedback
	Performance of academic staff

	
	Feedback
	Correlation Coefficient
	1.000
	.365**

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.
	.000

	
	
	N
	132
	132

	
	Performance of academic
Staff
	Correlation Coefficient
	.365**
	1.000

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.

	
	
	N
	132
	132


**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Source: Primary Data

Table 4.15 shows Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient results (r = 0.365, p 0.01) for feedback and the performance of academic staff for students’ responses. The correlation coefficient of 0.365 implies a weak positive correlation between feedback and the performance of academic staff. To test the contribution of feedback to the performance of academic staff at ASUL, the researcher compared the value of the correlation coefficient of 0.365 with a significant value of 0.000 and this value is less than α = 0.01 (the 1% significant level). 
This implies that the more often appraisal feedback is given to students, the more they are willing to assess the performance of academic staff.  Based on the above results, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis H₀ and accepted the alternative hypothesis H₁ and a conclusion was arrived at that “Feedback has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL”. This means that students believe that feedback is a very vital appraisal practice that contributes to the improvement in the performance of academic staff.

The above results are in line with the findings gathered during interview with the university administrators where 65% of the respondents revealed that appraisal feedback is regularly communicated to students and that student guild leaders are involved in the discussion of appraisal reports.

[bookmark: _Toc440389919]Table 4.16 Correlations between feedback and the performance of academic staff for academic staff responses.
	
	
	Feedback
	Performance of academic staff

	Feedback
	Correlation Coefficient
	1.000
	.732**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.
	.000

	
	N
	24
	24

	Performance of academic
Staff
	Correlation Coefficient
	.732**
	1.000

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.

	
	N
	24
	24


**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Source: Primary Data
Table 4.16 indicates Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient results (r = 0.732, p  0.01) for feedback and the performance of academic staff for academic staff responses. The correlation coefficient of 0.732 implies that there is a high positive correlation between feedback and the performance of academic staff. To test the contribution of feedback to the performance of academic staff, the researcher compared the value of the correlation coefficient of 0.732 with a significant value of 0.000 and this value is less than α = 0.01 (the 1% significant level).

The implication is that the more regular appraisal feedback is given to academic staff, the more will be the improvement in their levels of performance.  In this regard the researcher rejected the null hypothesis H₀   and accepted the alternative hypothesis H1 and a conclusion was drawn that “Feedback has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL”.  The results further demonstrate that academic staff rated feedback as the most effective appraisal practice in enhancing their performance. 
 
Along the same line, results gathered through interview with the key informants indicate that 75% of the respondents perceive feedback as a very effective appraisal tool. In fact they observed that there is a high positive contribution of communicating appraisal feedback and the improvement in the performance of teaching staff. 

[bookmark: _Toc440390110]4.7	Regression results 
Linear regression analysis was computed to determine the extent to which appraisal practices contribute to the performance of academic staff.

[bookmark: _Toc440390111]4.7.1	Linear regression analysis for students’ responses
The linear regression analysis for students’ responses is given in Table 4.17.
[bookmark: _Toc440389920] Table 4. 17 Linear regression analysis for students’ responses
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Squares
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.393a
	.155
	.135
	.42440

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Feedback, Evaluation by students, Faculty Appraisal

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	T
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2.765
	.278
	
	9.930
	.000

	
	Evaluation by students
	.137
	.071
	.171
	1.939
	.055

	
	Faculty Appraisal
	.047
	.063
	.077
	.749
	.455

	
	Feedback
	.141
	.058
	.246
	2.420
	.017


a. Dependent Variable: Performance of academic staff
Source: Primary data 

Table 4.17 gives linear regression results of the study for students’ responses with the values of R = 0.393 and of Adjusted R Squares = 0.135 meaning that 13.5% of the variance in the performance of academic staff at ASUL is explained by feedback, evaluation by students and faculty appraisal. The remaining 86.5% of the performance of academic staff at ASUL is determined by other factors not covered in this study.  This prediction is further borne out by a significance of 0.000. The significance coefficient of 0.017 for feedback indicates that this value makes a significant addition to the prediction in the performance of academic staff over and above other values, in other words feedback is the best predictor, evaluation by students is a weak predictor with a significance value of 0.055 while faculty appraisal is a weaker predictor with a significant value of 0.455.
The above results are in line with the correlation results which showed a high positive contribution of feedback to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Correlation results also indicated a weak positive relationship between faculty appraisal and the performance of academic staff at ASUL.
These results reveal that performance of academic staff at ASUL is strongly explained by feedback of the appraisal system in place. The results also imply that performance of academic staff at ASUL is least explained by evaluation by students and faculty appraisal.

[bookmark: _Toc440390112]4.7.2	Linear regression analysis for academic staff responses
The linear regression analysis for academic staff responses is given in table 4.18.

[bookmark: _Toc440389921]Table 4. 18 Linear regression analysis for academic staff responses
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Squares
	Std. Error of the Estimates

	1
	.754a
	.568
	.503
	.33363

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Feedback, Evaluation by students, Faculty appraisal

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	T
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	3.999
	.821
	
	4.873
	.000

	
	Evaluation by students
	-.296
	.189
	-.256
	-1.566
	.133

	
	Faculty appraisal
	8.312E-5
	.093
	.000
	.001
	.999

	
	Feedback
	.354
	.096
	.637
	3.678
	.001


a. Dependent Variable: Performance of academic staff.
Source: Primary data 
Table 4.18 gives a linear regression results for academic staff responses with the values of      R = 0.754 and of Adjusted R Squares = 0.503. This implies that 50.3% variations in the performance of academic staff at ASUL is explained by feedback, evaluation by students and faculty appraisal. The remaining 49.7% of the performance of academic staff at ASUL is determined by other factors not covered in this study.  This prediction is further borne out by a significance of 0.000.
The significance coefficient of 0.001 for feedback indicates that this value makes a significant addition to the prediction in the performance of academic staff over and above other values.

The above results are in line with the correlation results which showed a high positive correlation between feedback and the performance of academic staff at ASUL.  These results demonstrate that performance of academic staff at ASUL is strongly explained by feedback. Although the performance of academic staff is least explained by faculty appraisal and evaluation by students, they are significant predictors of performance appraisal at ASUL.

[bookmark: _Toc440390113]4.8	Analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique of results
The analysis of variance was used on the sample information to test simultaneously whether or not the means of the three predictors/treatments of the study produce different results. The F-distribution was used as the test statistics. ANOVA was processed using the F- distribution given by SPSS. In this study the predictors/treatments referred to were: evaluation by students, faculty appraisal and feedback. The null hypothesis Ho stated that “There is no significant difference among the means of evaluation by students, faculty appraisal and feedback” while the alternative hypothesis H1 was stated as “At least one mean of evaluation by students, faculty appraisal and feedback is different”. ANOVA was discussed for both the students and academic staff responses.

[bookmark: _Toc440390114]4.8.1	Analysis of Variance technique for students’ responses
Analysis of variance for students’ responses is given in table 4.19 below. 

[bookmark: _Toc440389922]Table 4. 19 Analysis of variance for students’ responses
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	4.223
	3
	1.408
	7.816
	.000a

	
	Residual
	23.054
	128
	.180
	
	

	
	Total
	27.278
	131
	
	
	


a. Predictors: (Constant), Feedback, Evaluation by students, Faculty Appraisal
b. Dependent Variable: Performance of academic staff
 Source: Primary data 

ANOVA table 4.19 above gives the computed F value of 7.816 with a significant value of 0.000 which is less than the 0.01 significance level. Basing on the above results, the researcher accepted the null hypothesis which stated that “There is no significant difference in the means of evaluation by students, faculty appraisal and feedback” and the alternative hypothesis was rejected. 
The above finding indicates that there is no significant difference among the three predictors of performance of academic staff at ASUL. 

These findings are in line with the results reflected in response to the items for research objectives one, two and three where there was a high proportion of agreement by the respondents. This results suggest that the statistical difference among the mean responses of the above three predictors is negligible.

[bookmark: _Toc440390115]4.8.2 	Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for academic staff responses
Analysis of variance for academic staff responses is given in table 4.20.
 
[bookmark: _Toc440389923]Table 4. 20  Analysis of Variance for academic staff responses
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	2.925
	3
	.975
	8.759
	.001a

	
	Residual
	2.226
	20
	.111
	
	

	
	Total
	5.151
	23
	
	
	


a. Predictors: (Constant), Feedback, Evaluation by students, Faculty appraisal
b. Dependent Variable: Performance of academic staff 
Source: Primary data 

ANOVA Table 4.20 above gives the computed F value of 8.759 with the corresponding significant value of 0.001 which is less than the 0.01 significance level. Basing on the above results, the researcher accepted the null hypothesis which stated that “There is no significant difference in the mean of evaluation by students, faculty appraisal and feedback” and the alternative hypothesis was rejected. 
The above finding indicates that there is no significant difference among the three predictors of performance of academic staff at ASUL. 

These results are in the same dimension to the results in response to research objectives which showed that majority of respondents agreed with the statements for: evaluation by students, faculty appraisal and feedback. As observed above, the statistical difference among the mean responses of the above three predictors is negligible.

[bookmark: _Toc440390116]4.9 	Summary
In chapter four the response rate for all the categories of the respondents was presented, analysis of bio-data of the respondents was logically handled. All the three objectives of the study were looked into with in-depth analysis of descriptive statistics, hypotheses tests carried out objective by objective. Furthermore, correlation and regression analyses were presented, analyzed and interpreted, and analysis of variance discussed. Chapter five will present summary, discussion, conclusion and the recommendations of the study findings.










[bookmark: _Toc440390117]CHAPTER FIVE
[bookmark: _Toc440390118]SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

[bookmark: _Toc440390119]5.1	Introduction
The purpose of this study was to investigate the contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at All Saints University Lango. In this chapter, the findings from chapter four are summarized, discussed, conclusions drawn and recommendations made in line with the research objectives. 

[bookmark: _Toc440390120]5.2	Summary of results
In chapter four the data was presented, analyzed and the results interpreted. The summary of results of the study has been presented objective by objective. 

[bookmark: _Toc440390121]5.2.1	Summary of results on objective one
The first objective of the study was to examine the contribution of evaluation by students to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. In chapter four, descriptive statistics was presented for both students’ and academic staff responses. Findings from students’ responses revealed that more than 50% of the respondents agreed with the eight statements on evaluation by students. This implies that students were in agreement with the statements, along a similar line finding from academic staff responses showed that more than 50% of the respondents agreed with all the seven statements raised on evaluation by students. 

This implies that a good proportion of academic staff were in support of this appraisal practice. Findings from key informants demonstrated that evaluation by students is one of the most reliable appraisal practices in performance management of academic staff.
Results of correlation analysis for objective one for students’ responses gave a correlation coefficient of 0.355 with a significant value of 0.000 which is less than 0.01(the 1% significant value) implying a weak positive correlation between evaluation by students and the performance of academic staff at ASUL. The result therefore reveals that there is a significant contribution of evaluation by students to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.  

Results of correlation analysis for academic staff responses gave a correlation coefficient of   - 0.221 with a significant value of 0.299.  Since this is greater than 0.01(the 1% significant value), it implies that there is a low negative correlation between evaluation by students and the performance of academic staff at ASUL.

Results of hypothesis test for objective one for students’ responses point that there is significant evidence at 1% level that evaluation by students contributes to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Along the same line result of hypothesis test for objective one for academic staff responses indicates that there is significant evidence at 1% level that evaluation by students does not contribute to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.
  
Linear regression results for students’ responses gave a significance value of 0.055 implying that evaluation by students is a weak predictor of the performance of academic staff at ASUL whereas that for academic staff responses gave a significance value of 0.133 similarly implying that evaluation by students is a weak predictor of the performance of academic staff at ASUL. ANOVA results indicated that there is no significant difference in the means of evaluation by students, faculty appraisal and feedback. 

[bookmark: _Toc440390122]5.2.2	Summary of results on objective two
The second objective of the study was to assess the contribution of faculty appraisal to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.  In chapter four, descriptive statistics was presented for both students’ and academic staff responses. Findings from students’ responses revealed that more than 50% of the respondents agreed with the three statements on faculty appraisal. Findings from academic staff responses also reflected more than 50% of respondents in agreement with all the seven statements on faculty appraisal. 

Results of correlation analysis for objective two for students’ responses gave a correlation coefficient of 0.266 with a significant value of 0.002 which is less than 0.01(the 1% significant level) implying a low positive correlation between faculty appraisal and the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Results of correlation analysis for academic staff responses gave a correlation coefficient of 0.328 with a significant value of 0.118 and since this is greater than 0.01 (the 1% significant level) it implies that there is a low positive correlation between faculty appraisal and the performance of academic staff at ASUL. 

Result of hypothesis test for objective two for students’ responses points that there is significant evidence at 1% level that faculty appraisal contributes to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Likewise result for hypothesis test for objective two for academic staff responses indicates that there is significant evidence at 1% level that faculty appraisal contributes to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.  

Linear regression results for students responses gave a significance value of 0.455 implying that faculty appraisal is a weaker predictor of the performance of academic staff at ASUL whereas that for academic staff responses gave a significance value of 0.999 similarly implying that faculty appraisal is a weaker predictor of the performance of academic staff at ASUL. ANOVA results indicated that there is no significant difference in the means of evaluation by students, faculty appraisal and feedback. 
 
[bookmark: _Toc440390123]5.2.3 	Summary of results on objective three
The third objective of the study was to ascertain the contribution of feedback to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.  In chapter four, descriptive statistics was presented for both students’ and academic staff responses. Findings from students’ responses revealed that more than 50% of the respondents agreed with all the six statements on feedback, while findings from academic staff responses also illustrated that more than 50% of the respondents agreed with all the statements on feedback. 

Results of correlation analysis for objective three for students’ responses gave a correlation coefficient of 0.365 with a significance value of 0.000 which is less than 0.01(the 1% significant level) implying a low positive  correlation between feedback and the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Results of correlation analysis for academic staff responses gave a correlation coefficient of 0.732 with a significance value of 0.000 which is less than 0.01(the 1% significant level) implying that there is a high positive correlation between feedback and the performance of academic staff at ASUL. 

Result of hypothesis test for objective three for students’ responses points that there is significant evidence at 1% level that feedback contributes to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Along the same line the result of hypothesis test for objective three for academic staff responses indicated that there is significant evidence at 1% level that feedback contributes to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. 
Linear regression results for students’ responses yielded the value of adjusted R squares of 0.135 which implies that 13.5% of the performance of academic staff at ASUL is explained by feedback, evaluations by students and faculty appraisal with feedback as the best predictor with a significance value of 0.017. Likewise linear regression results for academic staff responses gave the value of adjusted R squares of 0.503; this means that 50.3% of performance of academic staff at ASUL is explained by feedback, evaluation by students with feedback as the best predictor with a significance value of 0.001.

Results for statistical difference obtained by ANOVA computation for students’ responses gave the computed F value of 7.816 with a significant value of 0.000 which is less than 0.01 significance level, basing on the above results the researcher accepted the Null hypothesis and a conclusion was drawn that “There is no significance difference in the means of: evaluation by students, faculty appraisal and feedback”. Similarly results for statistical difference obtained by ANOVA computation for academic staff responses yielded the computed F value of 8.759 with a significance value of 0.001 which is less than 0.01 significance level, and basing on the above findings the researcher accepted the Null hypothesis and a conclusion was made that “There is no significance difference in the means of evaluation by students, faculty appraisal and feedback”.

[bookmark: _Toc440390124]5.3	Discussion
The discussion of results have been done on the basis of the findings of the study and presented objective by objective. 

[bookmark: _Toc440390125]5.3.1	Discussion of results on objective one
Objective one of the study was to examine the contribution of evaluation by students to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. On testing the hypothesis the results for students’ responses revealed a weak positive contribution of evaluation by students to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Contrary to the results for student respondents, on testing the hypothesis for academic staff responses, the result indicated an insignificant contribution of evaluation by students to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. This implies that teaching staff tend to ignore evaluation by students; in fact they believe that it has no impact on their performance. 

Results of regression analysis for both students and academic staff responses indicated that evaluation by students is a weak predictor of the performance of teaching staff at ASUL. This demonstrates that other factors can best explain the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Results from ANOVA point that there is no significant difference in the mean of evaluation by students compared with the means of the other dimensions under independent variable namely faculty appraisal and feedback. This implies that evaluation by students is equally important as the other predictors in this study.

Based on the above results, the finding for objective one was drawn and concluded that Evaluation by students has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. 
This finding corroborates or differs with the findings of other researchers who conducted a similar study on performance appraisal as discussed below: 


The finding corroborates with the study finding by Wanyama (2001) who conducted a study on the assessment of staff performance appraisal on organizational performance, a case study of the Institute of Teacher Education Kyambogo; his findings revealed that staff appraisal has a significant contribution on organizational performance. Kamwine (2004) also agrees with the above findings, he conducted a study on the management of appraisal schemes and the performance of teachers in some selected government aided secondary schools in Kampala district and the study findings revealed a significant contribution of appraisal schemes in teacher performance.
The researcher therefore observed that there are great similarities in the findings of this study with those of Wanyama (2001) who conducted the study from an institution of higher learning in more or less the same level as ASUL though a public institution whereas ASUL is a private institution the deviations in the study findings to some extent can be attributed to different management styles of these institutions. The findings of the current study slightly differ with that of Kamwine (2004) who conducted a study in the secondary school settings whereas this study was carried out in a university setting, there is therefore much difference in the objectives of institutions considered in the studies. 

The finding of this study is also in line with the finding by Namutebi (2003), as cited in Nuwanguzi (2006) who observed that there is a significant correlation between the results of evaluation by students and the teacher’s content delivery in the class room in secondary schools of Mukono district, this was supported by Namubiru (2003) who recommended that assessment by students should be aimed at helping a teacher to exhibit a high level of professionalism, commitment, identify areas of strengths and weaknesses and therefore place him/her in a better position to adjust on the teaching methodologies in a bid to overcome the weaknesses and further improve on the areas of strengths. A study by Nuwanguzi (2006) put emphasis only on the content delivery of teachers leaving out other critical areas of performance of teaching staff. It is therefore this gap that this study intended to address.

Adams (1963) Equity Theory underpins the above findings for objective one. The theory confirms that individuals go beyond a simple ranking system in their assessment of inputs to outputs to where they precisely quantify the equity or inequity of the comparison. The theory demonstrates comparative perceptions on evaluation by students on the performance of academic staff. The above arguments demonstrate that findings for objective one are in line with Equity Theory.

Latham and Locke (1990) Goal Setting Theory likewise underpins the findings for objective one. The theory supports performance management and setting of objectives against performance which can be measured and managed. The theory further demonstrates that if individuals set goals, they will be more motivated to perform. The above arguments confirm that findings for objective one are in line with Goal Setting Theory.

[bookmark: _Toc440390126]5.3.2	Discussion of results on objective two
The second objective of the study was to assess the contribution of faculty appraisal to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. On testing the hypothesis, results from both students and academic staff responses presented in chapter four revealed a significant contribution of faculty appraisal to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Correlation results for both students’ and academic staff responses reflected weak positive correlations between faculty appraisal and the performance of academic staff at ASUL. This reflects that there is need for improvement of appraisal practices at the faculties so that the process serves the purpose for which it was designed.
Results of regression analysis for both students and academic staff responses indicated that faculty appraisal is a weaker predictor of the performance of teaching staff at ASUL. This demonstrates that other factors can best explain the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Results from ANOVA point that there is no significant difference in the mean of faculty appraisal compared with the means of the other dimensions under independent variable namely evaluation by students and feedback. This implies that faculty appraisal is equally important as the other predictors in this study.

Based on the above results, the finding for objective two was drawn and concluded that Faculty appraisal has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. 

The finding of this study is in line with Tumusiime (2000) who pointed that appraisals at departmental levels have made it possible for heads of learning institutions to identify teachers’ strengths and weaknesses especially in regards to the quality of teaching in schools. This finding was further supported by Brewer (2005) who asserted that high quality teaching in schools can only be achieved if the administrators of the institutions appraise their teachers on a regular basis to identify their potentials in regards to teaching and research.  In fact the head teachers through their association have on many occasions organized seminars and workshops to help teachers learn new techniques and expose them to challenges facing the quality of education so that they are in position to adapt to practices aimed at improving on the performance of teachers with ultimate goal of getting quality education. 

However the above findings did not clarify the involvement of teachers in setting appraisal targets and strategies. The finding only mentioned the exposure of teachers in appraisal processes but not their active participation in all the appraisal processes. This gap necessitated the researcher to carry out this study.

In regards to the findings of this study, the faculty deans and heads of department in their capacities as supervisors should actively involve academic staff in designing performance appraisal strategies at the faculties and department; this to some extent will make academic staff build a sense of commitment and team spirit with the ultimate goal of achieving the objectives of the institution.

The findings of the current study are further supported by  finding from Mugizi (2007)  who conducted a study at Mbarara University of Science and Technology which revealed that there was a significant relationship between administrative policies and employees’ job satisfaction, this is however contradictory to Acom (2007) who claimed that school policies contribute less to teachers’ job satisfaction and commitment. The researcher contends that administrative policies vary from institution to institution, notably implemented in all HEIs in Uganda is the performance appraisal policy NCHE (2008).

As observed the findings by Mugizi (2007) did not specify the administrative policies that lead to employees’ job satisfaction, as a well planned appraisal practice to a greater extend makes an employee motivated in his/her job leading to improvement in performance. The current study findings also disagrees with the claim by Acom (2007) who observed that school policies contribute less to teachers’ job satisfaction and commitment, the weakness in the study is that it did not specify the policies that weakens the morale of teachers to perform. The shortcomings in the above study findings fuelled the need for this current study.

Adams (1963) Equity Theory underpins the findings for objective two. The theory maintains that employees should build fairness in performance appraisal systems as this will make them accept the outcomes of the process. The theory further asserts that employees contribute to their own quota of the job which helps to promote good inputs amongst them and guide human resource actions which include performance appraisal which was central in this study.

Latham & Locke (1990) Goal Setting Theory underpins the findings for objective two. The theory focuses on setting of specific goals, performance standards, and the general performance improvement of employees. Goal Setting Theory observes that appraisal practices help to generate accurate records of performance that helps in setting objectives upon which an employee’s performance is judged. The above arguments show that findings for objective two are in line with Goal Setting Theory.

[bookmark: _Toc440390127]5.3.3	Discussion of results on objective three
Objective three of the study was to ascertain the contribution of feedback to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. On testing the hypothesis, results from both students and academic staff respondents revealed a significant contribution of feedback to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Along the same line correlation results for both students and academic staff responses portrayed a significant contribution of feedback to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. This demonstrates that feedback is perceived as a very useful tool in performance appraisal.

Results of regression analysis for both students and academic staff responses indicated that in this study, feedback is the best predictor of the performance of teaching staff at ASUL. This implies that for the purpose of this study, feedback can best explain the performance of academic staff at ASUL.  Results from ANOVA pointed that there is no significant difference in the mean of feedback compared with the means of the other dimensions under independent variable namely evaluation by students and faculty appraisal. This implies that feedback is equally important as the other predictors in this study.

Based on the above results, the finding for objective three was drawn and concluded that Feedback has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. 

The current study finding is in line with the study findings by other scholars. Nkata and Maicibi (2001) presented four major sources of information that are used by managers as strategies to measure the performance of their employees they included personal observation, statistical reports, oral reports and written reports, each of these sources has their strengths and weaknesses, but a combination of these strategies increases the chance of obtaining reliable information regarding the potentials of an employee.  Wanyama (2001) agrees with Nkata and Maicibi (2001), from his study on performance appraisal conducted at the Institute of Teacher Education Kyambogo (ITEK), he observed that regular and systematic feedback increases employee participation in various departments. He further contends that for effectiveness of employees to be realized there is need for frequent appraisal feedback from the supervisors.  However the findings from Wanyama (2001) did not address the sources of feedback, it generally talked of regular and systematic feedback that improves on an employee’s commitment to work. The above findings form part of the arguments that prompted this study as the researcher was with the view of discussing some dimensions of feedback for effective performance improvement.

The finding of this study is also in line with Matwire (2002) who viewed that appraisal feedback encourages employees’ commitment in performing their duties and that it builds team spirit in an institution and as such employees participate willingly in running the affairs of the institution.  Kamwine (2004) agrees with Matwire (2002), he observed that appraisal schemes encourage open communication between supervisors and subordinates or employers and employees which ultimately help to create effective work teams. In the view of the researcher if the supervisors can communicate freely with the subordinates then team spirit will be developed  in the work environment (institution) this will make the appraisal process enjoyable by both the appraiser and appraisee. 

Kluger & Angelo (1996) agree with this study finding by ascertaining that performance feedback has the potential to influence future performance of individuals and organizations at large. They are supported by Dorfman, Stephen & Loveland (1986) who revealed that satisfaction with appraisal feedback among staff is regarded as one of the most consequential of the reactions to employee reactions.

Earley et al., (1990) conclude that feedback discussions include a discussion of outcomes (ratings) and process (strategies to enhance future performance) both of which enhance motivation to perform. This study disagrees with   Kluger and Angelo (1996) who in their study concluded that appraisal feedback lowered staff performance. This was one of the arguments that prompted the researcher to investigate the contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at ASUL.

Adams (1963) Equity Theory underpins the findings for objective three. The theory supports the view that feedback is a much more constructive tool in performance appraisal, as it is crucial to give feedback to both the supervisor and subordinates. The above reflects that the findings for objective one are in line with Equity Theory.

Latham & Locke (1990) Goal Setting Theory underpins the findings for objective three.
The theory maintains that actionable feedback encourages employees’ participation in carrying out activities in an institution. Employees have to be informed on the criteria being used and the purpose of the appraisal. The above observations maintain that findings for objective three are in line with Goal Setting Theory.

[bookmark: _Toc440390128]5.4	Conclusion
In chapter four the results of the study were presented, analyzed and interpreted and in the preceding sub-section the results were discussed. This sub- section therefore looks at the conclusion of the results of the findings of the study objective by objective.

[bookmark: _Toc440390129]5.4.1	Conclusion of objective one 
Objective one of the study was to examine the contribution of evaluation by students to the performance of academic staff at All Saints University Lango. From the results of the study discussed in the preceding sub-section, the following conclusion was drawn;  

The study has a number of implications to the management of ASUL firstly the weak correlation between evaluation by students and the performance of academic staff needs prompt attention. It was concluded that evaluation by students has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at All Saints University Lango.

[bookmark: _Toc440390130]5.4.2	Conclusion of objective two
Objective two of the study was to assess the contribution of faculty appraisal to the performance of academic staff at All Saints University Lango. Basing on the discussion of the findings of the study, it was concluded that faculty appraisal has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at All Saints University Lango. In fact staff-based evaluation carried out by academic staff has a high influence on how they evaluate themselves individually or as a team to identify their strengths and weaknesses so as to improve on their performance.

[bookmark: _Toc440390131]5.4.3	Conclusion of objective three 
Objective three of the study was to ascertain the contribution of feedback to the performance of academic staff at All Saints University Lango. From the discussion of the findings done in the preceding sub-section, the study concluded that feedback has a significant contribution to the performance of academic staff at ASUL. Indeed feedback is a very vital management tool for an institution to achieve its objectives.

[bookmark: _Toc440390132]5.5	Recommendations
The recommendations have been done on the basis of the findings of the study. The researcher has recommended the measures that should be taken by the university management in order to improve the current performance appraisal practices for academic staff at ASUL. The recommendations have been handled objective by objective.

[bookmark: _Toc440390133]5.5.1	Recommendations on objective one
The researcher recommends that for evaluation by students to be a meaningful performance appraisal practice in enhancing performance of academic staff at ASUL then; 
 
Performance appraisal should not be conducted only to rate the performance of academic staff in the past period, where possible it should focus on the questions on how the performance can be enhanced in future and how the teaching staff can overcome the weak performance areas.  
ASUL management should clearly state the areas to be evaluated by students, statements in the appraisal forms should be easy to understand and the targets achievable. Evaluation by students should not be seen as a strategy to expose the weaknesses of academic staff rather it should be perceived as a strategy of improving the quality of education at ASUL.

ASUL management should use other motivational strategies alongside evaluation by students in order to engineer staff interest for improved job performance, such strategies may include; rewards, recognition and promotion. 

[bookmark: _Toc440390134]5.5.2	Recommendation on objective two
In any institution of higher learning its strengths largely depend on how its faculties or different units are managed, and to some extent the performance of teaching staff depend on the performance appraisal system in place, the researcher therefore recommends that;
 
Performance planning should be conducted before performance period where teaching staff should be allowed to set the goals and objectives for the appraisal system. In other words teaching staff should be encouraged to identify their strengths and weaknesses so that they can determine their key performance areas (KPAs) and set goals for future performance.  

ASUL management should recognize the achievements and accomplishments of academic staff properly in order to enhance their motivation. This can be done by offering different rewards to them including monetary incentives, excellence awards, promotions, trainings and study tour. 

There is need for the establishment of a policy frame work that encourages open and participatory faculty appraisal system so that academic staff are actively involved in performance appraisal process at ASUL.

[bookmark: _Toc440390135]5.5.3	Recommendation on objective three 
Feedback on performance appraisal is a vital tool in any institution of higher learning for its smooth operation. The researcher therefore recommends that;

ASUL management should ensure that the reports on appraisal processes are communicated to both the appraisees and the appraisers in order to make performance appraisal a meaningful performance improvement strategy at ASUL.

360-degree feedback system should be the base of appraisal system at ASUL. Feedback should be taken from various sources namely; administrative staff, teaching staff themselves and students. This feedback should be periodically taken and provided systematically to teaching staff.

Continuous discussion sessions should be conducted between the university administrators and the teaching staff. If in the course of performance period the appraiser realizes that there is a gap, then there is need to hold a discussion with the appraisee rather than to wait up to the end of performance appraisal period where improvement may be so challenging.

Generally the researcher recommends that Government should closely monitor and inspect private universities, not only in the quality of education offered but also in other aspects like appraisal practices in place, work environment and physical infrastructure. They should assess from time to time the institution’s capacity to generate knowledge and maintain staff. Institutions which do not abide by such standards should be closed.

[bookmark: _Toc440390136]5.6	Limitations of the study
The study findings demonstrate that appraisal practices contribute significantly to the performance of academic staff.  However the findings were limited since only ASUL was considered as a case study. 

The following threats to the comprehensiveness of the findings were encountered:
There was limited access to some policy documents relevant to the study as a result of restriction put by the university management for fear that some of their confidential information could be published. This rendered the researcher incapable of reviewing some documents to collect secondary data.

Not all the respondents were committed to complete the questionnaires in time; others seemed not to be interested in participating in the study while some of the respondents especially the students on distant programmes were not available at the campus during the time of collecting data. This delayed data collection process since they were required to participate in the study. 
[bookmark: _Toc440390137]5.7	Contributions of the study 
This study on performance appraisal of academic staff has been the first of its kind to be conducted at All Saints University Lango (ASUL) since its establishment in 2008. The study will therefore contribute to the improvement of performance appraisal practices of academic staff of ASUL.
The study will contribute to already existing body of knowledge in the areas of staff performance appraisal in HEIs. The researcher therefore is of the view that the findings of this study will enable HEIs to strengthen their human resource department. 

[bookmark: _Toc440390138]5.8	Areas recommended for future research
The researcher proposes the following areas for future research:-
1. Future researchers should complement the findings of this study by carrying out and establishing other factors that contribute to the performance of academic staff in universities and other tertiary institutions in Uganda.
2. There is need to compare perceptions of supervisors and subordinate employees towards the appraisal system in other HEIs. 
3. There is need to establish in details factors that influence the performance of staff in public higher educational institutions in Uganda.
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[bookmark: _Toc440390142]QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ACADEMIC STAFF
Dear Sir/Madam,
I am Alfred Ojok carrying out a study on the topic “The contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at All Saints University Lango” (ASUL).
This is a study leading to the award of a Master’s degree in Management Studies (Higher Education Leadership and Management) of Uganda Management Institute (UMI).
Given your experience and position in the university, you have been selected for this study. Your response will therefore contribute greatly to the success of this study.
You are kindly requested to freely express your opinion on all the issues raised as objectively as possible. Information given will be treated with utmost confidentiality and will be used for the purpose of this study only.

Section A:     Background Information
Please tick the applicable option as it relates to you
1. Your sex:                1. Male                            
                                   2. Female         

2. Your age bracket:   1. 20-39                                 3. 50-59              
                                   2. 40-49                                 4. 60+
3. Highest level of education:
                                 1. PhD                                   3. Bachelor  
                          2. Masters degree                     4. Diploma                             
4. Terms of service: 
                                1. Permanent                           3.Part-time
                                2. Contract 
                                 
5.  Job title:             1. Senior Lecturer                      3. Assistant lecturer                    
                               2. Lecturer                                4. Teaching Assistant                   
6. How long have you served in this University?  
                                1. Less than 3 years                   2. More than 3 years                             
Section B:        Independent Variable – Appraisal Practices
Please tick the applicable options regarding the appraisal practices used at ASUL.
Use scale;        1 = Strongly Disagree (SD),    2 = Disagree (D),   3 = Undecided (UD),
 4 = Agree (A) and 5 = Strongly Agree (SA)
	
	
	SD
	D
	UD
	A
	SA

	No.
	Evaluation By Students
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	7
	Evaluation by students is a very reliable appraisal tool
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	I always vary the methods of delivery to make students  understand my lectures
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	I encourage the use of staff evaluation forms marked by students.
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Academic staffs encourage the use of attendance register marked by students.
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	I attend to students on matters concerning my department
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	I am always available for consultation by students
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	Students are best judges of staff performance appraisal 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Faculty Appraisal
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	14
	Peer review is an effective appraisal tool
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	I appraise myself regularly
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	Academic staff support faculty appraisal
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	I  participate in setting appraisal strategies at the faculty 
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	Faculty appraisal is used for promotion 
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	Faculty appraisal is done regularly
	
	
	
	
	

	20
	Faculty appraisal is used for salary increment
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Feedback
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	21
	Appraisal feedback is a very effective appraisal tool 
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	University management communicates appraisal feedback
	
	
	
	
	

	23
	I am involved in discussing appraisal feedback
	
	
	
	
	

	24
	Data on performance appraisal is used to determine promotion
	
	
	
	
	

	25
	I am encouraged by appraisal report from various sources
	
	
	
	
	

	26
	Feedback from various sources  is communicated in time 
	
	
	
	
	

	27
	Appraisal feedback is used to organize training for academic staff
	
	
	
	
	



Section C:    Dependent Variable –Performance of Academic Staff
Please tick the applicable option regarding the performance of academic staff.
Use the scale:      1 = Strongly Disagree (SD),     2 = Disagree (D),     3 = Undecided (UD),
 4 = Agree (A),      5 = Strongly Agree (SA)

	
	
	SD
	D
	UD
	A
	SA

	
	Effectiveness in teaching
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	28
	Academic staff are punctual for lectures
	
	
	
	
	

	29
	Academic staff make effort to ensure that students complete their courses in time 
	
	
	
	
	

	30
	Academic staff exhaust their teaching contact hours as scheduled
	
	
	
	
	

	31
	Academic staff assess students as programmed
	
	
	
	
	

	32
	Academic staff mark students’ examinations in time
	
	
	
	
	

	33
	Academic staff submit students’ examination results in time 
	
	
	
	
	

	34
	Academic staff administer remedial tests to students
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Effectiveness in Research
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	35
	Academic staff pay attention to students’ research work
	
	
	
	
	

	36
	I  ensure that students under my supervision complete their research promptly
	
	
	
	
	

	37
	Academic staff are active in the publication of books
	
	
	
	
	

	38
	Academic staff organize research seminars
	
	
	
	
	

	39
	Academic staff prepare proposals to attract research grants
	
	
	
	
	

	40
	Academic staff collaborate with colleagues in other universities in research publications
	
	
	
	
	

	41
	Academic staff are  always available for consultations by students on matters related to research
	
	
	
	
	



Thank you for your precious time. 
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[bookmark: _Toc440390143]APPENDIX II
[bookmark: _Toc440390144]QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS

Dear respondent,
I am Alfred Ojok carrying out a study on the topic “The contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff  at All Saints University Lango”( ASUL).This is a study leading to the award of a Master’s degree in Management Studies (Higher Education Leadership and Management) of Uganda Management Institute (UMI).
You are kindly requested to freely express your opinion on all the issues raised as objectively as possible. Information given will be treated with utmost confidentiality and will be used for the purpose of this study only.

Section A:    General Information

Please tick the applicable option.
1. Your Sex:      1. Male                                2. Female           
           

2. Your age bracket:     1.Less than 19                      3. 25-29                        
                                      2. 20-24                             4. Above 30                

3. Year of study:
                                      1. Second                            2. Third                      

4. Study program being pursued:
                                      1. Masters                           3. Diploma
                                      2. Degree                            4. Certificate              

5.  Category of study program.
                                      1. Day                                 3. Weekend               
                                      2. Evening                          4. Distance       


Section B:     Independent Variable –Appraisal Practices

Please tick the applicable options regarding the appraisal practices used at ASUL.
Use scale;        1 = Strongly Disagree (SD),      2 = Disagree (D),      3 = Undecided (UD),   
 4 = Agree (A),   5 = Strongly Agree (SA).
   
	
	
	SD
	D
	UD
	A
	SA

	No.
	Evaluation by students
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	6
	Students regularly evaluate academic staff
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Students are encouraged by academic staff to use  evaluation forms
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Academic staff encourage the use of attendance register
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	Attendance register is marked regularly by student coordinators
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Students assess academic staff freely without interference
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	Academic staff themselves avail to us evaluation forms
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	Academic staff freely collect the filled up evaluation forms
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	Students are encouraged to express their opinions freely by academic staff
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Faculty appraisal
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	14
	Students are informed of staff appraisals at the faculties
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	Students are aware of peer review by academic staff
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	Self appraisal by academic staff is carried out by individual staff 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Feedback
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	17
	There is clear communication of staff appraisal practices to students
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	University management regularly give feedback to students on staff appraisals practices
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	Feedback on staff  appraisals from various appraisers are given to students
	
	
	
	
	

	20
	Students are involved in the discussion of staff appraisal feedback
	
	
	
	
	

	21
	Report from various sources is a very effective appraisal practice
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	Guide line of appraisal feedback is disclosed to students
	
	
	
	
	



Section C: Dependent Variable –Performance of Academic Staff

Please tick the applicable option regarding the performance of academic staff at ASUL.
Use the scale;   1 = Strongly Disagree (SD), 2 = Disagree (D), 3 = Undecided (UD),   
                                4 = Agree (A),       5 = Strongly Agree (SA).
	
	
	SD
	D
	UD
	A
	SA

	
	Effectiveness in teaching
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	23
	Academic staff  are always regular for teaching
	
	
	
	
	

	24
	Academic staff  provide us with enough materials
	
	
	
	
	

	25
	Syllabus is covered in time 
	
	
	
	
	

	26
	Assessment of students is done timely 
	
	
	
	
	

	27
	Remedial tests is given to students
	
	
	
	
	

	28
	Examination results are processed timely
	
	
	
	
	

	29
	Academic staff ensure that students complete their study programmes in time
	
	
	
	
	

	30
	Academic staff adhere to academic programmes
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Effectiveness in research
	
	
	
	
	

	31
	Academic staff put much attention in the supervision of students’ research
	
	
	
	
	

	32
	Academic staff encourage students to do research work
	
	
	
	
	

	33
	Academic staff guide students on the techniques of preparing proposals to attract funding
	
	
	
	
	

	34
	Academic staff mark students research work in time
	
	
	
	
	

	35
	Academic staff encourage students to publish books
	
	
	
	
	

	36
	Research workshops is organized for students
	
	
	
	
	

	37
	Academic staff mark students’ internship reports in time
	
	
	
	
	

	38
	Academic staff involve students in national publications
	
	
	
	
	



Thank you for your precious time.
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[bookmark: _Toc440390146]KEY INFORMANTS INTERVIEW GUIDE
A. Back Ground Information
1. Sex of the respondent
2. Age bracket of the respondent 
3. How long have you worked at ASUL?
4. What is your position at ASUL?        
5. How long have you worked in the current position?
6. What is your highest level of education?

B.  Independent Variable: Appraisal Practices
7. Does your institution have in place staff performance appraisal practices?
8. If yes which are those appraisal practices?
9. Does your institution set staff performance appraisal targets?
10. Does your institution organize performance appraisal training for staff? If yes when?
11. What are the perceptions of academic staff towards the appraisal system in place?

(a) Evaluation by students 
12. Do students assess academic staff in your institution?
13. If yes, when is the exercise conducted?
14. Which activities are involved in this assessment process?

(b) Faculty Appraisal
15. Is staff appraisal done at the faculties?
16. If yes when is the exercise conducted? 
17. Which activities are involved?
18. Who participate in the appraisal exercise?

(c)  Feedback
19. Does the university management communicate staff appraisal feedback?
20. If yes when?
21. Who participates in the appraisal feedback discussions?
22.  Do academic staff get feedback from multiple sources?
23. If yes when?
C. Dependent Variable: Performance of Academic Staff
(a) Effectiveness in teaching
24. Are academic staff committed in teaching?
25. Do academic staff assess students regularly?
26. Is marking of examinations done within schedule?
27. Is processing of examination results done in time?
28. Comment on the completion rate of students.

 (b) Effectiveness in Research
29. Are teaching staff committed in research supervision?
30. Do teaching staff actively participate in research publications?
31. Are students’ research work marked in time?
32. Are students’ internship reports marked in time?
33. Do staff participate in preparing proposals to attract research grants?
34. Are students actively involved in research?
35. Is there collaboration with other universities in research work?
36. What are the challenges facing staff performance appraisal in your institution?
37. Suggest the possible solutions to the above challenges.  


Thank you very much for your precious time










[bookmark: _Toc440390147][bookmark: _Toc402694849]APPENDIX IV
[bookmark: _Toc440390148]DOCUMENTARY REVIEW CHECK LIST

The study reviewed the tabulated documents for the periods stated in line with performance appraisal of academic staff at ASUL.

	No.
	Items  reviewed
	Period(year)

	1
	Appraisal reports
	2011-2014

	2
	Staff attendance register
	2011-2014

	3
	Academic committee reports
	2011-2014

	4
	University Council reports
	2011-2014

	5
	Students’ evaluation forms
	2011-2014

	6
	Faculty evaluation forms
	2011-2014

	7
	Students guild minutes book
	2011-2014

	8
	Strategic plan
	2010-2030
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[bookmark: _Toc440390150]FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDE
Dear Respondent,
I am Alfred Ojok carrying out a study on the topic “The contribution of appraisal practices to the performance of academic staff at All Saints University Lango” (ASUL).This is the study leading to the award of a Master’s degree in Management Studies (Higher Education Leadership and Management) of Uganda Management Institute (UMI).
You are kindly requested to freely express your opinion on all the issues raised as objectively as possible. Information given will be treated with utmost confidentiality and will be used for the purpose of this study only.

A. Back Ground Information
1. Sex of the respondent
2. Age bracket of the respondent  
3. How long have you worked at ASUL?
4. What is your highest level of education?
5. Which faculty do you belong?     

B. Independent Variable: Appraisal Practices 
(a) Evaluation by students
6. How relevant is evaluation by students to your work?
7. What are the challenges of this appraisal practice?
(b) Faculty appraisal
8. How relevant is faculty appraisal to your work?
9. What are the challenges of this appraisal practice?
(c) Feedback  
10. What can you say about feedback of appraisal practices at ASUL?
11. What should be the use of appraisal reports at ASUL?

C. Dependent variable: Performance of Academic Staff
12. Comment on the performance of academic staff at ASUL in terms of teaching and research.
                                  Thank you for your precious time
