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GLOSSARY OF TERMS1 

 
Adjusted R

2
: A measure of the loss of predictive power or shrinkage in regression. The adjusted R

2
 

tells how much variance in the outcome would be accounted for if the model had been derived from 

the population from which the sample was taken. 

Analysis of Variance: A statistical procedure that tests for significant mean differences in variables 

among multiple groups. It hence tests whether the group means differ overall using the F-ratio. 

Atlas Method: A method used by the World Bank to smooth exchange rate fluctuations by using a 

three year moving average, price-adjusted conversion factor in its estimations of the size of economies 

based on GNI (all production in the domestic economy, that is, GDP plus the net flows of factor 

income such as rents, profits, and labour income from abroad) converted to current U.S. dollars. 

 

bi: Unstandardised regression coefficient that indicates the strength of relationship between a given 

predictor, i, and an outcome in the units of measurement of the predictor. It is the change in outcome 

associated with a unit change in the predictor. 

βi: Standardised regression coefficient that indicates the strength of relationship between a given 

predictor, i, and an outcome in a standardized form.  It is the change in outcome (in standard 

deviations) associated with one standard deviation change in the predictor. 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity: The test of the assumption of sphericity that examines whether a 

variance-covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix, i.e., whether the diagonal elements of 

the variance-covariance matrix are equal (meaning the group variances are the same) and that the off-

diagonal elements are approximately zero (meaning the dependent variables are not correlated). 

Box Test: A test of the assumption of homogeneity of covariance matrices which should be non-

significant if the matrices are the same. This test is very susceptible to deviations from multi-variate 

normality and can, therefore, be non-significant not because the variance-covariance matrices are 

similar across groups but because the assumption of multi-variate normality is not tenable. Hence the 

test should only be interpreted if the data meet the assumption of multi-variate normality. 

Brown-Forsythe F: A version of the F-ration designed to be accurate when the assumption of 

homogeneity of variance has been violated.  

 

Categorical Variable: Any variable made up of categories of objects or entities where individuals can 

only fall in of the categories. 

Classification Data: Personal information or demographic details of the respondents such as age, 

marital status and educational level.  

Closed Questions: Questions with a clearly delineated set of alternatives that confine the respondents‘ 

choice to one of them. 

Common Variance: Variance shared by two or more variables. 

Communality: The proportion of a variable‘s variance that is common variance. The term is used 

primarily in factor analysis and a variable that has no unique (or random) variance would have a 

communality for 1 while the variable that shares non of its variance with any other variable would 

have a communality of 0. 

Comparative Study: A study conducted by collecting data from several settings or organisations. 

Component Matrix: General term for the structure matrix in SPSS principal component analysis. 

Confidence: The probability estimate of how much reliance can be placed on the findings; the usual 

accepted level of confidence in Social Science research is 95 percent.  

                                                           
1
 Save for a few exceptions most of the definitions here are adapted from Sekaran, U. (2000), 

Research methods for business: a skill-building approach, New York: John Wiley and Sons Inc. and 

Field, A. (2006), Discovering statistics using SPSS, London: Sage Publications. The definitions of 

economic indicators are from the World Bank Group‘s Quick Reference Tables at 

http://go.worldbank.org  
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Construct Validity: Testifies to how well the results obtained from the use of the measure fit the 

theories around which the test was designed. 

Content Validity: Establishes the representative sampling of a whole set of items that measures a 

concept, and reflects how well the dimensions and elements thereof are delineated. 

Contextual Factors: Those factors influencing the practices in the organisation under study such as 

national or societal culture, member culture, policy, employment and workplace management policy, 

legislative and institutional frameworks, the character of organisational leadership and financial 

standing. 
Correlational Study: A research study conducted to identify the important factors associated with the 

variable of interest. 

Covariance: A measure of the ‗average‘ relationship between two variables or average cross-product 

deviation. 

Covariate: A variable that has a relationship in terms of covariance with or has a potential to be 

related to the measured outcome (dependent) variable. 

Cronbach’s α: A measure of the reliability of a scale defined by: 

2

2

item item

N Cov

s Cov

In which the top half of the equation is simply the number of items (N) squared multiplied by the 

average covariance between items (the average of the off-diagonal elements in the variance-

covariance matrix). The bottom half is the sum of all the elements in the variance-covariance matrix.

Cross-cultural Research: Studies done across two or more cultures to understand, describe, analyse 

or predict phenomena. 

Cross-sectional Study: A research for which data are gathered just once (stretched though it may be 

over a period of days, weeks or months) to answer the research questions. 

Cross-validation: Assessing the accuracy of the model across different samples. It is an important 

step in generalisation. There are two main methods of cross-validation in regression, adjusted R
2
 and 

data splitting in which data are split randomly into two halves and a regression model is estimated for 

each half and then compared. 

Deduction: The process of arriving at conclusions based on the interpretation of the meaning of the 

results of data analysis. 

Dependent Variable: The variable of primary interest to the study whose value depends on the 

independent variable. It is also known as the criterion or outcome variable. 

Deviance: The difference between the observed value of a variable and the value of that variable 

predicted by a statistical model. 

Descriptive Statistics: Statistics such as frequencies, the mean and the standard deviation, which 

provide descriptive information of a set of data. 

Dichotomous: Description of a variable that consists of only two categories (for example gender 

consists of only female and male). 

Dichotomous Scale: Scale used to elicit a Yes/No response, or an answer to two different aspects of a 

concept. 

Discriminant Analysis: This analysis also known as discriminant function analysis (DFA) identifies 

and describes the discriminant function variates of a set of variables and is useful as a follow-up test to 

MANOVA as a means of seeing how these variates allow groups of cases to be discriminated. 

Discriminant Function Variate: A linear combination of variables created such that the differences 

between group means on the transformed variable are maximized. It takes the general form variate1 = 

b1x1 + b2x2 + … bnxn. 
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Discriminant Score: A score for an individual case on a particular discriminant function variate 

obtained by replacing that case‘s scores on the measured variables in the equation that defines the 

variate in question. 

Durbin-Watson Test: Tests for serial correlations between errors in regression models, specifically 

whether adjacent residuals are correlated. This test is useful for assessing the assumption of 

independent errors. Values less than 1 or greater than 3 are a cause for concern 

Editing Data: The process of going over the data and ensuring that they are complete and acceptable 

for data analysis. 

Effect Size: An objective and standardized measure of the magnitude of an observed effect. Measures 

include Cohen‘s d, Glass‘s g and Pearson‘s correlations coefficient r. Also see Eta Squared. 

Element: A single member of the population. 

Eta Squared: An effect size measure that is the ratio of the model sum of squares to the total sum of 

squares and measures the overall effect of ANOVA.  

External Consultants: Research experts outside the organisation who are hired to study specific 

problems and to find solutions. 

Experimentwise error rate: The probability of making a Type I error in an experiment involving one 

or more statistical comparisons when the null hypothesis is true in each case. 

Extraction: A term used for the process of deciding whether a factor in factor analysis is statistically 

important enough to ‗extract‘ from the data and interpret. The decision is based on the magnitude of 

the eigenvalue associated with the factor. 

F-ratio: A test statistic with a known probability distribution (the F-distribution). It is the ratio of the

average variability in the data that a given model can explain to the average variability unexplained by

that same model. It is used to test the overall fit of the model in simple regression and multiple

regression, and to test for overall differences between group means in experiments.

Face-to-Face Interview: Information gathering when both the interviewer and the interviewee meet

in person.

Face Validity: An aspect of validity examining whether the item on the scale, on the face of it, reads

as if it indeed measures what it is supposed to measure.

Factor: Another name for an independent variable or predictor that is typically used when describing

experimental designs and also used synonymously with latent variable in factor analysis.

Factor Analysis: A multivariate technique for identifying whether the correlations between a set of

observed variables stem from their relationship to one or more latent variables in the data, each of

which takes the form of a linear model.

Factor Loading: The regression coefficient of a variable for the linear model that describes a latent

variable or factor in factor analysis.

Factor Matrix: General term for the structure matrix in SPSS factor analysis.

Factor Transformation Matrix: A matrix used in  factor analysis containing the angles through

which factors are rotated in factor rotation.

Factorial Validity: That which indicates through the use of factor-analytic techniques, whether a test

is a pure measure of some specific factor or dimension.

Familywise error rate: The probability of making a Type I error in any family of tests when the null

hypothesis is true in each case. The ‗family tests‘ may be defined as a set of tests conducted on the

same data set and addressing the same empirical question.

Frequencies: The number of times various subcategories of a phenomenon occur, from which the

percentage and cumulative percentage of any occurrence can be calculated.

Frequency Distribution: A  graph (also known as a histogram) plotting values of observations on the

horizontal axis, and the frequency with which each value occurs in the data set on the vertical axis.

Generalisability: The applicability of research findings in one setting to others. 
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Generalisation: The ability of a statistical model to say something beyond the set of observations that 

spawned it to being applicable not just to the sample but to the wider population from which the 

sample was drawn. 

Goodness-of-Fit: An index of how well a model fits the data from which it was generated. In short, it 

tells how well the data predicted by the model correspond with the data that were actually collected. 

Goodness of Measures: Attests to the reliability and validity of measures. 

Gross national income (GNI) in US$ Atlas method: GNI is the sum of value added by all resident 

producers plus any product taxes (less subsidies) not included in the valuation of output plus net 

receipts of primary income (compensation of employees and property income) from abroad. Data are 

in current U.S. dollars, converted from countries‘ respective national currencies using the Atlas 

method, which uses a three-year average of exchange rates to smooth effects of transitory exchange 

rate fluctuations. (GDP & GDP per capita growth rates, however, are calculated from data in constant 

prices and national currency units, not from the Atlas method estimates). The World Bank favours the 

Atlas method for comparing the relative size of economies and uses it to classify countries in low, 

middle and high-income categories and to set lending eligibilities in order to reduce short-term 

fluctuations in country classification. 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP): Is the sum of gross value added, at purchaser prices converted at 

market exchange rates to current U.S. dollars, by all resident producers in the economy plus any 

product taxes (less subsidies) not included in the valuation of output. It is calculated without deducting 

for depreciation of fabricated capital assets or for depletion and degradation of natural resources. GDP 

is equal to GNI less net receipts of primary income. Value added is the net output of an industry after 

adding up all outputs and subtracting intermediate inputs. The World Bank does not use this measure 

for classification of countries into income groups or poverty levels, as it is subject to distortions 

caused by short-term exchange rate fluctuations, policies and interventions. However, GDP measured 

in constant, local currency units provides the basis for estimates of overall economic growth. 

Heteroscedasticity: The opposite of homoscedasticity. It means the spread of residuals is different at 

each point along any predictor variable or in other words, the residuals at each level of the predictor 

variable(s) have unequal variances.  

Hierarchical Regression: A method of multiple regression in which the order of entering predictors 

into the regression model is determined by the researcher based on previous research whereby 

variables already known to be predictors are entered first and new variables are entered subsequently. 

Homogeneity of Variance: The assumption that the variance of one variable is stable (relatively 

similar) at all levels of another variable. 

Homoscedasticity: An assumption in regression analysis that the residuals at each level of the 

predictor variable(s) have similar (constant) variances. 

Hypothesis: An educated conjecture (or prediction) about the logically developed relationship 

between two or more variables, expressed in the form of testable statements. 

Hypothesis Testing: A means of testing if the ―IF-THEN‖ statements generated from the theoretical 

framework hold true when subjected to rigorous examination. 

Independence: The assumption that one data point does not influence another or if data are from 

people, the behaviour of one respondent does not influence that of another. 

Independent Variable: A variable that influences the dependent or criterion variable and accounts for 

(or explains) its variance. 

Induction: The process by which general propositions based on observed facts are established. 

Inferential Statistics: Statistics that help to establish relationships among variables and draw 

conclusions. 

Inter-item Consistency Reliability: A test of the consistency of responses to all the items in a 

measure to establish that they hang together as a set. 

Internal Consistency: Homogeneity of the items in the measure that tap a construct. 



 xvii 

Interval Data: Data measured on a scale along the whole of which intervals are equal. For example 

for a scale of 1 – 5 to be an interval scale, it should be true that an increase from 3 – 4 along the scale 

should be the same as a change from 1 – 2 or 4 – 5. 

Interval Scale: A multipoint scale that taps the differences, the order, and the equality of the 

magnitude of the differences in the responses. 

Interviewing: A data collection method in which the researcher asks for information verbally from the 

respondents. 

 

Judgment Sampling: A purposive, non-probability sampling design in which the sample subject is 

chosen on the basis of the individual‘s ability to provide the type of special information needed by the 

researcher. 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: Non-parametric test of whether more than two independent groups differ. It is 

the non-parametric version of one-way independent ANOVA. 

Kurtosis: Measures the degree to which scores cluster in the tails of a frequency distribution. A 

platykurtic distribution is one that has many scores in the tails and so is quite flat. Conversely, 

leptokurtic distributions are relatively thin in the tails and so look quite pointy. 

 

Latent Variable: A variable that cannot be directly measured, but is assumed to be related to several 

variables that can be measured. 

Levene’s Test: Tests the hypothesis that the variances in different groups are equal (that the difference 

between the variances is zero) A significant result indicates that the variances are significantly 

different; therefore, the assumption of homogeneity of variances has been violated. When sample sizes 

are large, small differences in group variances can produce a significant Levene‘s test and so the 

variance ratio is a useful double check. 

Likert Scale: An interval scale that specifically uses the five anchors of: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, 

Neither Disagree nor Agree, Agree and Strongly Agree. 

Linear Model: A model based on a straight line. 

Literature Review (Survey): The documentation of a comprehensive review of the published work 

from secondary sources of data in the areas of specific interest to the researcher. 

 

Main Effect: The unique effect of a predictor (independent) variable on an outcome (dependent) 

Variable. The term is usually used in the context of ANOVA. 

Manipulation: How the researcher exposes the subjects to the independent variable to determine the 

relationships. 

Matrix: A collection of numbers arranged in columns and rows. The values within a matrix are 

typically referred to as components or elements. 

Mean: The average of a set of figures or the centre of a distribution of scores which is a hypothetical 

estimate of the ‗typical‘ score. 

Mean Squares: A measure of average variability. 

Measure of Central Tendency: Descriptive statistics of a data set such as the mean, median and 

mode that indicate the manner of distribution of scores around the middle value. 

Measure of Dispersion: The variability in a set of observations, represented by the range, variance, 

standard deviation, and interquartile range. 

Median: The central item (score) in a group of observations arranged in an ascending or descending 

order. 

Mode: The most frequently occurring number in a data set. 

Model Sum of Squares: A measure of the total amount of variability for which a model can account. 

It is the difference between the total sum of squares and the residual sum of squares. 

Multicollinearity: A situation in which two or more variables are very closely linearly related. 
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Multiple Regression Analysis: A statistical technique to predict the variance in the dependent 

(outcome) variable by regressing a linear combination of two or more independent (predictor) 

variables against it. 

Multivariate: Means ‗many variables‘ and is used when referring to analyses in which there are more 

than one outcome (independent) variable. 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA): Family of tests that extend the basic analysis of 

variance to situations in which more than one outcome (dependent) variable has been measured. 

Multivariate Normality: An extension of a normal distribution to multiple variables. 

Nominal Data: Data where numbers merely represent names, for example, the numbers on the 

members of a football team‘s shirts. A player with number 1 is not necessarily better or worse than the 

one with number 2, 3 ... n on the shirt. The numbers have no meaning other than denoting the type of 

player – fullback, centre forward etceteras. 

Nominal Scale: A scale that categorises individuals or objects into mutually exclusive and 

collectively exhaustive groups, and offers basic, categorical information on the variable of interest. 

Non-parametric Statistics: Statistics used to test hypotheses, when the population from which the 

sample is drawn cannot be assumed to be normally distributed. 

Non-parametric Tests: A family of statistical procedures that do not rely on the restrictive 

assumptions of parametric tests such as assuming that data come from a normal distribution. 

Normal Distribution: A probability distribution of a random variable that is known to have certain 

properties such as perfect symmetry (0 skew and 0 kurtosis). 

One-tailed Test: A test of a directional hypothesis, that is, of a hypothesis that states the direction of 

the relationship. 

Open-Ended Questions: Questions that the respondent can answer in a free-flowing format without 

restricting the range of choices to a set of specific alternatives suggested by the researcher. 

Operational Definition: Definition of a construct in measurable terms by reducing it from its level of 

abstraction through the delineation of its dimensions and elements. 

Ordinal Data: Data that do not only tell that things have occurred but also the order in which they 

have occurred. While these data do not indicate the difference between values, they indicate which 

value is better and which is worse than the other without indicating how much better or worse.  

Ordinal Scale: A scale that not only categorises the qualitative difference in the variable of interest, 

but also allows for the rank-ordering of these categories in a meaningful way. 

Pairwise Comparison: Comparison of pairs of means 

Parametric Test: A test that requires data from a normal distribution which entails that four basic 

assumptions (normality of distribution, homogeneity of variance, interval or ratio data and 

independence) must be met for the test to be accurate. 

Parametric Statistics: Statistics used to test hypotheses when the population from which the sample 

was drawn is assumed to be normally distributed. 

Partial Correlation: A measure of the relationship between two variables while ‗controlling‘ for the 

effect of one or more additional variables. 

Population: The entire group of people, events, or things that the researcher desires to investigate or 

put differently, to which the researcher wants to generalise a set of findings or a statistical model. 

Population Frame: A listing of all the elements in the population from which the sample is drawn. 

Post hoc Tests: A set of comparisons between group means that were not thought of before data were 

collected and hence involves comparing means of all combinations of pairs of experimental 

conditions. To compensate for the number of tests conducted, each test uses a strict criterion for 

significance. 
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Precision: The degree of closeness of the estimated sample characteristics to the population 

parameters determined by the extent of the variability of the sampling distribution of the sample mean. 

Predictor Variable: A variable that is used to try to predict values of another variable known as an 

outcome variable. 

Pre-test: A test given to the subjects to measure the dependent variable before exposing them to 

treatment. 

Pretesting Survey Questions: Test of the understandability and appropriateness of the questions 

planned to be included in a regular survey, using a small number of respondents. 

Primary Data: Data collected firsthand, for subsequent analysis to find solutions to the problem being 

researched. 

Principal Component Analysis (PCA): A multivariate technique for identifying the linear 

components of a set of variables. 

Probability Sampling: The sampling design in which the elements of the population have some 

known chance or probability of being selected as sample subjects.  

Problem Statement (Definition): A precise, succinct statement of the question or issue that is to be 

investigated. 

Proportionate Stratifies Random Sampling: A probability sampling design in which the number of 

sample subjects drawn from each stratum is proportionate to the total number of elements in the 

respective strata. 

Purchasing Power Parities: Purchasing power parity (PPP) conversion factors take into account 

differences in the relative prices of goods and services—particularly non-tradables—and therefore 

provide a better overall measure of the real value of output produced by an economy compared to 

other economies. PPP GNI is measured in current international dollars which, in principal, have the 

same purchasing power as a dollar spent on GNI in the U.S. economy. Because PPPs provide a better 

measure of the standard of living of residents of an economy, they are the basis for the World Bank‘s 

calculations of poverty rates at $1 and $2 a day. The GNI of developing countries measured in PPP 

terms generally exceeds their GNI measured using the Atlas method or using market exchange rates. 

Purchasing Power Parity Gross National Income (PPP GNI): This measure is GNI converted to 

international dollars using purchasing power parity. An international dollar has the same purchasing 

power over GNI as a U.S. dollar has in the United States. The World Bank favours this measure for 

accurate measurement of poverty and well-being; in effect, it substitutes global prices for local 

measured prices, thereby more accurately reflecting the real value of the good or service in question. 

This is especially true of non-tradable services (haircuts are the example) which are assumed to 

produce the same level of welfare from one country to another, but which vary widely in their 

measured local price. 

Purposive Sampling: A non-probability sampling design in which the required information is 

gathered from special or specific targets or groups of people on some rational basis. 

Qualitative Data: Data that are not immediately quantifiable unless hey are coded and categorised in 

some way. 

Qualitative Study: Research involving analysis of data (information) that are (is) descriptive in nature 

and not quantified. 

Questionnaire: A pre-formulated written set of questions to which the respondent records the 

answers, usually within rather closely delineated alternatives. 

Range: The extreme values in a set of observations, the difference between which indicates the 

spread. 

Reliability: Attests to the consistency and stability of the measuring instrument or the ability of a 

measure to produce consistent results the same entities are measured under the same conditions. 

Replicability: The repeatability of similar results when identical research is conducted at different 

times or in different organisational settings. 
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Representativeness of the Sample: The extent to which the sample that is selected possesses the 

same characteristics as the population from which it is drawn. 

Residual: The difference between the value a model predicts and the value observed in the data on 

which the model is based. 

Residual Sum of Squares: A measure of the variability that cannot be explained by the model fitted 

to the data.  

Rigor: The theoretical and methodological precision adhered to in conducting research. 

Rotation: A process of factor analysis for improving the interpretability of factors by maximising 

factor loadings that are large and minimising those that are small.  

Sample: A subset or subgroup of the population. 

Sample Size: The actual number of subjects chosen as a sample to represent the population 

characteristics. 

Sampling: The process of selecting items from the population so that the sample characteristics can be 

generalized to the population. Sampling involves both design choice and sample size decisions. 

Scale: A tool or mechanism by which individuals, events, or objects are distinguished on the variables 

of interest in some meaningful way. 

Scatter plot: A graph that plots values of one variable against the corresponding value of another 

variable (and the corresponding value of a third variable can also be included on a three-dimensional 

scatter plot). 

Scree Plot: A graph plotting each factor in factor analysis (X-axis) against its associated eigenvalues 

(Y-axis) to show the relative importance of each factor and having a point of inflexion which is used 

as a means for factor extraction. 

Secondary Data: Data that have already been gathered by researchers, data published in statistical and 

other journals, and information available from any published or unpublished source available either 

within or outside the organisation, all of which might be useful to the researcher. 

Semi-partial Correlation: A measure of the relationship between two variables while ‗controlling‘ 

the effect that one or more additional variables has or have on the variables under study. 

Shrinkage: The loss of predictive power of a regression model if the model had been derived from the 

population from which the sample was taken rather than the sample itself. 

Simple Random Sampling: A probability sampling design in which every single element in the 

population has a known and equal chance of being selected as a subject. 

Simple Regression: A linear model in which one variable or outcome is predicted from a single 

predictor (independent) variable. 

Skew:  Measure of the symmetry of a frequency distribution. Symmetrical distributions have a skew 

of 0. When the frequency scores are clustered at the lower end of the distribution and the tail points 

towards the higher or more positive scores, the value of skew is positive. Conversely, when the 

frequent scores are clustered at the higher end of the distribution and the tail points towards the lower 

more negative scores, the value of skew is negative. 

Sphericity: A less restrictive form of compound symmetry which assumes that the variances of the 

differences between data taken from the same participant (or any other entity being tested) are equal. 

This assumption is most commonly found in repeated-measures ANOVA but applies only where there 

are more than two points of data from the same participant. 

Standard Deviation: A measure of dispersion for parametric data which estimates the average 

variability (spread) of a set of data measured in the same units of measurement as the original data. It 

is the square root of the variance. 

Standard Error: The standard deviation of the sampling distribution of a statistic. For a given 

statistic, for example the mean, it tells how much variability there is in this statistic across samples 

from the same population. Large values, therefore, indicate that a statistic from a given sample may 

not be an accurate reflection of the population from which the sample came. 

Standardisation: The process of converting a variable into a standard unit of measurement. The unit 

of measurement typically used is standard deviation units. Standardisation allows comparison of data 
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when different units of measurement, for example kilograms of weight and inches of height, have been 

used. 

Stepwise Regression: A method of multiple regression in which variables are entered into the model 

based on s statistical criterion (the semi-partial correlation with the outcome variable). Once a new 

variable is entered into the model, all variables in the model are assessed to see whether they should be 

removed. 

Stratified Random Sampling: A probability sampling design that first divides the population into 

meaningful, non-overlapping subsets, and then randomly chooses the subjects from each subset. 

Structure Matrix: A matrix in factor analysis containing the correlation coefficients for each variable 

on each factor in the data. When orthogonal rotation is used this is the same as the pattern matrix, but 

when oblique rotation is used, these matrices are different. 

Structured Interviews: Interviews conducted by the researcher with a predetermined list of questions 

to be asked of the interviewee. 

Subject: A single member of the sample. 

Sum of Squared Errors: Another name for the sum of squares. 

Sum of Squares (SS): An estimate of total variability (spread) of a set of data. First the deviance for 

each score is calculated, and then this value is squared. The SS is the sum of these squared deviances. 

Sum of Squares and Cross-products (SSCP) Matrix: A square matrix in which the diagonal 

elements represent the sum of squares for a particular variable, and the off-diagonal elements represent 

the cross-products between pairs of variables. The SSCP matrix is basically the same as the variance-

covariance matrix, except that it expresses variability and between-variable relationships as total 

values, whereas the variance-covariance matrix expresses them as average values. 

Suppressor Effects: When a predictor has a significant effect but only when another variable is held 

constant. 

Systematic Sampling: A probability sampling design that involves choosing every n
th
 element in the 

population for the sample. 

 

Test-retest Reliability: The ability of a measure to produce consistent results when the same entities 

are tested at two different points in time. 

Theoretical Framework: A logically developed, described, and explained network of associations 

among variables of interest to the research study. 

T-statistic: Student‘s t is a test statistic with a known probability distribution (the t-distribution). In 

the context of regression, it is used to test whether a regression coefficient b is significantly different 

from zero. 

Transformation: The process of applying a mathematical function to all observations in a data set, 

usually to correct some distributional abnormality such as skew or kurtosis. 

Two-tailed Test: A test of a non-directional hypothesis. 

Type I Error: Occurs when it is believed that there is a genuine effect in the population when in fact 

there is none. 

Type II Error: Occurs when it is believed that there is no effect in the population when, in reality, 

there is. 

 

Unit of Analysis: The level of aggregation of the data collected during data analysis. 

Univariate: This means ‗one variable‘ and is usually used to refer to situations in which only one 

outcome (dependent) variable has been measured such as ANOVA, t-tests etceteras. 

Unstructured Interviews: Interviews conducted with the primary purpose of identifying some 

important issues relevant to the problem situation, without prior preparation of a planned or 

predetermined sequence of questions. 

 

Validity: Evidence that the instrument, technique, or process used to measure a concept does indeed 

measure the intended concept. 

Variable: Anything that can take on differing or varying values. 
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Variance: Indicates the dispersion of a variable in the data set, and is obtained by subtracting the 

mean from each of the observations, squaring the results, summing them, and dividing the total by the 

number of observations. Hence variance is an estimate of the average variability (spread) of a set of 

data since it is the sum of squares divided by the number of values on which the sum of squares is 

based minus 1. 

Variance-covariance Matrix: A square matrix (same number of columns and rows) representing the 

variables measured. The diagonals represent the variances within each variable, whereas the off-

diagonals represent the covariances between pairs of variables. 

Varimax: A method of orthogonal rotation which attempts to maximise the dispersion of factor 

loadings within factors by loading a smaller number of variables highly onto each factor resulting in 

more interpretable clusters of factors. 

Welch F: A version of the F-ratio designed to be accurate when the assumption of homogeneity of 

variance has been violated. 

Wilk’s Lambda (Λ): A test statistic in MANOVA. It is the product of the unexplained variance on 

each of the discriminant function variates so it represents the ratio of error variance to total variance 

(SSR/SST) for each variate. 

Z-score: The value of an observation expressed in standard deviation units. It is calculated by taking

the observation, subtracting from it the mean of all observations, and dividing the result by the

standard deviation of all observations.
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ABSTRACT 

Background: Available literature on literacy for development concentrates on the role of 

various literacy forms at individual and community levels despite organisations constituting 

major units in any national development effort.  At organisational level, due to the recency of 

organisational learning theory, there is no comprehensive model of how people, organisations 

and nations can become performance literate. This study investigated the effect of contextual 

quality on performance management practice and member outcomes favourability and 

developed models for the creation of performance literate organisations and nations.  

Methodology: The study used a mixed methods research design thus qualitative data for the 

constructs of the study were gleaned from archival material and in-depth interviews with top 

and middle managers in four organisations, two each from South African and Uganda. 

Additionally, an empirical examination of quantitative data from a cross-sectional survey of 

1010 non-managerial employees from the same four organisations was conducted. Factor 

analysis and internal consistency measures were used to assess the validity and reliability of 

the scales. Univariate, bivariate and multivariate statistical models were used to evaluate the 

influence of contextual factors on performance management practice and practice‘s influence 

on member outcomes favourability.  

Results: There are positive associations between contextual quality and effective performance 

management practice which in turn engenders favourable member outcomes. Discriminant 

analysis revealed that procedural justice contributes immensely effective performance 

leadership. Hierarchical multiple regression analysis showed that immediate performance 

leadership and procedural justice were significant predictors of performance management 

practice. All the models showed impressive cross-validity hence the results of this study can 

be replicated across different samples. Member perception of the existent performance 

management system not only has a significant and large effect on member affect for the 

system but also significantly explains a sizeable proportion member affect for the system. 

Conclusion: Policy makers and management practitioners need to erect quality policy, 

legislative and institutional mechanisms for effecting performance literacy at national and 

organisational levels if African economies have to escape the dismal performance that they 

are currently characterised by. Several further research streams are pointed out and discussed.  



CHAPTER ONE 

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING 

1.1.Introduction 

This study set out to investigate the nature of performance management in organisations in two 

countries across two regions considering specific contextual factors. Contextual factors are 

manifest at two levels – the macro (national) level and the micro (organisational) level. The 

factors at the macro (national) level which impact on micro (organisational) level factors are:  

(i) National history and the resultant culture, social stratification and institutional

framework (the education, organisation and employment legislation and systems).

(ii) The current politico-economic and /or business environment including the political and

regulatory environment, impacts of global forces such as the IMF and the World Bank

and social justice (political democracy, rule of law, political governance) and

(iii) Availability of economic resources,

These factors impinge on organisational functioning and by implication performance 

management in specific ways given the thesis that ―the social environment in which 

organisations operate shapes their work behaviours. Thus changes in the social, political and 

economic environment undoubtedly influence organisational practices‖ (Beugre, 2002, pp.1091 

– 1092). Beugre‘s (2002) spill-over model postulating a relationship between social justice and

organisational justice indicates that social justice in a country leads to organisational justice (a 

micro level factor). Interpreting this more generally also means the absence of social justice 

leads to lack of organisational justice in a country. Organisations in countries with repressive 

and less accountable political systems and/or governments are likely to have less internal justice 

and to be less accountable to their employees impacting negatively on organisational processes 

such as performance management. Such negative impact could affect other micro 

(organisational) level factors – corporate culture, leadership, organisational structure (design), 

role structure and role relations, role perceptions and role behaviour, organisational 

(distributive, procedural and interactional) justice. From the spill-over argument, it is arguable 

that macro level factors have impacts on corresponding factors at the micro level which are 

identified in the literature as in turn having an influence on performance management practice. 
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Four organisations; one a public listed business firm, two state owned utility firms and one 

statutory authority were selected for the study. From South Africa, one organisation was a public 

listed business firm in the brewing industry and one a state owned water supplying utility firm. 

From Uganda, one selected organisation was the revenue statutory authority while the other was 

a state owned water supplying utility firm that is run on a profit basis. Generally, the individual 

samples from the selected organisations were picked following departmental and hierarchical 

stratification. Specifically in South Africa, racial and ethnic composition was taken into account 

to raise representative portions depending on organisational statistics. The two countries were 

chosen for a number of reasons. The first but by no means the most important reason, was 

economic. The researcher hails from Uganda while studying at the University of Cape Town in 

South Africa. It was, therefore, logical for reasons of ease and economy to base the study in the 

two countries. In addition and perhaps more important, however, South Africa is the biggest 

economy in Africa and it is fast becoming one of the biggest investment origins for the rest of 

Africa. In Uganda, within ten years of the advent of democratic governance in South Africa, 

South African business firms have risen from zero (due to Uganda‘s position on sanctions 

against the Apartheid regime) to more than twenty five. These include, among others, Envirotec, 

South African Breweries Miller, PG Bison, Security Group, Metro Cash and Carry, Game, 

Eskom, Woolworths, Standard Bank, Ugasa (Marmoran) coatings, Lily Max, Mogas, Doshi 

Hardware, Thomas International, Castrol, Engen, CTM tile market, MTN, Multichoice, Shoprite, 

Branch energy, Game, Debonair Pizza, Nandos, Steers and Gray security services. These 

businesses cut across sectors like brewing, banking, tour and travel, supermarkets and trade 

stores, clothing and apparels, shipping and forwarding, telecommunications, information 

technology, media and broadcasting, electricity generation and distribution, human resource 

consulting, recruitment and psychometric testing, security, finance and accounting, 

pharmaceuticals, construction and mining (The Sunday Vision Vol. 13, No.24, 2004 and The 

Monitor, 168, 2004). Yet South Africa, like Uganda and most other African countries, in also a 

multi-cultural. It is, therefore, instructive in cross-cultural studies within the same borders. It also 

represents the extreme pole of settler colonialism that mutated into apartheid. Uganda on the 

other hand, is representative of the sub-Saharan countries which were colonial protectorates, are 

mainly peasant economies, are generally poverty stricken with meagre resources and have 

diverse cultures within their borders. Moreover, while there is more literature on South Africa or 
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more reference is made to South Africa in the literature (Hofstede et al., 1980a; Jackson, 2002; 

Mbigi, 1995/1997/2000; Koopman, 1996; Barsoux et al., 1997), references to Uganda are hard to 

come by and where they exist the country is mentioned in passing. Jackson (2002), for example, 

concludes that the contribution that could be made to global management by countries such as 

Uganda is obscured by the fact that such countries are in a position of relative weakness within 

the general power relation that exist in the world. Their contribution, therefore, may not be 

recognised even in the countries concerned themselves. By selecting Uganda and South Africa, 

the study aimed to bridge the gap between what Jackson (2002) called ―the opposing influences 

of global integration and local differentiation‖. This may be the case not only because more work 

has been done in South Africa and more has been learned from her experiences but also because 

the two countries present both relevant contrasts and similarities. Both countries have recently 

emerged from one form of turmoil or other – South Africa from apartheid, Uganda from fascism 

and civil war. Yet while Uganda has an Anglo-Saxon colonial legacy, South Africa‘s legacy is a 

coalescence of Anglo-saxon colonialism, 1820 British settlers and other European influences 

which date back to the seventeenth century Dutch and French settlers. Yet like Uganda with 52 

ethnic groups and varied cultures, ―South Africa has 11 official languages representing major 

ethnic and cultural groups‖ (Jackson, 2002, p.215).  The specific histories and cultural mixes of 

the two countries have given rise to specific management ramifications that necessarily call for 

cross-cultural analysis as indeed is the case for the rest of Africa. 

The survey questionnaires were pilot tested using evening and weekend MBA and Post Graduate 

Diploma in Business Administration 2004 classes at Makerere University Business School. 

These programmes are populated by working people and managers as they were designed with 

their convenience in mind. They, therefore mirror the sample categorisation in Uganda. The 

questionnaires were distributed to students in a classroom setting after a ten-minute briefing at 

the commencement of a scheduled lecture conducted by the researcher. The students were then 

allowed fifty minutes to complete the questionnaires, which were immediately returned. A 

follow up interview to further clarify certain areas was conducted with a selected few and a few 

managers of the selected organisations in Uganda and South Africa to validate phraseology and 

related concerns. 
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To gauge the impact of context, the organisational milieu data of Uganda and South Africa were 

compared both inter-organisationally and internationally. The same was done for performance 

management practice and member attitude data. Both qualitative and quantitative methods have 

been used to summarise and present the findings. 

1.2.Background to the research problem 

The dismal performance of most African economies relative to the rest of the world is now a 

given fact. This may be due to the quality of national policy, legislative and institutional 

frameworks which shape organisational practices. The various interventions at national level 

aimed at enhancing economic performance in Africa – deregulation and privatisation among 

others appear to have done little to stem poor performance. Studies of socio-economic 

development that centre on enlightenment have concentrated on studying the central role of 

literacy, numeracy and more recently computer/information and financial literacy at individual 

and community levels. This is so despite organisations constituting major units in any national 

development effort.  At organisational level, due to the relative recency of performance 

management and organisational learning theories, there is no comprehensive model of how 

people, organisations and as a result nations can become performance literate or performerate. 

The literature suggests that national and industrial contexts play an important role in shaping the 

management practices of specific firms. Early indications of this linkage are evident in Beer‘s 

(1980) postulation that the more there is congruence between the internal organisational elements 

and between these and the environment, the more favourable an organisation‘s performance 

reflected by customer or client satisfaction, profitability, market share or growth in volume. This 

postulation further contended that people in organisations are likely to feel less dissatisfied if 

congruence pertains in which case such an organisation is likely to experience little interpersonal 

or intergroup conflict relative to other organisations spurring higher performance and 

competitiveness. Widening the debate on the national-industrial-firm nexus in influencing 

practice, Gatley et al. (1996) identified three research paradigms in cross-cultural research. First, 

is the thesis that market-organisation duality is the coordinator of social and economic action 

rather than markets-structure (macro level) and organisations-agents (micro level). Second, is the 

position that differences in organisational make up and operation result from the institutional 

framework within which they operate and not national culture. Third, the perspective that 
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considers organisational functioning as a result of the broad economic and social context within 

which organisations operate including the open or hidden networks that may exist within and 

between them. 

Furthering the third perspective noted by Gatley, Bloom and Van Reenen (2007) posit that two 

factors – product market competition and family ownership – play an important part in the 

variation of management practices across firms. High levels of competition engender better 

management practices due to the rapid exit of badly managed firms and or managers exerting 

effort to survive under competitive pressure thus erecting good practices. This thesis is in tandem 

with Porter‘s (1990) conclusion following a four year study of ten countries that: 

―Competitive advantage is created and sustained through a highly localised process. Differences in 

national economic structures, values, cultures, institutions and histories contribute profoundly to 

competitive success. ...the home nation takes on growing significance because it is the source of 

the skills and technology that underpin competitive advantage‖ (19). 

Porter then identifies four elements that he contends spur competitive success – factor 

conditions, demand conditions, related/supporting industries and firm strategy. These four 

together with the role played by a specific government shape the environment firms have to 

contend with to succeed. Bloom and van Reneen‘s argument regarding absence of high quality 

data to consistently measure managerial practice variations across firms and countries is sound. 

From their review of attempts to explain these variations, it is clear that focus has been on 

explaining performance differences through variability of inputs such as capital, materials and 

skills.  Managerial as well as contextual quality has rarely been fathomed as an explanatory 

variable. Bloom and his colleague thus developed a survey instrument and used it on 732 

midsized manufacturing firms in USA, UK, France and German by which they found 

associations between better management practices and better performance. A pertinent question 

then is what explains the variegated better management practice distribution? Bloom and 

colleague posit that two factors – competition through mechanisms such as trade openness and 

the character of firm ownership – are at the centre of these variations. Their postulation is that 

where family ownership is combined with professional management and highly competitive 

conditions, better management practices emerge. A combination of low competition and primo 

geniture family ownership explained one half of the tail of poorly performing firms in their 

research. So from their assessment, American firms were better managed because of higher 
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levels of competition and lower primo geniture influences there than in Europe whose Norman 

heritage engendered consolidation of family influences. 

From the above analysis and taking Bloom and colleague together with Porter‘s postulations 

regarding national competitiveness, a partial deployment of context as an expalanatory condition 

has been done. Bloom and colleague tackle managerial quality. Porter handles factor conditions, 

demand conditions, related and supporting industries, firm strategy and the role of government. 

Thus, it appears there is still need for new models that focus on explaining the impact of 

contextual quality involving an exhaustive array of elements of both the external (supra-

organisational or macro) and internal (organisational or micro) contexts. This study (while 

drawing fro two streams) follows the contextual perspective in the universalistic-contingency-

configurational-contextual debate of strategic HRM which postulates that context is not simply a 

contingent variable but interacts with and influences internal functions (Brewster and Bournois, 

1991; Brewster et al., 1991; Brewster, 1993; 1995 and 1999; Martìn-Alcazàr et al., 2005). First, 

its theoretical mainstream is located in the literature on performance management and cross-

cultural human resource management. Implementation of universal performance management 

practices prescribed as best practice is constrained by socioeconomic contexts. This is in tandem 

with the third and most recent of the cross-cultural research paradigms (Gatley et al., Ibid.). The 

second locus of the study is that of organisational behaviour – how do organisational milieux 

impinge on member attitudes? The literature on organisational justice and equity is drawn upon 

in addressing the salience of procedural justice in determining member attitudes and the 

character of the resultant behaviour. 

The entry point of the study in meeting the above theoretical thrust was gleaning the effect of 

contextual quality measured by the institutional set up, culture and leadership on effective 

performance management and member outcomes favourability. The investigation was done with 

a view to highlighting the specific policy, legislative and institutional frameworks that underpin 

the creation of effective performance management mechanisms and develop a model that may be 

a basis for extricating Africa from her current performance desert. This is especially important 

because contextual quality does not emerge unless conditions and the people within countries 

and organisations work to create it by enacting the right laws and regulations as well as 

stakeholder awareness, and use appropriate means to monitor and maintain that quality. The 
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study answers three questions about the triangular link between contextual quality, performance 

management practice and member outcomes. What facet of context influences each performance 

management practice? Is there any evidence of performance management practice influencing 

member outcomes and how? What lessons can be learned that could improve interventions 

aimed at improving contextual quality and performance management practice? 

Performance management is a fairly recent concept (Armstrong, 2001). It developed as a result 

of frustration with and/or failure of the old, once a year appraisal approach (Austin et al., 1995; 

Bernardin et al., 1995) and the realisation that a more continuous and integrated approach is 

needed to manage and reward performance. There is, therefore, a call for an approach that is 

broader and clearly linked to business performance, personal and organisational development, 

corporate strategy and culture (Bernadin and Rusell, 1998) and pivoted on leadership 

(Armstrong, 2001) and senior or top management commitment (Kane et al., 1999). 

Kane et al. (Ibid.) observe that the research that there is in the direction of developing such an 

approach is narrow in as far as it concentrates on one area of Human Resources Management 

(HRM) in one country and ignores barriers that might inhibit the take up of effective HRM 

practices. Yet there is continued failure of organisations to take up what are, according to theory 

and empirically based advice, effective approaches. There is a ‗disconnect‘ – in Becker and 

Gerahart‘s 1996 words recounted in Kane et al. – between what research literature says firms 

should do and what firms actually do. In short, theory has had a ‗moderate or fragmented‘ effect 

on practice. If this is the case in the occident where these theories were developed then an even 

bigger problem is to be expected in Africa in this regard. The continent has generally suffered 

poor performance leading some to describe it as ‗the hopeless continent‘ (The Economist, May 

2000). Performance at national level begins with performance in organisations. The picture in 

this area is gloomy. Magoola (1995/1996) reported that employees in the organisations surveyed 

in Uganda were dissatisfied with their performance management systems as a big distance 

existed between them and their supervisors who only summoned them for ―carpeting‖, a 

euphemism used to refer to severe administrative admonishment. The organisations still used the 

old style ‗confidential‘ performance appraisal approach in which appraisals were a ‗once 

annually‘ ritual, the items on the appraisal forms were uniform for all categories of appraisees 

regardless of the different jobs for which performance was being purportedly being appraised. 
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The researcher‘s personal experience with Ugandan organisations suggests that this trend is 

widespread in the public sector. Additionally, the appraisees typically have no access to 

appraisers‘ comments, there are no face to face discussions between the appraisers and 

appraisees, no feedback on appraisal outcomes save through sanctions as and when specific 

appraisees get into the ‗firing line‘ and the process is owned by personnel sections which 

distribute and ‗confidentially‘ file the forms once a year.  Some organisations are using a 

potentially disastrous and unsustainable practice – the retention of consulting firms not to 

facilitate the development of internally understood and owned frameworks but to do actual 

reviews on behalf of personnel sections on an annual basis. Others are using an even worse 

variant – purchase of ready to use computer software whose underlying workings are not 

understood by management and the evaluated employees. Such a situation cannot allow the 

manager – subordinate interface proposed by performance management frameworks (Armstrong, 

op cit.; Lowe, 1993; Bernadin and Rusell, op cit. among others). The verification of whether this 

was the case among private firms and whether it was wide spread in Africa called for empirical 

investigation. The alarming shortage of in depth cross-national research in this area to validate 

the findings in the Ugandan public sector not only in other countries but also in the private sector 

of Uganda and elsewhere in Africa made a separate investigation more imperative.  

Kamoche (2002) aptly summed up the lack of Africa relevant research when he argued that an 

impressive body of knowledge on the challenges of managing people in various parts of the 

world has developed yet the focus in this literature is on Asia, Eastern Europe and South 

America. The academic focus on these areas is explained by the rapid economic growth by the 

‗Asian Tigers‘ and the emergence by Eastern Europe from centralised planning. But the 

exclusion of Africa means she continues to rely on knowledge that reflects cultural and other 

contextual factors alien to the continent. Moreover, Kamoche further argued, this literature 

neglects institutional, strategic, political and economic explanations in preference to cultural 

ones. Additionally, whenever there is a focus on Africa, the tendency is ―to treat Africa as one 

homogeneous continent (preventing) observers from achieving a comprehensive picture of the 

management challenges facing organisations on the continent and ultimately foster(ing) 

inappropriate practices…‖ (p.994). Kamoche actually specified foreign investors as the people 

likely to engage in inappropriate practices as a result of reliance on such literature. The reality, 

however, is that African management graduates who rely exclusively on imported literature risk 
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fostering inappropriate practices. Further, foreign investors are no longer only those foreign to 

the continent. Following the demise of apartheid in South Africa, a sizeable amount of 

investment in the African hinterland comes from South Africa. The danger of one African 

country‘s business people who invest in another African country fostering inappropriate 

practices spurred on by the homogeneity belief looms ever high. In Uganda, a trade union leader 

representing workers in parliament once complained on the floor of the house that ―Indian and 

South African employers in Uganda are the worst violators of employee rights‖.  

In a case that highlighted the important role national political culture plays in organisational 

management, Uganda‘s president Yoweri Museveni announced during a state of the nation 

address in parliament on June 7, 2005 that graduated tax (GT) would be abolished effective July 

1
st
, the same year. On September 19, 2005, The Daily Monitor reported that three months after

―government abolished‖ the oppressive and archaic graduated tax (GT), Shoprite, a South 

African firm operating in Uganda ―continues to deduct the tax from the salaries of its 

employees‖. When the General Manager of Shoprite who was a white South African was asked 

why, he retorted that ―the abolition of the tax were mere statements and the company could not 

stop deducting the tax until a gazetted document from the government to that effect is 

(available). ‗Until an Act or a similar statutory instrument is passed by parliament, the company 

remains obligated to deduct GT from employees, earnings … it cannot be accepted as a law 

unless the government passes the statutory instrument officially‖. The civil society sector in 

Uganda is nascent and struggles to mount any meaningful challenge to any excesses. The public 

had come to expect and believe that state pronouncements are necessarily implemented by 

organs of the state without question. The Shoprite general manager was from a different context 

– South Africa – with a long history of struggle and a more consultative policy formulation

process or in its absence a critical mass of civil society and community organisations that would 

stand up to resist any policy that may not have gone through the necessary procedures or was 

detrimental to particular interests. 

Lastly, most African economies have continued to perform dismally as evidenced by the gloomy 

outlook for the continent portrayed under the World Development Indicators synopsis for 2008, 

(The World Bank Group, 2008): 

―The world output grew 4.8 percent in 2006, half a percentage point faster than in 2005, to reach 

nearly $59 trillion. That was an increase of almost 50 percent since 1995, measured in purchasing 
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power parity and in 2005 prices. Low- and middle-income economies – whose share of global 

output increased from 34 percent to 41 percent – grew faster on average than high-income 

economies. Setting the pace were East Asia and Pacific, whose developing economies more than 

doubled their output and increased their share of global output from 9 percent to 14 percent, and 

South Asia, whose share increased from 4 percent to 6 percent … Sub-Saharan Africa and the 

Middle East and North Africa saw their shares stay the same‖ (p. 193). 

The dire picture described above is graphically captured by figures 1.1 and 1.2 below 

which display the World Bank figures for the two periods on which the above description 

was based in exploded pie charts to emphasise the share of individual regions. The World 

Bank continues its dire depiction by indicating that while the figures show the health of 

(economies); the poor quality of macro-economic management; resource constraints and 

poor policies have limited economic growth in Africa (pp. 193 – 194). It is unfortunate 

this continues to be the case and African output has stagnated for a decade when the 

output of other regions that were a decade earlier not developed has been improving 

phenomenally. National (macro-economic) management hence macro context was 

singled out as a major culprit by the World Bank but organisations may not be blameless. 

National output is an aggregate of organisational outputs even when these outputs are 

impacted on by national or organisational failure. Otherwise we may pose the question 

‗where is national and hence regional output drawn from if not from the organisations 

and companies that constitute national and regional economies‘? 

While the public service was (and still is) crucial for Africa‘s economic performance 

through policy initiatives and creating an enabling environment, the recent shift from 

centralised planning to private sector led growth led many African governments to 

neglect the necessary interventions in the public service that would enable leading edge 

performance management approaches. As a result, the public service in a number of 

respects has continued to be an obstacle to national efficiency and effectiveness. 

Secondly, because the private sector is the engine of national growth and development, it 

is logical to argue that the dismal national performance in Africa stems from dismal 

organisational performance in both the government (the oil) and the private sector (the 

engine) hence the importance of research in both sectors. 
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Figure 1.1: 1995 world output; US$39.4 trillion  

Source: World Development Indicators, 2008 

 

 

Figure 1.2: 2006 World output; US$ 58.6 trillion 

 
Source: World Development Indicators, 2008 
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management of people in Africa (discussed earlier above) as well as the insistent calls for 

research into more definitive characteristics of this aspect of management in Africa also inspired 

the study. The diversity and adequacy of approaches currently in use and the effect of contextual 

factors (Kamoche, 2002) were an additional motivation that made the study even more inviting. 

The call for research into the nature of adaptation and implementation of ‗high performance‘ 

practice, employee perceptions of such practices, their categorisation of them as either foreign, 

indigenous or hybrid and the impact of these practices on individual and organisational outcomes 

(Horwitz et al., 2002), made the study an inevitability and spurred it to fathom performance 

management, the contextual impacts on its practice, and the impact of this interface on member 

outcomes.  

1.3.  Statement of the research problem 

The purpose of the study was to investigate the degree to which the quality of meta-

organisational variables – the history, politico-economic environment, institutional framework 

(particularly employment legislation), availability of economic resources and national cultural 

orientation – influence specific organisational contexual variables (organisational member 

culture and performance leadership) and how these shape performance management practice and 

in turn member attitudes to the existent performance management practice.  

 

1.4. Research Objectives 

To address the above problem, the study set out with the general objective of investigating the 

degree to which meta-organisational variables – the socio-economic environment, employment 

regulatory framework and national cultural orientation – influence organisational variables 

(organisational member culture, corporate culture, performance leadership) and how these shape 

performance management practice and member attitudes to performance management. This 

meant empirically testing the conceptual framework that associates member outcomes with 

performance management practice and the context in which it is practiced and developing an 

empirically based explanatory and analytical model to describe, understand and predict the 

impact of context on performance management practice. To accomplish this general objective, 

four sub-objectives were specified: 
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1. To assess whether there is significant variation between the socio-economic, regulatory and 

cultural textures of South Africa and Uganda.   

2. To assess whether significant variation in country socio-economic, regulatory and cultural 

textures engenders internal organisational context and performance management practice 

variability.  

3. To establish whether variation in performance management practices has significant 

associations with member outcomes variability. 

4. Using existing theory and the discovered practice to develop explanatory and analytical 

models and frameworks associating successful PM with goodness of fit between PM practice 

and context including whether a supportive context can actually be generated 

1.5. The scope of the study 

Across time, the study was carried out between 2004 and 2007. Across space, to challenge the 

notion of continental homogeneity that is so ubiquitous in the literature, two countries that are so 

disparate (both internally and between them) in history, ‗ethno-racial‘ mix and levels of 

economic development – Uganda and South Africa – were the focus of the study. What 

characteristic variations (or similarities) in regard to specific contextual factors – institutional 

framework as a result of history, organisational leadership, organisational size and organisational 

culture – could be identified in the two disparate African countries? How did these impinge on 

performance management practice and employee attitudinal outcomes? What cultural values did 

managers and workers from the different subcultures in Africa – black Africans, Africans of 

colour, Africans of Asian origin and white Africans – bring with them to the work place? While 

the study avoided drawing samples from the traditional civil service, it drew samples from 

government firms ran on a business basis and from a regulatory agency in addition to a private 

sector brewing firm.  

This mix was in recognition of two important tenets. Firstly, there are investments that are 

essential for the performance of both business firms but also the national economy as a whole yet 

their very structure does not attract private investment and tend to be run by government, 

government agencies or on a public-private partnership basis. Government linked organisations 

and/or agencies also directly interface with and affect the performance of business firms. This 

sector is, therefore, equally, and in many ways more, in need of effective performance 
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management. Secondly, as discussed earlier, the private sector faces business turbulence and to 

survive tends to uptake leading edge approaches faster and inclusion of this sector in the study 

was critical to fathom what is at play there and whether there are useful models to draw from. 

From the selected organisations, samples (as much as possible) were drawn so as to represent the 

various population groups and hence the subcultures within each country. It is noted in the 

literature review chapter that the literature on cross-cultural management is rife with nuances of 

almost natural cultural differences between the races. Selecting a good mix (where possible) so 

that the racial groups in a specific country were represented in the study was, therefore, 

important to throw more light on this debate. It is worth noting here that such a choice of firms 

gave the research more concreteness since the countries chosen are inhabited or are home to a 

mixture of population groups from around Africa and the globe. Kanya (2000) and Nel et al 

(2001) provide a good discussion of the racial mix of South Africa and Zwanenberg and King 

(1975) provide that for Uganda. The convergence, divergence, cross-vergence debate informed 

this categorisation. Has globalisation of technology (including management technology), capital 

and labour through multinational corporations led to common practices in performance 

management? Does country specific context (the cultural mix, regulatory environment, labour 

market attributes, resource availability including skills supply) hold sway and lead to country 

specific, even firm specific practices? Has integration occurred and led to a cross-pollination of 

practices hence adoption of ‗best practice‘ from different contexts? That is why to resolve these 

issues, the spectrum of firms covered by the study as described above included a mix of a private 

firm, government linked utility firms and a regulatory body.  

A dual analysis was carried out. First, a cross-national comparison of the aggregated data of the 

two countries was performed. Secondly, pair-wise cross-organisational comparisons were 

performed between all the possible organisational pairs. These analyses can be summarised on 

the following two levels: 

1. Composite scores of Uganda were compared with those of South Africa. 

2. The scores of each individual organisation were compared with those of every other 

organisation in the study.  

The two levels of analysis were aimed at finding out whether or not if national context plays a 

role, a difference existed between firms from the same geo-cultural region.  
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1.6. The special contribution of the study 

Most research on management is in the west and that in the non-western context is concerned 

mostly with Asian countries. This led Jackson (2002) to conclude; ―management in Africa and 

other post colonial societies is under researched‖ (p.202). Conducting performance management 

research in an African context presents three major advantages. First, it presents a pioneering 

work in a more specific area of management – performance management – as opposed to general 

management or even human resource management. This has more specific implications for both 

theory and practice. Secondly, it adds to the body of knowledge on performance management in 

Africa and its cross-cultural nature. Thirdly, an African perspective on performance management 

may serve as a guideline for African managers or indeed managers in Africa in conceptualising 

and implementing performance management systems in their organisations. Jackson (2002) 

argued that managing people across cultures requires approaches that are directly linked to 

particular management practices, situations and management needs/expectations. His view was 

that the work of Kanungo and Jeagar (1990), Mendonca and Kanungo (1990) and Aycan et al. 

(1999) while developing links between cultural dimensions and HRM practices failed in 

analysing particular situations to meet particular needs. This study has contributed to 

understanding specific manifestations of performance management policies and practices in 

societies with diverse cultural pressures and how what Jackson (2002) called ‗hybridisation‘ 

works. In undertaking a pioneering cross-cultural study of the contextual dynamics of 

performance management in specific African countries, the study has contributed to bridging the 

gap in what Kamoche (2002) called ‗our understanding of HRM in Africa‘. From a theoretical 

and academic viewpoint, the study has developed an explanatory model for performance 

management in Africa. It also developed a research framework for comparative analysis as well 

as making contributions to specific literature areas such as management practice in developing 

countries, performance management universally and contextual studies.  

Specifically, it has moved performance management beyond the instrumental/humanistic 

construct and developed the investor perspective by applying the human capital thesis to 

performance management. This, apart from adding to the body of performance management 

knowledge, will inform future practice. An eclectic synthesis of theoretical analysis and practice 

oriented constructs makes the study especially useful to both trainers and practitioners of 
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performance management in Africa. This is very important given that Africa lags behind in 

development yet her organisations and human resources are not performing as they should. For 

Africa to get out of its socioeconomic abyss and compete on the world stage, her organisations 

have to perform much better. To do this, the current situation has to be clearly understood before 

a theory or theories that can inform better practice are developed. The current realities: global 

economy, technological evolution, shifting customer and market demands as well as changing 

work forces and regulations place a premium on methods and systems that enable subordinates to 

play a central role in the achievement of their own and company objectives. Competitiveness in 

this environment revolves on understanding the link between business results and people. 

Employees are increasingly claiming the right to work in a transparent and flexible environment. 

Traditional hierarchical structures are as a result giving way to flat, flexible structures and 

decision-making processes that cross traditional boundaries. By understanding and appreciating 

this vital link and reality, organisations are able to tap the ideas and potential of all their 

members. Doing this requires clarity about external strategic objectives, internal critical success 

factors and people factors (Venter, 1998; Rensburg, 1999). It requires adoptive philosophies and 

approaches to human resource management in general and performance management 

specifically. This means traditional top-down, form driven appraisal systems are no longer 

appropriate. This applies not only to organisations by nations and national governments and 

structures as well. In this regard, the study made a major contribution to knowledge by 

developing a model that links organisational performance management to national learning and 

made the first steps towards a national learning model from a performance management view 

point. This model is discussed in more detail in chapter seven. Additionally, the study developed 

and validated scales in the African context.   

The grounding of the study in the two countries – Uganda and South Africa – opens a potential 

for a special practical contribution. South Africa‘s post apartheid entry into the rest of Africa has 

been phenomenal as in a space of seven years (1991 – 1998), investment by South African firms 

into the rest of Africa accounted for 42 percent compared with South Africa‘s FDI into Europe of 

18 percent (Carmody, 2002). Specifically regarding Uganda, the volume of South African 

investment in country has similarly been increasing since the reopening of ties between the two 

countries after apartheid‘s end. South African companies and/or offshoots of South African 

companies are dominant in almost all sectors in Uganda more notably telecommunications, 
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mining, advertising, energy, industrial estates development, transport and security. This study 

contributes to enabling them avoid the pitfalls of transplanting their approaches from the South 

African context wholesale in the belief that ‗this is Africa‘ in a homogeneous sense. Of particular 

importance is the use of African experiences of effective practice to provide insights for the 

needed intra-Africa transfer of managerial knowledge. Presently, the work on knowledge transfer 

has concentrated on Euro-African and America-Africa transfers hence the convergence-

divergence debate (Horwitz et al., 2002) and the cross-vergence propositions that recently 

emerged looked east to Asia not in Africa (Horwitz et al., 2002). An additional contribution is 

the demonstration of the link between labour relations and performance management issues 

providing evidence to support the argument that labour issues are people management ones 

thereby dispelling the view that attempts to delink the two (Nel et al., 1997). Further, from the 

findings regarding paternalism and in-group orientation in organisations, the study proposes a 

modification of Hofstede‘s (1984/1991) thesis that argued that in collectivist situations, 

organisational management is personal relationship oriented and members depend on their 

organisations for training and other long term support. The study found that rather those who 

benefit from such dependence on organisational support are not organisational members as a 

whole but those members who are in personal relationships with those in positions of power (in-

group members).  

The construction of linear models that specify the contribution of particular procedural justice 

factors to the effectiveness of particular performance leadership factors is an important 

contribution of the study. The establishment of the magnitude of contribution of various 

procedural justice factors to specific performance leadership variables is instructive as it enabled 

specification of the nature of the links between effective performance leadership and procedural 

justice. The study thus specified a leadership-procedural justice nexus in uptaking effective 

performance management practices. Further, identification of the underlying procedural justice 

factors that contribute to the concrete manifestation of performance leadership in organisations 

was done.  Through this diagrammatic and mathematical modelling, the study was able to 

develop an integrated performance leadership and literacy development process (the PL
2
P) or 

PL
2
S – S for system. This latent framework captures the multiple elements in the pathways for 

building national and organisational performeracy. It postulates creation of enabling national and 

organisational contexts including a supportive political economy, institutional framework, 
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performance leadership, justice inter alia for performeracy to grow. To support this framework, 

the study developed complimentary frameworks for assessing PM facets for uptake and 

analysing the impact of PM investment. By modelling and ‗frameworking‘ the avenues to 

performerate organisations and nations, a theoretical basis has been laid for building them.   

From the above modelling and ‗frameworking‘, the study has contributed new concepts to the 

study of cross-cultural performance management such as performance leadership, the mentrix, 

performeracy and organisational cultural capital. Performance leadership entails an eco-systemic 

process in which all members co-lead performance issues creating a highly participative, 

supportive, humane and collegial environment which enables constructive criticism, creativity 

and initiative taking thus performance that beats standards of excellence. The mentrix, a 

mentorship matrix developed by the study from abstracting effective practice at one of the 

organisations studied, adds to the existing models and may be used as an analytical tool.  The 

new concept performeracy used to denote performance literacy enriches the literature examining 

organisational enlightenment thus not only extending the theory on literacy to include 

organisations and performance but also moving the discourse on organisational enlightenment 

beyond the traditional learning organisation thesis. Another new concept – organisational 

cultural capital – developed by this study first indicates that culture in organsiations is a 

collescence of member culture which mirrors societal culture and corporate culture. Second, it 

highlights the position of culture as a resource that can be developed, accummulated and 

deployed by organisations for competitive advantage or conversely that can infact inhibit 

competetiveness if the resultant melange is dysfunctional. 

Lastly, the study makes methodological contributions having used more complicated quantitative 

methods such as MANOVA, discriminant analysis and hierarchical regression as well as 

qualitative data analytical techniques. This methodological sophistication is unlike earlier 

contextual research which has tended to use simple statistical methods like means and standard 

deviations (Brewster and Bournois, 1991). This allowed a deeper analysis and thus better 

understanding of the variables that influence performance management practice and member 

outcomes in different national and organsiational environments. This work has thus enriched the 

contextual model of analysis with the use of these techniques. 
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1.7. Organisation of the rest of the thesis 

In chapter two, the thesis delves into the theoretical underpinnings of performance management 

and develops hypothetical following the themes in the literature.   In chapter three, scholarly 

investigations of management and PM in Africa are reviewed and some hypotheses and 

propositions developed. The chapter concludes with a theoretical framework that guided the 

study.  Chapter four then sets out and justifies the methodological path taken by the study. The 

results of the cross-sectional survey are reported in chapter five while chapter six reports the 

qualitative data gathered by in-depth interviews and the data gleaned from archival material. In 

chapter seven, the thesis discusses the results in light of current theory and proposes some 

models for developing performance literacy at organisational and national levels. Finally, in 

chapter eight, the researcher discusses the main findings and draws some conclusions and 

recommendations regarding future research streams.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT THEORY AND IMPERATIVES FOR 

EFFECTIVE PRACTICE 

2.1. Introduction 

 

Chapter two now delves into the theoretical basis of performance management practice as a 

precursor for the review of its application in African national and organisational contexts in 

chapter three. This chapter defines performance management, discusses the elements of an 

effective performance management system; elucidates some contextual variables that shape 

performance management; explains the institutional arrangements as well as organisational 

factors for effective performance management and hypothesises significant variations in the 

member culture and performance leadership between South African and Ugandan organisations. 

2.2.  Defining performance management 
 

A good beginning point in defining and studying performance management is defining 

performance (Armstrong and Baron, 1998).  Fitzgerald and Moon (1996) were of the view that 

there is no unidimensional conceptualisation of performance because it is constituted by a 

multiplicity of factors. Four definitional paradigms can, however, be gleaned from the literature; 

1. Performance is behaviour (Campbell, 1990). 

2. Performance is output/outcomes (Edis, 1995 and Rogers, 1994). 

3. Performance is behaviour and outputs (Bromwich, 1990). 

4. Performance is behaviour and outputs given system and contextual influences (Beer, 1980 

and Hartle, 1997). 

From the above four clusters, performance may be defined as the way in which organisations 

effect their objectives (Flapper et al., 1996). Performance is two dimensional – a combination of 

effectiveness and efficiency (Beer, 1980). Williams (1998) provides a useful review of 

performance definitional literature. He concluded that definitions of performance could be 

subsumed into three broad perspectives: 

1. Those who regard performance as an organisational level phenomenon tend to adopt a goal 

oriented and structuralist/ technological stance in defining and managing performance. 
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2. Those who regard performance as an individual phenomenon tend to adopt either an 

outputs/results/outcomes stance or a ‗performance is behaviour‘ stance. 

3. Those who view performance from a process and adaptation/learning angle. 

Overall, a movement has been made away from merely concentrating on productivity, that is, the 

ratio of outputs to inputs, a reflection of the efficiency with which resources are transformed into 

outputs regardless whether these outputs are required by the market (effectiveness).  Thus, 

performance is not only inclusive of effectiveness (the extent to which customer needs are met) 

and efficiency (the economic utilisation of organisational resources) but also changeability (the 

extent to which the organisation is prepared for future changes) – Bedrup, 1995. If organisations 

have to be effective, then it follows that they must be adaptive hence the addition of this 

dimension to the definition of performance in recent literature. The definition of performance as 

an adapting/learning construct follows the formulations of Davies (1991), Garvin (1993), Nadler 

(1989) and Nonaka (1991) that because of a continuously changing and turbulent 

business/organisational landscape, organisations must continuously challenge the status quo, 

continuously learn, continuously renew themselves to compete.   

Three perspectives of performance management – the structuralist/quantitative perspective, the 

behaviourist-qualitative-strategic perspective and the strategic-integrative-competitive advantage 

perspective – are evident in the literature. The predominant conceptualisation of performance 

management in the literature appears to be structuralist/quantitative evidenced by the ubiquity of 

performance tests that revolve around how well leaders deal with assets and policies instead of 

people (Smith, 1996). This perspective views performance management as  a way of judging if 

the company‘s results are good or bad, how personnel have worked measured against the 

objectives; what a person does when faced with a task (Resenburg, 1983; Neely et al, 1995 and 

Collin, 2001;) This perspective focuses on performance measurement and hence emphasises 

quantifying efficiency and effectiveness of action. The major concern of this tendency is the 

study and development of the sets of metrics used to quantify both the efficiency and 

effectiveness of action and design of a system for operationalising them in work places.  

Central to the behaviourist-qualitative-strategic perspective is the recognition that appraisal is not 

an end in itself but rather a critical component of a much broader set of human resource practices 
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aimed at effective business performance, personal and organisational development, corporate 

strategy and culture. This perspective discusses performance management from a management 

point of view of supporting to the fullest, capabilities of employees working in organisations and 

mutually designing the process and instruments and agreeing the variables to be measured for 

organisational mission achievement (Bernardin and Russel, 1998; Ahamed, 1999; Armstrong, 

2001; Lowe, 1993 among others). Maintenance and periodic redesign that ensures the system 

remains relevant since changes in the external and (or) internal environment of an organisation 

are inevitable is an integral element of the behaviourist-qualitative-strategic perspective. This 

perspective thus constituted a significant move away from the unilateralist, impersonal, 

exclusively quantitative approaches to performance measurement by focusing on a progressive 

process of agreeing on, linking and quantifying performance indicators. The basis of this 

movement was the recognition by this perspective that what people do (their performance) is a 

function not only of knowledge, skill and motivation but also ―system factors‖ like human 

resources systems, leadership processes/supervisory methods/Quality of Work Life, fairness 

(both outcome and procedural fairness)  and the interaction between all these (Campbell, 1990; 

Campbell et al 1996; Cardy and Dobinns, 1994; Waldman, 1994; Katzell and Guzzo, 1983; 

Guzzo et al 1985; Guzzo, 1985; Kanfer, 1995; Gropanzano and Greenberg, 1997). 

The third perspective conceptualises performance management as a strategic and integrated 

process of delivering sustained success to organisations by developing people and improving 

performance through clarifying goals, regular coaching as well as providing honest, and accurate 

formal evaluations to support rewards for concrete performance (Lowe, 1993; Armstrong and 

Baron 1998; Armstrong, 1994/2000 and Sutherland, 1999). The purpose of performance 

management is thus improvement of organisational team and individual performance through 

designing a process shared between managers, teams and individuals based on management by 

contract as opposed to command.  

In conceptualising performance management from a systems perspective, a paradigm shift was 

made from simply viewing it as an HR subsystem process to understanding PM within the 

context of organisational management as a whole. Synchrony of the inputs, conversion, outputs 

and feedback processes is, therefore, imperative for effective performance management.  From 

this literature, it can thus be surmised that PM is a normal, daily management process and not an 
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annual administrative ritual rammed through by the personnel department. This process not only 

integrates and links corporate, functional, team and individual objectives but also meshes them 

with other human resources management aspects concerning itself with all members of the 

organisation as partners in an interactive process. It is concerned as much with team performance 

as with individual performance; measures and reviews performance in reference to both 

input/process factors (knowledge, skills, expertise and competence) and output/outcome factors 

(results and contribution); it is a continuous process cognizant of a fast moving 

business/organisational landscape; the review is a joint, future focussed process; it focuses on 

improving performance, developing competence and releasing potential and attaches much more 

importance to the processes of forming agreements, managing performance throughout the year 

and monitoring and reviewing results than to the content of what is often referred to as a 

‗performance management system‘ – a set of mechanisms to get people  do certain things in 

certain ways. Armstrong then concluded that performance management is a means of getting 

better performance from the organisation, teams and individuals by understanding and managing 

performance within an agreed framework of planned goals, standards and attribute/competence 

requirements. Such a framework establishes unity of understanding about desired achievements, 

a specific character of people management and development for such achievement and a cultural 

basis for continuous improvement of business processes, skills and expectations. This conclusion 

is in tandem with Hartle‘s (1997) proposition that through the performance management process, 

organisations establish a shared understanding of goals and a more focussed management of 

people increasing the probability of goal attainment. As such, Hartle argued, performance 

management is not just a set of forms routinely or annually completed in a ritualistic fashion. 

Rather, it is a process very much about every day actions and behaviours which individuals take 

to manage and improve their performance and that of others. Performance management is, 

therefore, inseparable from organisational management in general.  For a detailed listing of the 

battery of elements that characterise effective performance management interested readers may 

see Armstrong (1994, 2000) and Hartle (1997). 

Two elements are thus integral to the definitions of performance management. First, it denotes 

the system of agreed procedures in place in an organisation for establishing performance 

contracts, consistently measuring performance across the organisation, designing and carrying 

out appraisals, linking rewards to performance evaluations, identifying and acting on training 
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needs or skills and competencies gaps and ensuring dynamic career paths. Secondly, 

performance management denotes the day to day ongoing interactive feedback and coaching 

through offering alternative positive behaviours, providing on the job training, fostering an 

attitude and motivation to do the job by for example recognising effort and providing necessary 

resources and other management support necessary for doing the job.  

2.3.  Establishing an effective performance management system 

The propositions in the performance management literature regarding construction of effective 

PM systems and processes that actualise goodness of fit between various organisational 

processes leveraging the better performance of organisations were captured by Spangenberg‘s 

(1993) systems approach to performance management (figure 2.1).  

Figure 2.1: Systems model of performance management 
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widely and deeply strengthens the view that PM is a systems and team issue that is more than an 

HR matter. This view has been supported by Bennet and Minty (1999) and Joubert and Noah 

(2000) whose various propositions amount to the view that performance management is about 

both strategic, operations and management. In fact, from the literature above, it is clear that 

performance management is as much about strategising as it is about leadership and change 

management. Indeed, Bennett and Minty (1999) posited the three purposes of performance 

management as; strategy implementation, culture change and support of other HR systems such 

as development and remuneration. Thus, certain imperatives for establishing an effective and 

stable performance management system have to be taken into account for successful 

implementation to occur. These are discussed in detail in the sections that follow. 

2.3.1.  System launch and entrenchment – the need for performance management 

enlightenment and line leadership 

Two basic questions must be answered in launching a new performance management system. 

First, is whether before implementation, a real understanding throughout the organisation of the 

performance management system being introduced including its processes and the rules that 

apply has been achieved. Secondly, whether the system is tailor made and produced in-house 

(Torrington et al., 2005). Armstrong (2006) provided some dos and don‘ts of setting up an 

effective performance management system. The dos include consulting and involving 

organisational members; providing training; communicating the process and its benefits; getting 

ownership from line managers; aligning the system with other HR processes and culture and 

making the process mandatory. Torrington et al (2005) provides some guidance on performance 

management enlightenment through training and gaining line ownership. They argue that the 

development and launch of the system should be done by a team composed of line and HR 

managers. Additionally, training in the introduction and use of the system should be provided 

and should also be line led to entrench the line leadership of performance management. They cite 

an example from Fletcher and Williams (1992) of a company where line mangers were trained as 

―PM Coaches‖ who then conducted trainings in their departments as well as continual support 

for the system in order to grow it to maturity and stability. The case for performance 

management enlightenment was well stated by the IRS (2001) when they concluded that any PM 

system is only as good as the people who operationalise it. 
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Turning to the don‘ts of PM, Armstrong (2006) advises against setting up a system which is a 

form filling, paper intensive exercise. He argues against making constant changes to the system, 

making the system too complicated, assuming managers have the skills required for carrying the 

system through and rushing in a new system. 

2.3.2. Effective alignment of performance management process components 

A basic performance management process involves setting goals and developing plans, 

monitoring performance, giving ongoing feedback on progress , providing coaching and other 

learning opportunities on an ongoing basis, conducting periodic performance reviews of both 

individual and team performance and rewarding performance at both levels Rensburg, 1999 and 

Armstrong, 1994 and 2006). Rensburg (1999) for example postulated that performance 

management in organisations is a continuous cycle that involves three phases – planning of 

performance and development for the upcoming period; coaching performance and development 

through formal and informal feedback through this period; evaluating performance and 

development progress for the completed period. During the first phase, performance contracts are 

mutually agreed between employees and supervisors specifying activities, outcomes, success 

criteria, personal development needs and plan, competencies, resources needed for success, 

organisational support among others. The second phase revolves around managing the 

interaction between the supervisor and the employee through open, honest, positive, two-way 

communication with the central aim being improvement of the employee‘s performance and 

identification of development needs through coaching and feedback and not faults finding and 

blame and punishment. Thirdly, performance has to be assessed by output delivered against set 

goals and by competencies demonstrated. This calls for use of concrete evidence as opposed to 

assumptions and perceptions. Noe, et al. (2003) divided the performance management process 

into three sub-elements; definition of performance, measurement of performance and feedback. 

The definition stage entails job analysis and clarification of each job‘s linkage to the 

organisation‘s objectives to every employee and the specific employee‘s role in the organisation, 

that is, in achieving its objectives, the outputs expected of him/her and how this will be 

measured. Renton (2000) considers the performance management process at South Africa‘s 

Afrox Healthcare a good example of a world class process. It is a four-phase process that 

includes:  
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1. Managing business strategy which includes clarifying the mission, vision and values; 

defining the business and its customers; identifying winning criteria and developing key 

strategies and the business plan. 

2. Managing unit performance which involves setting unit goals; setting unit performance 

targets; reviewing the unit organisation structure; coordinating unit action and monitoring 

unit performance, reviewing unit results and re-planning. 

3. Managing individual performance which includes updating position guides; setting 

individual performance targets; providing performance resources; monitoring individual 

performance; trouble shooting performance; planning effective performer development and 

assessing individual performance. 

4. Managing consequences which is about planning market pay adjustments; reviewing 

performance against unit and individual targets; planning team and individual performance 

awards; communicating the consequences of the system to teams and individuals and 

evaluating and improving the system. 

A variant of this is proposed by Bennett and Minty (1999) viz; vision and mission – business 

strategy – objectives/targets and performance contract (objectives and competencies) all 

mediated by culture/values and competencies/behaviours. In a similar vein, Armstrong (1994) 

proposed Initiation – performance agreements – continuous review and formal performance 

review as the components of the process. The rationale for replacing the word appraisal with 

review was provided by Katz (1996) as a needed paradigm shift if only to get rid of the 

connotations of yearly meetings held the prime purpose of evaluation for pay increases. The 

performance process goes through three stages – the launch, coaching and evaluation. Aligning 

the process with business strategy and departmental goals and determining employee value 

adding goals and defining parameters of an action plan launch the process. Coaching involves 

interim checking of progress, exploring causes in case of poor performance and counselling and 

mentoring. The evaluation stage of the process features four elements. These are; measuring 

performance, determining the amount of value added, allocating results of the evaluation to 

human resource systems and reviewing new business strategy and departmental and employee 

goals. The above propositions on the performance management process are synthesized and 

schematically represented in Figure 2.2 below. The effectiveness of the performance 

management process, however, is determined by a number of factors beyond what Schaltz 
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suggested. Bennett and Minty (1999) concluded that for performance management processes to 

be successful, it is critical for organisational teams ‗to be true teams‘, managers to be effective 

coaches, and employees to have self-management competence. Joubert and Noah (2000) 

suggested twelve critical success factors of performance management – focus, balance, stretch, 

mobilisation, latitude, contracting, motivation, measurement, appraisal, feedback, money and 

caring. Rensburg (1999) postulated that one success factor is management of individual and team 

performance in a non-discriminatory, fair and uniform manner. The other is congruence with 

external strategic objectives, internal critical success factors and ‗people‘ factors. 

According to Rensburg (1999), success is also determined by the degree to which the 

performance management system is tailored to the organisation‘s characteristics – what are the 

organisation‘s mission and goals; who is empowered to make decisions; what is the 

organisation‘s communication style; where does accountability for performance results lie and is 

the work environment structured with pre-established job responsibilities or is it more flexible 

and creative? Renton (2000) argued that the success of the performance management system 

rests as much on the robustness of the design as on the process of designing it (arriving at the 

design) and implementation. Line management must own and drive the process (not the HR 

department) if it is to remain in tandem with the goals and strategy of the organisation. For this 

to happen, he suggests that the process must fulfil five conditions: 

1. Clear definition by experienced management professionals; 

2. Understanding and acceptance by all – managers, employees, support staff – as the best way 

to implement business strategy right across and down the organisation; 

3. Being welcomed as practical, helpful and cost effective and hence embraced as the real work 

of management; 

4. Initiation and adoption by top management as the way the business is run based on a culture 

of performance and team work; and 

5. Skilful use by managers who understand and are committed to making the system work for 

them, not them working for the system and are competent in applying the people processes 

involved. 
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Figure 2.2: The performance managemenbt process* 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

*A synthesis of  the work of Benmosche (1999), Rensburg (1999), Armstrong (1994) Sutherland (1999), Noe et al 

(2003) and Renton (2000) regarding the performance management process. For detailed reference, see the references.  

 

The effective orchestration of each of the elements of the performance management process 

above – planning/goal setting, feedback, coaching, evaluating/reviewing performance,  – is thus 

a prerequisite for success. There is a colossal body of literature on these concepts and their 

practical application. Detailed treatment of how each of this may be done can be gleaned from 

Kemske,1998 for planning/goal setting;  Hillman et al ,1990; Gomez-Mejia, 1990; London and 

Beatty, 1993; Armstrong, 1994; Yammarino and Atwater, 1997;  Jackson and Greller, 1998; 

Guest, 1999; Meyer and Odendaal, 1999; Theron, 2000 and McCarthy and Garavan, 2001 for 

feedback;  Hillman et al, 1990; Senge, 1990; Pedler et al , 1991; Armstrong, 1994; Tute, 1995; 

Guest, 1999;   Rensburg, 1999; Walton, 1999; Parsloe and Wray, 2000  and Torrington et al, 

2005 for organisational learning; Armstrong, 1994 and  Gomez-Mejia, 1998 for formally 

reviewing individual performance and Parker et al, 2000; Kerrin and Oliver, 2002 and  

Torrington et al, 2005 for assessing and rewarding team performance. 

2.3.3.   Linking performance management to strategy and consequences 

There are two defining linkages that must be part of the performance management process if 

good results have to be sustainable and the performance management system respected – linking 

Launching the process 

a) Alignment with business strategy, 
b) Alignment with departmental goals, 
c) Determining employee value adding goals, 
d) Defining parameters for action plan. 

Coaching 
a) Interim checking of progress, 

b) Exploration of causes of poor performance 

c) Counselling and mentoring 

Evaluation 
a) Measuring performance, 

b) Determining the amount of value added, 

c) Allocating results of evaluation to HR 
systems 

d) Reviewing new business strategy and 

departmental and employee goals. 
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performance management to corporate planning on the one hand and to consequences on the 

other. Tying performance management closely to strategic planning more readily includes 

organisational objectives in performance planning thus tightly linking individual objectives to 

organisational priorities. If this is buttressed by employee development plans, coaching, ongoing 

review and reinforcement of successful performance through rewards effective implementation 

of organisational objectives is more likely. The term used for linking individual performance 

objectives to organisational objectives is cascading. Cascading objectives downwards and giving 

feedback upwards ensures continual alignment between the levels in the strategy hierarchy 

(Torrington et al, 2005). This proposition is summarised by the objective cascading process in 

figure 2.3. 

Linking performance management to consequences is important because mere performance 

appraisal or review even when planning, feedback, organisational learning and performance 

review techniques are rigorously used may be useless if further data processing and capture for 

further application and action is not done. Appraisal information has to be processed and stored 

in forms that can be accessed and used for further decisions. If performance management has to 

be taken seriously and become a way of life for all organisational members, then there must be 

explicit linkages to an array of consequences. Writing about tight links between reward 

structures and strategic performance as a tool for effective strategy implementation, Thompson 

and Strickland (1987) suggest that ―decisions on salary increases, promotions, who gets which 

assignments, and the ways and means of awarding praise and recognition are the strategy 

implementer‘s foremost attention-getting, commitment-generating devices‖. The above literature 

has made a case for linking performance to more consequences than merely pay when she 

reported that where developmental performance management was in place, it tended to be 

motivational, to encourage time spent with the line manager in two-way communication and to 

provide opportunities to align roles and training with business needs.  
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Figure 2.3: An objectives setting cascade 
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Adopted from: Torrington D., Hall L. and Taylor S. (2005) ; Human resource management, Prentice Hall,  

                         London. 

 

On the contrary, where performance management had a measurement focus, it was seen as 

judgmental, a chance to assess and dismiss employees, as a system that emphasises control and 

getting more out of staff while raising false expectations and simply as a way to manage the 

salary‘s bill. This view (linkages to consequences other than pay) is supported by the findings of 

the Institute for Employment Studies (IRS, 2001) findings that there tends to be more satisfaction 

with non-monetary rewards like promotion and development and Armstrong and Baron‘s (1998 

a) conclusion that there was nearly universal aversion for the link between performance and pay 

with some managers dreading it as nightmarish.  

2.4. Some contextual variables that shape performance management 

There is concurrence in the literature that justice, culture, leadership, top management 

commitment and supra-organisaional contextual factors impinge on the character of performance 

management practice (Armstrong, 1994, 2001; Cropanzano and Folger, 1996; Mendonca and 

Kanungo, 1996; Hartle, 1997; Bernadin and Rusell, 1998, Ahamed, 1999 and Kane et al., 1999). 

The dependence of Performance management on contextual factors is further supported by 

literature on HRM generally which posits that HRM practices are born out of an interaction 

between national and organisational culture and environment, structure and strategy (Horwitz et 

Functional level 

Team level 

Individual level 

Department level 

Board level 
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al., 2002). Budhawar and Sparrow (2002) proposed a framework for examining the national 

contextual factors that influence management practice. Two of the four core factors in their 

framework adopted by this study are national culture and national institutions. The influence of 

these and some organisational (internal) contextual factors that impinge on performance 

management are examined below. 

 

2.4.1. Culture’s consequences for performance management and practices diffusion 

 

Six classes of definitions are identifiable in the literature but for the purposes of this study, 

culture at both societal and organisational levels is defined as the complex interaction of shared 

values, attitudes and behaviours which distinguishes the members of one category of people from 

those of another through what is believed to be good or bad, desirable or undesirable, acceptable 

or unacceptable (Hofstede, 1980; Hofstede and Bond, 1988; Adler, 1991 and Blunt and Jones, 

1992). From this definition it is clear, as Gatley et al (Ibid.) concluded, that culture is not 

concerned with individual behaviour but with the shared system of meanings about the concrete 

world by groups. It thus operates as an intervening variable between the environment and human 

behaviour.  

There is no agreement in the literature regarding the currency, parsimony and relevance of the 

various models for studying culture. There is some literature which argues against using 

Hofstede‘s framework as a basis in cultural studies contending that it is theoretical, 

methodologically weak and outdated (McSweeney, 2000). Depite this criticsm, the newer 

frameworks developed to cure the shortcomings of Hofstede‘s model including the cultural 

values framework of Swchwartz, 1994; Trompenaars and Hampden-Tuner, 1998, the Global 

Leadership and Organisational Behaviour Effectiveness (GLOBE) study of House et al, 2004 

and the institutional environments framework (Kostova, 1996; Xu et al., 2004 and Gaur et al., 

2006) have received criticism regarding comprehensiveness, parsimony and methodological 

validity (Steenkamp, 2001; Hofstede, 2006 and Javidan et al., 2006). Moreover, Magnusson et 

al., (2008) have found that Hofstede‘s work has an advantage given that it is based on data from 

significantly more countries at 81 having been augumented from the original 40 compared to 57 

for GLOBE; 53 for Trompenaars; 44 and 52 (Xu et al., 2004 and Gaur et al., 2006 respectively) 

for the ID constructs and 30 for Schwartz. What appears to be in no doubt, however, is that the 

different frameworks fair differently in different countries and that the ID constructs intended to 
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capture cultural differences between countries in fact captured the degree of economic 

development (Magnusson et al., 2008). Additionally, these scholars found that Schwartz‘s 

measures as well as those of GLOBE – AI cluster culturally similar markets poorly and thus are 

not robust. More importantly, this useful analysis found that Hofstede‘s measure is highly 

correlated with more recent developments indicating that newer frameworks have offered limited 

advancement to Hofstede‘s original thesis. They thus conclude from the large-scale replications 

supporting Hofstede‘s work such as Hoppe (1990) and Helmreich and Merritt (1998) that it may 

be premature to abandon Hofstede‘s framework because it is not fatally flawed. Thus from the 

conclusions of this review, this study synthesised six postulates that define the cultural patterns 

of various societies. These are power distance, individualism-collectivism, masculinity-

femininity, uncertainty avoidance, long term orientation or Confucian dynamism and gender 

egalitarianism. The institutional environment (particularly its regulative component discussed in 

the next section) is regarded in this study as a contextual variable separate from culture that 

together with the cultural dimensions give a specific country its contextual environment. 

Regarding the specific cultural dimensions, power distance denotes the extent to which 

subordinate members of a society expect and accept unequal power dispersal. The larger the 

power distance in a society, the higher the tendency for its members to accept and respect 

differential status in society as a whole and in organisations. Individualism- collectivism captures 

the degree of individual dependence to the group with high individualism leading to loose ties 

between individuals and collectivism) leading to the integration of individuals into strong, 

cohesive in-groups. In the former society, everyone is expected to look after oneself and the 

immediate family while in the latter society members protect each other in return for 

unquestioning loyalty. Although there is no qualitative difference between Trompenaars‘ (1993) 

dimensions and Hofstede‘s propositions, the formers‘ propositions specify the concrete 

expression of power distance and individualism or collectivism. Trompenaars‘ postulated 

universalism-particularism, individualism-collectivism, neutrality-emotionality, specific-diffuse 

and achievement-ascription dimensions which deal with relations with people mirror Hofstede‘s 

individualism-collectivism and power distance. Thus, in individualist societies, rules are 

universally applied regardless of personal relationships and logical, rational, analytical thinking 

leading to impartial, contractual conduct are the hallmark. In contrast, in collectivist societies, 

particularism, the institutionalisation of obligatory commitment to friendship and kinship are a 
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norm and cognition emphasises ‗connectedness‘ and holistic understanding using intuitive and 

synthetic processes rather than rational and analytic techniques. Achievement in ascriptive 

societies is less an individual and more a collective concern and is accorded following durable 

characteristics like age yet in individualist societies it is in line with individual role 

achievements. Ascriptive societies also legitimise power distance and the consequent hierarchy 

as necessary to ‗move things‘. A link between Hofstede and Bond‘s (1988) long term 

orientation/confucian dynamism dimension and Trompenaars‘ linear/sequential-

circular/synchronic perception of time dimension is apparent. Individualist oriented societies like 

the United States of America and Britain also plan and organise sequentially allotting time for 

everything in pursuit of efficiency. Collective cultures are reported to have a greater 

particularistic value for people and hence allow parallel activities in pursuit of effectiveness take 

the long view of planning and organisation as a lot of time is consumed per activity with 

punctuality virtually impossible. Following Bhagat‘s (2002) work and the GLOBE study (House 

et al., 2004) the individualist-collectivist dimension can be refined to include vertical-

individualism, horizontal individualism, vertical-collectivism, horizontal collectivism and 

institutional collectivism. Vertical-individualism casts the independent self as unique and 

unequal to others; horizontal-individualism views the individual as relatively independent of the 

in-group but at the same time more or less equal in status with others; vertical-collectivism is 

characterised by preponderance of in-groups in which individuals see themselves as different 

from the other in-group members; horizontal-collectivism is characterised by integration of 

individuals into in-groups, families and communities, merging the self with the in-group in terms 

of tastes, preferences in social life and expectations in emphasis of oneness and institutional 

collectivism will preponderate towards collective distribution of resources. These constellations 

would have corresponding effects on societal and organisational behaviour. An important 

addition by Schwartz, however, is his finding of a negative correlation between egalitarian 

commitment and hierarchy and mastery as well as conservatism on the one hand and its positive 

correlation with intellectual and affective autonomy. This led to the conclusion that valuing 

emotional attachment and promotive interaction with others is not uniquely a predisposition of 

collectivism. Schwartz then theorised from this finding that pro-social action is a socialised value 

in individualist cultures and an inherent consequence in collectivist ones. This later argument has 

been lately supported by Mbigi‘s (1997) argument that poor and/or marginalised societies all 
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over the world necessarily collectivise to survive. Hence when he dealt with the societal level of 

cultural analysis, Schwartz refined and in some respects expanded Hofstede‘s work. More 

significantly moreover, Schwartz‘s arrangement of the value dimensions in an integrated 

continuum as opposed to Hofstede‘s discrete categorisation more closely reflects reality.  

The extent to which values are more assertive, competitive, tough, results/performance oriented 

(masculine) as opposed to more modest, cooperative, nurturing, tender, equity oriented 

(feminine) describes the masculinity-femininity dimension of culture. The result of these two 

tendencies is gravitation toward satisfaction of the self – advancement and earnings in the former 

and the interpersonal or social – friendly atmosphere, cooperation in the latter. Uncertainty 

avoidance on the other hand captures the degree to which uncertain or unknown situations 

threaten a society as expressed by the need to ensure predictability through written rules. This is 

unlike long term orientation or confucian dynamism (reverence for virtue) which describes those 

societies (mainly in Asia) that were found to lack uncertainty avoidance (tendency to search for 

the truth/certainty) and instead exhibited a long term orientation, respect for tradition and respect 

of ordered social structures based on status. This orientation seems to have bequeathed these 

societies a pragmatic approach to management as what is true or who is right is not central to 

work. Rather what works and how the efforts of individuals with divergent views can be 

synchronised for results matters more. Lastly, gender egalitarianism denotes the degree to which 

society minimises gender role differences. In this regard, inequality (even inequity) in gender 

roles will tend to characterise those societies that score low on this dimension. The above 

cultural patterns have specific consequences for organisations in specific societies. These 

consequences can be gleaned from the large body of literature exploring culture‘s impact on 

management practice (Polanyi, 1958; Hofstede, 1980b/1991/1993; Laurent, 1983; Daft and 

Lengel, 1986; Winter, 1987; Kanungo and Jaeger, 1990; Gemawatt, 1991; Cyert and March, 

1992; Armstrong, 1994; Garud and Nayyar, 1994; Gatley et al., 1996;  Lessem and Altman, 

1996; Mendonca and Kanungo, 1996; Szulanski, 1996; Hartle, 1997; Schneider and 

Barsoux,1997; Glazer, 1998; Prusak, 1998; De Long and Fahey, 2000; Bhagat‘s, 2002 and 

McGuire et al.,2002 ).  

More work is, however, needed first to make the cultural analyses above and their managerial 

ramifications more applicable to concrete reality and secondly to unify then into a 
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comprehensive and simple frame of reference for cultural analysis and management (Gatley et 

al., 1996; McGuire, 2002). Work in the first area is necessary because culture is dynamic 

(McGuire, 2002) and whereas it plays an important, indeed decisive role in shaping human 

resource processes (Sparrow and Wu, 1998; Dowling and Schuler, 1990), it is crucial to take into 

account its evolutionary nature and design systems given specific beliefs and values in space and 

time. Bhagat et al‘s (2002) work that proposed four dimensions of vertical individualism, 

horizontal individualism, vertical collectivism and horizontal collectivism as an extension of 

Hofstede‘s work is a good starting point in this direction. A melange of these dimensions with 

carefully selected attributes compiled through an inspection and examination of the varied 

definitions and dimensions of the models reviewed in the literature above can move a long way 

towards accomplishment of the second task –unification and simplification of the various models 

of cultural analysis. Bhagat Ibid.‘s proposed superimposition of the dimension of horizontalness-

verticalness on the individualism-collectivism dimension makes for a better abstraction of 

societal culture. This superimposition led to abstraction of four cultural patterns of vertical 

individualism, horizontal individualism, vertical collectivism and horizontal collectivism. 

Verticalness refers to the propensity, even desirability to stick out, to be different from others, to 

differ in status. Horizontalness on the other hand stands for sameness of status and the 

undesirability of sticking out, of being different from others. From the above categorisations, it 

appears Nordic countries are largely horizontal-individualist; Anglo-Saxon societies are largely 

vertical individualist while Asian and African ones are largely vertical collectivist.  

It is arguable that the constraints posed by dysfunctional cultures have to be mitigated for 

effective performance management practices to be erected in developing countries. Two types of 

interventions – adoption of strategies to counter constraints and build on the strengths of the 

organisation‘s internal work culture and adoption of the nurturant-task leadership style and its set 

of empowerment strategies – are suggested (Mendonca and Kanungo, 1996). Additionally, to 

enhance performance outcomes, micro-level internal strategy, structure, systems and managerial 

practices at organisational level ought to be appropriately aligned to macro-level national culture 

and level of development (McGaughey and CeCieri, 1999 and Burns and Stalker, 1961 in 

McGuire et al., 2002:26). Theoretically, the ‗culture is a corporate-managerial possession‘ – 

‗culture is a communal-collective expression‘ discourse informs the decision of whether to align 

the micro-level to the macro-level or not (Jeffcutt – 1993,1991,1989; Geertz, 1973; Alvesson, 
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1991; Siverman, 1979; Pfeffer, 1981; Gramsci, 1971; Foucault, 1991/1975; Johnson, 2000; 

Wilkins, 1983; Martin, 1982; Schank and Abelson, 1977; Habermas, 1987; Groeschl and 

Doherty, 2000; Smircich, 1983; Greenwood and Hinings, 1993;Johnson, 1987; Bartunek, 1984; 

Ralson et al., 1980 and Charkroborty, 1991 all in McGuire et al., 2002, pp.27 and 28). While the 

former regards culture as a control tool for governing behaviour, for promoting unity and 

concord while suppressing division and disharmony; the latter recognises that organisational 

culture is created from a coalescence of internal and external influences beyond the control of 

management. These coalesced objects (goals, rules inter alia.), beliefs and attitudes constitute a 

framework that orients perceptions of responsibility and actions. From this perspective (by far 

the dominant one in human and social sciences) core values acquired through socialisation 

processes, exert influence on activities in the organisational setting. It is not possible to sieve 

core values and abandon them before entry into the organisational system. There is, therefore, a 

reciprocal interpenetration and influence between the two worlds – the human and the 

organisational. This is why Black (1999), cited in McGuire et al. (2002:30), argues that 

individual basic assumptions rooted in national culture influence expectations of how the 

individual should be treated at work and how he/she will respond to managerial practices. In this 

regard, the individual will act as an interpreter of managerial practices given national cultural 

values (Erez and Earley, 1993).  

2.4.2. The role of institutional arrangements in performance management practice 

First, what are institutions? Decrying the definitional indecisiveness that has led to a proliferation 

of definitions to the extent that the term ‗institution‘ means almost anything, Ostrom (2003) 

suggested that institutions should not be defined to mean organisational entities such as 

parliaments, business firms, political parties etceteras but to refer to rules, norms and strategies 

adopted by individuals operating within or across organisations. This study adopts this 

understanding of the term ‗institution‘. Thus is discussing the role of the institutional 

environment this study will consider the education system, the organisational system; the 

industrial relations system, employee law and training and development regulation following the 

framework proposed by Budhwar and Sarrow (2002) and others such as Gatley et al. (1996), 

Harvey (2002) and Magnusson et al. (2008). These later three did not depart from Budhwar and 

Sparrow when they postulated that the existing laws, regulations and rules (formal legal system) 
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and the coercive processes in a country constitute a specific nation‘s institutional environment 

which promotes certain behaviours and restricts others thus forming the dominant logic that 

shapes organisational structures, processes and practices. From the above reviews the 

institutional environment can be said to contain the regulatory, the social, the education, the 

organisation, and the industrial relations pillars which combine to create specific conditions 

which mediate each country‘s firms‘ operations. This contexts and locates performance 

management is a specific social environment under which it may be 

friendly/cooperative/constructive or competitive/conflictual/destructive. 

The role of institutions in organisational functioning has been ably demonstrated by the 

proponents of institutional theory (Zucker, 1977; DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Maurice et al., 

1986; Whitley, 1992a and b; Gatley et al., 1996; Roberts, 1997 and Harvey, 2002) who have 

posited that institutional differences are not only at the root of national differences in 

organisational characteristics and functioning but also shape social relations. Scholars of 

competitive advantage and management practices quality such as Porter (1990) and Bloom and 

Van Reenen (2007) discussed in detail in the background to this study in chapter one have also 

explained the role of national environmental factors (which includes institutions) in performance 

both at national and organisational levels. These environmental factors that impact competitive 

advantage of nations and firm managerial quality include ownership, factor conditions, demand 

conditions, related and supporting industries, firm strategy and the role of government. These 

postulations are no different from the contextual perspective in the universalistic-contingency-

configurational-contextual debate of strategic HRM which postulates that context is not simply a 

contingent variable but interacts with and influences internal functions (Brewster and Bournois, 

1991; Brewster et al., 1991; Brewster, 1993; 1995 and 1999; Martìn-Alcazàr et al., 2005).  

In line with the above arguments, the educational system has been found to play a visible 

influence on the functioning of firms because a specific type of education is dominant in each 

country and is favoured in the recruitment and promotion of employees (Gatley et al., 1996). 

This was illustrated by the findings of a comparative study of France, German and Japan 

reported by Gatley and his colleagues. While in France, which favours general education above 

vocational education 70% of employees lacked vocational education at the time of the research, 

Germany (which recognises and encourages vocational education) had only 30% of its work 
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force having general education. Further, there are differences even between countries that appear 

to be similar regarding the type of education that predominates. For instance, whereas general 

education prevails in Japan just like in France, the education system in Japan is not as stratified 

as in France. In Japan, the only differentiation is between high school and university education. 

The differences above were found to reverberate in the organisations of the countries studied in a 

number of ways. In France, workers were found to acquire their specific skills within firms. As a 

corollary of the acquisition of specific hence not easily transferable skills, the capacity of 

employees to switch between employers is low in France. In contrast, the mobility of German 

workers was found to be greater. The widely recognised professional skills of Germany workers 

attained through a highly recognised and publicly certified apprenticeship system organised 

through a close cooperation between employers and technical schools makes them transferable 

between firms.     The education system is its impact on the organisation system in a country with 

far reaching consequences. This is because the dominant type of education predetermines the 

preferred occupational categories in structuring jobs and hierarchy systems. On the one hand, in 

countries where apprenticeship holds sway over general education (as in Germany) workers and 

clerks have strong professional autonomy and hierarchy, promotion and pay are based more on 

professional skills than authority. As a result managers in such countries have a high level of 

legitimacy and there are high levels of cooperation between departments and workshops. Job 

content and work organisation are according to competencies and skills available. There are 

small wage differences between managers and workers the critical cleavage (segmentation) 

between workers being horizontal (according to difference between office and manufacturing 

work). In contrast in general education countries like France, jobs are predetermined and 

employees found to fit. Promotion and earnings are then based on loyalty and assignment to 

better jobs making job assignment a contentious/ sensitive issue with wage bill implications 

hence a prerogative of the personnel department not line management. There are large wage 

differences between managers and workers and wage determination and promotion are made on 

the basis of impersonal rules of administration such as seniority, job classification systems and 

job content rather than individual skills of workers. In such circumstances, hierarchy is a matter 

of authority rather than professional skills. The critical segmentation then becomes vertical 

(hierarchical). This has implications on the work environment and performance management 

since as McCarthy and Garavan (2001) argued, flatter organisational structures ‗force‘ managers 
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to work with people in other parts of the organisation over whom they have no direct authority. 

This renders the traditional appraisal approach less useful as a source of information. Instead, 

what is needed is a more comprehensive process in which the individual gets feedback from 

various stakeholders – peers, customers inter alia. From this logic, it is tenable to argue that 

performance management is impacted upon by the organisational system.  

The societal effect discussed in the preceding paragraphs also impacts on the character of the 

industrial relations system – the pattern of relations between employers and trade unions and 

labour and employment law. Yet the specific character of the industrial relations system in each 

country consisting of the mechanisms that govern the relations between employers and trade 

unions and conflict, labour and employment law has a specific impact on organisational 

behaviour. The Aix group found that unionisation in France, and by implication like countries, is 

more of an alternative and not a complimentary phenomenon (as in Germany and like countries) 

to allegiance to the employer. The result is a more conflictual orientation to industrial relations in 

the former category of countries where no stable pattern of cooperation or contest prevails and 

the employer‘s right to operate harmoniously and fairly for economic development is under 

constant contestation. In contrast to this, countries with a complimentary system such as 

Germany have seen tremendous advances in industrial democracy with more recognition, 

legitimacy and power enjoyed by trade unions and work councils. The result is that a number of 

matters are permanently negotiated and present no resource draining challenge. Efficiency, 

professional values and a spirit of co-responsibility prevail and are shared by both employers and 

workers. In conflict situations, therefore, each party‘s aim is a negotiated consensual and 

mutually advantageous settlement.  

2.4.3. From social inequity to organisational inequity – the spill-over thesis 

 

Sheppard et al. (1992) posits that societal or national procedural and systemic controls shape 

organisational practices. Beugré (2002) postulates a relationship between social justice and 

organisational justice. Basing on the earlier postulations of Greenberg (1987, 1990a, 1993a); 

Cropanzano and Greenberg (1997) and Sheppard et al. (1992) he posits a spill-over model which 

contends that social justice will lead to organisational justice. Given organisational justice, 

individuals would be more inclined to display positive attitudes and behaviours including 

organisational commitment, trust and proffering discretionary extras or organisational citizenship 
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behaviour which would lead to better organisational performance. Conversely, if organisational 

justice were denied, counterproductive behaviours and poorer organisational performance would 

result. Basing on Beugré‘s spill-over thesis it may be argued that social inequity may lead to 

organisational inequity. Specifically in Africa, ethno-regional cleavages at national level may 

spill into organisations and lead to ethno-regional approaches to organisational decisions. 

2.4.4. Resource munificence 

 

Lachman et al. (1995) suggest that the contextual dimension of ‗relative scarcity of economic 

resources‘ affects organisational behaviour. Citing various studies (Leff, 1978; Robbins, 1984; 

Staw and Szwajkowiski, 1975 and Zussman, 1983), they conclude that choice of organisational 

structure and practices varies with munificence or scarcity of resources. Munificence (abundance 

of economic resources) affords organisations the wherewithal to uptake effective management 

practices that may be discretionarily omitted if there was resource restriction (Andrews, 2009). 

In developing countries, organisational forms are crafted as specific responses to either scarcity 

of resources or difficulties in resource mobilisation wrought by market imperfections. In 

relatively munificent economies, however, organisations have slack funds for expansion and 

growth, including adaptation of novel practices and systems such as the performance 

management systems that are the focus of this study. Yet in countries afflicted by resource 

scarcity, the concern is on organisational maintenance and survival. A corollary of scarcity 

management is centralisation and tight controls. From this literature it is tenable to conclude that 

adaptation of efficacious performance management approaches is inhibited by economic 

resource scarcity. Indeed, Staw and Szwajkowski (1975) are cited as having shown a relation 

between organisations‘ adaptation of specific practices with scarcity or munificence of resources. 

Organisations adapt in certain ways to absorb the effects of economic and other contextual 

constraints on organisational structure and practices. Scarcity also influences individual 

behaviour because specific choices are repeatedly reinforced within the organisation driven by 

resource constraints. This results into individuals in scarcity prone countries for example laying 

less emphasis on work and work values as there exists uncertainty of economic pay-off of work 

efforts (Triandi, 1984 as cited in Lachman et al., 1995). It is, therefore, suggested that different 

levels of resource endowment or resource mobilisation capability lead to differences in value 

emphasis even within similar cultural settings. Further, it affects the capacity of an organisation 
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to plan the support, development and resources necessary for employees to achieve the 

performance required. Resource adequacy is thus central in actualizing performance 

management aims. This is the reason for the move from only specifying outputs in performance 

agreements to specifying resource inputs as well (Torrington et al‘, 2005). 

2.4.5. Organisational factors 

2.4.5.1. Organisational cultural capital 

From the review of the literature on culture and its effects of management practice, this study 

proposes the term organisational cultural capital (OCC) as the melange through which culture 

impacts management practice. The concept of OCC was coined by this study following 

Erzberger and Kelle‘s (2003) usage of the term ―cultural capital‖ in positing a possible 

explanation for the reproduction of social inequality in their demonstration of the 

complimentarity model in qualitative analysis. They argued thus: ―children from upper-class 

backgrounds develop more cultural capital by learning specific modes of language and 

behaviour at home.‖ (471). Arguing that this may be referred to as social cultural capital (SCC) 

or even family cultural capital (FCC), this study extended the argument to organisations. Thus, if 

individuals come into an organisation with SCC or FCC and this meshes with that of co-works as 

well as corporate culture that has developed over the organisational life cycle, then it can be 

argued that over time organisations accumulate organisational cultural capital (OCC). From this 

formulation, OCC may be defined as a coalescence of the multiple member cultural capitals and 

corporate culture.  

Member culture is composed of the values and beliefs members have attained over time through 

the process of socialisation and thus it is societal culture tampered by an individual‘s specific 

experiences into unique perceptions. There is a sizeable consensus in the literature on the link 

between national/societal and organisational/corporate culture mediated by organisational 

member culture. Evidence from a number of studies (England and Lee, 1974; Orpen, 1978; 

Whitely and England, 1980; Hofstede, 1980/1991; Laurent, 1983; Ronen and Shenkar, 1985; 

Adler, 1991; Trompenaars, 1994; Javidan and House, 2002 and House et al, 2004) attests to the 

importance of national or societal culture for organisational performance management. The 

conclusion from a review of these studies is that societal culture is translated into organisational 
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member culture which then impinges on the systems and processes organisational members 

erect. These may be centralized or decentralized decision making systems; individual or group 

rewards; informal or formal procedures; the leadership practices in place; subordinate norms and 

what types of leadership they accept. There may for example be humane orientation; a 

disposition to rewarding individuals for fairness, altruism, friendliness, generosity, caring and 

kindness together termed supervisory humaneness (Hodgettes et al (2006). Hence member (or 

individual) culture is simply the unique individual basic assumptions rooted in national culture 

(Black, 1999; cited in McGuire et al., 2002:30) which influence expectations of how the 

individual should be treated at work and how he/she will respond to managerial practices. In this 

regard, the individual will act as an interpreter of managerial practices given national cultural 

values (Erez and Earley, 1993).   

Individual members bring these unique perceptions from diverse (multi-ethnic, multi-racial, 

multi-religious, multi-national and multi-skilled/trained) backgrounds and these mesh with their 

co-workers‘ unique perceptions to create a mixture unique to each organisation. This mixture 

then meshes with corporate culture to create organisational cultural capital which is a synergistic 

medley of the coalescence of the cultures of the different organisational members with corporate 

culture. Corporate/organisational culture includes those values, beliefs, norms, attitudes, 

philosophy and behaviours that have been learned by the group through problem solving over 

time leading to adaptation of those approaches that worked and aversion for those that proved 

ineffectual. These shared values, beliefs and norms enable members to understand their roles in 

an organisation and generate specific feelings about certain issues and a particular chemistry 

between people as they work together. These get translated into the dominant values, norms and 

philosophy advocated by and around which the organisation operates, are expected of members 

and are manifest in the organisational climate, language, terminology, rituals, rules and member 

behaviour (Thompson and Strickland, 1987; Schein, 1997; Jeuchter, 1998; Luthans, 2005 and 

Hodgettes et al., 2006). In concrete terms, corporate/organisational culture may manifest 

through, for example, the amount of work expected; the degree of cooperation between 

employees and managers;  the philosophy of how employees and customers should be treated; 

rules relating to employee behaviour; the character of interaction between members, with 

customers and the way members feel they are treated by management. 
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This study thus concludes from the logical connection in the above literature that organisational 

cultural capital is a resource that can be deployed for competitive advantage. Competitive 

advantage can only be gained if cultural capital is functional rather than dysfunctional. This is 

because the outcome of the two level mixture (member-member; coalesced member-corporate) 

discussed above may be functional or dysfunctional depending on the character of its constituent 

parts. Thus it may engender functional or dysfunctional relationships between employees; 

attitude toward authority; ways of thinking and learning; attitudes toward people; ways of 

changing; ways of motivating and rewarding; nature of criticism and conflict resolution. On the 

functional side, effective management practices will prevail and lead to motivated staff, higher 

performance/productivity, happy customers, more business and satisfied owners. Once it is 

dysfunctional, however, it engenders poor management, ‗demotivated‘ staff, poor performers/ 

low productivity, unhappy customers, loss of business and unsatisfied owners. A usefull 

characterisation of the different corporate cultures may be gleaned for Trompenaars and 

Hampden-Turner‘s (1998) depiction of what they term family, Eiffel tower, guided missile and 

incubator corporate cultures. 

2.4.5.2. Organisational justice  

 

The literature attaches significant value to justice in matters of people management generally and 

performance management in particular (Adams, 1965; Landy et al., 1978; Loventhal, 1980; 

Folger and Greenberg, 1985; Price and Mueller, 1986; Greenberg, 1986,1987; Lind and Tyler, 

1988; Folger and Konovsky, 1989; Tyler, 1989; Organ, 1990; McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992; 

Cropanzano and Folger, 1996; Kim et al., 1996; Cropanzano and Greenberg, 1997 and Beugre, 

2002). Though some of the authors above do not explicitly mention performance management, 

references to performance management elements such as performance review, performance 

rating, rewards and punishments, exchange relationships are abundant. It is clear the question of 

procedure is critically central in performance management practice and is basically about the 

overall environment in which it takes place not only the outcome. On the one hand organisational 

members must perceive outcome fairness or distributive justice as regards rewards and other 

benefits as resulting from performance management. If unfairness is perceived as argued by 

Cropanzano and Greenberg (1997), members are less satisfied and there is poor performance and 

higher rates of turnover and absenteeism. On the other hand, fairness of performance 



 45 

management procedures or procedural justice relates to the fairness of the process by which 

outcomes are arrived at. The recommendation by Williams (1998) on the basis of his rich review 

of the related literature referred to above, was that procedural justice is enhanced by solicitation 

of employee inputs, existence of a two way communication system during the process, ability of 

employees to challenge or rebut the evaluation, consistence of standards application inter alia.  

Price and Mueller used distributive justice to describe the extent to which rewards and 

punishments are related to performance inputs arguing that because employees supply different 

levels of inputs, outcomes must also proportionately vary for fairness to prevail. Organ, in a bid 

―to account for the motivational basis of Banard‘s ‗willingness to cooperate‘‖ concluded that 

―conceptions of fairness in the exchange relationship with the organisation inhibit or facilitate 

the effects of dispositional variables‖. He postulates that the willingness to proffer positive 

contributions and gestures and to forbear from doing negative things such as frequent 

faultfinding, resentment among others, so crucial to superior organisational performance, is 

partly dependent on the individual‘s satisfaction. Kim et al were of the view that distributive 

justice is ―the extent to which rewards and punishments are related to job performance‖. It is 

instructive here that reference is not only to rewards but also punishments in the fairness 

equation. While Price and Mueller and Kim et al were only concerned with distributive justice, 

McFarlin and Sweeny studied this and procedural justice defining the former as ―the perceived 

fairness of the amounts of compensation employees receive‖ and the later as ―perceived fairness 

of the means‖ employed to get at reward amounts. From these definitions, it is clear that 

McFarlin and colleague overly emphasised monetary reward. In underscoring the importance of 

justice in performance management, it is helpful to refer to Adams‘ (1965) postulation of 

―inequity in social exchange‖, an older but well-grounded and indispensable source. Adams 

argued that central in work based exchange relationships is their give and take character 

influenced by perceptions of fairness and equity arrived at by way of social comparisons. 

Feelings of inequity arise when the worker making comparisons concludes that disequilibrium 

pertains regarding her/his outcomes and inputs vis-a-vis those of others. Adams postulated two 

consequences of inequity: first, the employee suffers tension; secondly, she/he is motivated to 

manipulate the inputs/outputs equation to reduce or eliminate tension by achieving equity or at 

least reducing inequity. Such manipulation may take various forms both positive and negative as 

regards performance. Employees may vary their inputs by exerting less effort, they may vary 
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their outcomes out comes by for instance rent seeking behaviour or they may leave the field by 

absenting themselves, obtaining a transfer or actually leaving the organisation altogether. 

Cropanzano and Folger‘s (1996) review of the trajectory of procedural justice/fairness (citing the 

work of Bateman and Organ, 1983; Folger and Konovsky, 1989; Greenberg, 1986, 1987; Landy 

et al., 1978; Loventhal, 1980; Mowday et al., 1982; O‘Reilly and Chatman, 1986 and Tyler, 

1989) leads them to conclude that procedures are fundamental determinants of perceived fairness 

and the motivational route (constructiveness or destructiveness) an employee takes. This is 

because ―if the procedures are fair then the system under which the employee works is also 

assumed to be fair. Hence, (a) negative outcome will be addressed constructively. Conversely, if 

the system is (assumed) to be unfair, then the worker is expected to retaliate by using destructive 

tactics‖ (p.77). So procedures determine whether and which action is taken against an employer 

while outcomes provide a motivational force. Brockner (2002) postulates that there are 

interactive effects of procedural fairness and outcome favourability on people‘s reactions to 

organisational decisions. People engage in various sense making processes as a reaction to the 

procedural fairness exhibited by their exchange partners (supervisors, peers inter alia). The 

exchanges may be performance management processes among others. In making sense of the 

exchange using procedural fairness information, there is a determination of the nature of 

relationship with the exchange partners. Citing Lind‘s (2001) fairness heuristic theory together 

with Van den Bos et al.‘s (1999) and Lind and Tyler‘s (1988) group value model plus Tyler and 

Lind‘s (1993) relational model, Brockner (Ibid.) concludes that fairness leads to cooperative 

behaviour by subordinates and their trust of authority. This reaction (cooperation and trust or 

otherwise) influences work attitudes and behaviours. This is because employees choose to or not 

to support (i) the exchange partner‘s decisions (ii) the exchange partner (iii) the organisation 

depending on whether their evaluations conclude there is fairness or not. Brockner‘s review of 

the literature on procedural fairness (Homans, 1961; Adams, 1965; Folger and Greenberg, 1985; 

Lind and Tyler, 1988; Thibaut and Walker, 1975; Leventhal, Karuza and Fry, 1980 and Bies, 

1987) read together with Beugre (2002) suggests a number of determinants or components of 

procedural fairness. These include fairness of the methods used by exchange partners to plan and 

implement decisions; bias suppression; process control; consistency; correctability; accuracy; 

representativeness and ethicality. The above scholars also concur on the importance of the 

exchange partner‘s interpersonal behaviour, that is, whether the exchange partner provided the 
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other party with accounts for his or her actions and more generally treated others with dignity 

and respect. 

Basing on Cropanzano and Greenberg (1997) and Beugre and Brown (2001), Beugre (2002) 

treats interactional justice as separate from procedural justice and citing Bies and Moag‘s (1986) 

definition argues that it refers to the quality of interpersonal treatment people received during the 

implementation of a procedure. It involves treatment of employees with respect and dignity 

(Cropanzano and Greenberg, 1997) and giving explanations for decisions or what Bies (1987) 

called social accounts. This argument was heralded by Williams (1998) who argued that apart 

from the structural elements of procedure – consistency of application, freedom from bias, 

accuracy of evidence – the social aspects (quality and nature of interpersonal interaction during 

the process such as people feeling they have say and are treated with dignity and respect in the 

decision making process and the manner in which decisions are communicated inter alia) are 

very important in assessing procedural justice. Williams then concluded that the existence of 

interpersonal aspects to fairness underlines the social basis of the relationship between the 

employee and employer which is part of the psychological contract. In short, performance 

management can best be conceptualised in the context of an interface between a socioeconomic 

exchange and the psychological contract. As an exchange it is composed of two parts – the 

economic and the social elements. The economic exchange is premised on the formal 

employment contract that stipulates the exact quantities to be exchanged as specified by the job 

description and specifies in advance all transfers to be made (Blau, 1964) while the social 

exchange is premised on voluntary furnishment of a service to another with a general expectation 

of a reciprocal fair return based on trust in social relations (Blau, 1964; Katz and Khan, 1978 and 

Organ, 1990). The expected returns from the organisation by employees include good working 

conditions and satisfying supervision and fair treatment (Adams, 1965, Herzberg, 1966). This 

expectation is reduced into a psychological contract – an implicit agreement between employer 

and employer to treat each other fairly, a presumption of shared beliefs which give rise to a 

variety of expectations of each party (Schein, 1980; Robbins, 1986; Tornow, 1988 and De Meuse 

and Tornow, 1993). These expectations go beyond a fair day‘s work for a fair day‘s pay to the 

whole pattern of rights, privileges and obligations between work organisations (Schein, 1972). It 

is actually the perceptual expression of the social element of performance management which is 

both its raw material and its outcome. What an individual expects of the organisation forms 



 48 

her/his part of the contract with the organisation but also what the individual receives from the 

organisation shapes her/his feelings about the organisation – the state of the psychological 

contract. This state is dynamic as it is continually negotiated and renegotiated. In performance 

management, the joint setting of goals and expectations between supervisors and subordinates, 

whose harbinger was the philosophy of management by objectives, represents the renegotiation 

process (Schein, 1978). This particular stage of the performance management process enables the 

surfacing of implicit assumptions and expectations. If management is derelict in keeping up its 

part of the bargain (according to the employee‘s expectations), negative repercussions on 

employee performance and satisfaction are expected (Robbins, 1986). 

Seen from this perspective, the critical elements of performance management that determine 

constructive engagement or otherwise, fall outside economic contractual obligations – job 

descriptions, objectives, and targets – but fall within the social elements of the hybrid involving 

procedural and interactional justice yet it is this part of the hybrid that is oft mismanaged or even 

disowned/ignored by employers. The criticality of properly managing the social elements of 

performance in ensuring the psychological contract is not violated is prominently demonstrated 

by the literature (Schein, 1980; and De Meuse and Tornow, 1993). This can only be practically 

operationalised to the benefit of the organisation under contextual variables that positively 

mediate the management of the reciprocal fulfilment of reciprocal obligations. 

 

2.4.5.3.  The role of leadership  

The role of leadership in organisational learning, a major element of performance management, 

has already been discussed in section 2.2.2 (c) above. Leadership‘s role in performance 

management can also be gleaned from the tail end of Mendonca and Kanungo‘s (Ibid.) cultural 

analysis is the suggestion that nurturant-task leadership obviates inhibiting factors. Leadership 

has been either explicitly or implicitly recognised as a crucial factor in the development or 

adoption of ‗best‘ performance management practice (Ahamed, 1999, Kane, 1999 and 

Armstrong, 2001). Rensburg (1999) proposed that organisations that make performance 

management work are those not only with an intensive drive for business results but also whose 

leadership initiates a drive for beating standards of excellence. In arguing this way, Rensburg 

placed leadership at the centre of performance management. A similar view appears to be held 

by Bolino et al. (2002) who hold that individuals are likely to go beyond their formal job 
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requirements (stretch their performance to greater heights) when they have supportive and 

inspirational leadership. Inspiration may be through one of leadership‘s central roles – enhancing 

the credibility of the vision and values of the organisation in the perceptions of subordinates 

through the mechanisms of symbolization (that is, practicing what is preached in vision, mission 

and values statements, in other words, exemplifying the vision, mission and values and making 

personal sacrifices for the sake of accomplishing them) and good communication (good writing, 

speaking and listening) [Wrapp, 1975; Iaccoca and Iaccoca, 1984; Peters and Austin, 1985; 

Horton, 1986; Conger and Kanungo, 1987 and Javidan, 1991]. The theory on Performance 

Management recommends the use of participatory arrangements, open communication and other 

approaches, systems and processes which coincide with those generally posited as leadership 

approaches in the leadership literature (Kouzes and Posner, 1987; Kanter, 1992; Sayles, 1993; 

Magoola, 1995/1996; Barrett, 1998; Hughes et al., 1999; Senge, 1999 among others). It follows, 

therefore, that the existence or absence of leadership in an organisation is bound to impact on the 

character of Performance Management practice. 

It is imperative, however, that what is meant by leadership here is clarified as the 

conceptualisation of the term has a long, sometimes cyclical trajectory. This conceptualisation 

has now moved away from viewing leadership as synonymous with the top management elite or 

as position based (Tannenbaum and Schimidt, 1958 White and Lippitt, 1960; McGregor, 1960, 

1985; Bass, 1961; Hemphill, 1961; Likert, 1961; Blake and Mouton, 1964, 1978; Fiedler, 1965, 

1967; Halpin, 1966; House, 1971; House et al., 1974; 1989; Piper, 1974; Stogdill, 1974; Fiedler 

et al. 1976; Zaleznik, 1977; Burns, 1978; Lippitt, 1979; Baron, 1983; Lovell and Wiles, 1983; 

Bennis and Nanus, 1985; Hunt, 1986; Dubrin et al.,1989; Javidan, 1991 and Pagonis, 1992) to 

leadership as systemic (Barret, 1998; Hughes et al., 1999; Kanter, 1992; Kotter, 1996; Magoola, 

1995/1996; Kouzes and Posner, 1987; Sayles, 1993 and Senge, 1999). Krantz (1990) discussing 

what he called ‗the crisis of leadership in contemporary organisations‘ concluded that new 

realities have wrought pressures for the re-examination of the approaches that attribute 

leadership to formal leaders. Krantz‘s position is that given current realities, there is need for a 

―reconceptualisation of the concept of leadership that differs from the traditional approaches. (A 

conceptualisation that will) move away from focusing on the leader … toward a more complex 

appreciation of  … leadership as a property of the whole system and stems from the ongoing 

process of interaction among the important elements of the system … (in which) leaders and 
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followers mutually co-produce overall system leadership‖. In short, both leaders and followers in 

the current approaches are leaders in reality. A move away from the abstract dichotomy between 

leaders and followers to co-leaders in leadership, pure and simple appears to be yet looming on 

the horizons of both theory and practice. Hence leadership is taken in this study to be a non-

positional social process that is diffused throughout the organisation – in short eco-systemic 

(Barrett, 1998; Hughes et al., 1999; Kotter, 1996; Magoola, 1996; Sayles, 1993 and Senge, 1999 

for detailed treatment of this discourse). As a composite of positives dispersed throughout the 

system/organisation that this study terms performance leadership, it is necessarily free from 

hierarchical positions and is shared by all organisational members not just those in supervisory 

positions. It is ecologic as it involves the relationship of all members to each other, the processes 

and structures they design and how these impinge on that relationship and the relationship to the 

external environment. Thus, performance leadership is an eco-sytstemic process in which all 

members co-lead performance issues creating a highly participative, supportive, humane and 

collegial environment which enables constructive criticism, creativity and initiative taking 

engendering performance that beats standards of excellence. The de-linking of leadership from 

supervisory positions/roles has practical and explanatory implications. This view heralds a more 

robust definition of leadership, one which in practical terms thwarts the disrespectful and 

disempowering reference to leadership as top management which constrains innovative thinking 

and action throughout the organisation (Senge, 1999).  

Barret‘s contention that because everybody is a leader, power is replaced by and dependent on 

awareness, the attitude of the individual, the emotional commitment the individual brings to the 

situation operationalised through agendas, assumptions, agreements, hopes and fears (the 

psychological contract), means situational factors have implications for the practice of 

performance leadership. Thus his conclusion that those organisational cultures that are open, 

adaptable and robust enough to seek a revolving leadership are the most effective as they obey 

the dictates of the situation rather than the whims of an appointed leader. Organisational culture, 

however, cannot be divorced from societal culture in which the specific organisation is grounded 

as already argued above in the discussion of culture‘s impact on performance management. 

Shutter‘s (1977) cross-national studies that found that group process is significantly influenced 

by cultural values and propounded a value theory which maintains that every small group 

variable be it leadership, conformity, cohesiveness, defiance, is significantly affected by value 
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with culture is instructive here. It is logical to conclude that movement to the leadership precepts 

propounded in the paradigm shift above – from leadership as positional to leadership as 

ecological – is culturally influenced. So while culture impacts on the adoption of Performance 

Management practices as the earlier review suggested, it simultaneously determines whether 

leadership (which facilitates robust adoption) exists or not in an organisation – a compound 

process indeed. 

2.4.5.4. The role of followership 

As already argued above, leaders and followers mutually co-produce the overall system called 

leadership and, therefore, both leaders and followers are leaders in reality. The dichotomy 

between leaders and followers is hence abstract and a move towards a definition of co-leaders in 

leadership is imperative. Given this thesis, the discussion of leadership‘s role in performance 

management would be incomplete without discussing the role of it flip side – followership. 

Followership is important in the effectiveness of performance management because ―followers 

play an equally important, if often overlooked role in the process of any group or organisation. 

(Indeed) there simply is no such thing as leaders without followers … one makes no sense 

without the other … many of the good characters of good leadership are also found in highly 

effective followers. (Moreover), we serve as followers … even when we may also be serving as 

leaders‖ (Hughes et al, 1999: 326 and 328). This is because role switching is the norm in team 

success. The maxims of two prominent philosophers Voltaire and Ober are cited by Hughes and 

his colleagues to highlight the inseparable nature of leadership and followership. Voltiare 

declared ―I am a leader, therefore, I must follow‖ while Ober argued ―the man who would lift 

others must be uplifted himself, and he who would command others must learn to obey‖. Hughes 

et al posited that high performing teams and organisations are distinguished from commonplace 

ones by one factor – existence of both good leaders and good followers. It is argued by 

Whiteside that the impact of followership on organisational performance is shaped by how 

followers function as a group which is influenced by a number of factors. Cohesiveness – 

interacting well, appreciating each other, conveying positive expectations of each other and 

limiting dysfunctional competition – is one such factor. The scholars go on to suggest that raising 

issues – the willingness among and by subordinates to ask questions, raise concerns and bring 

both good and bad news to their superiors – is very helpful in team effectiveness. Another factor 
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is taking initiative to do what is necessary without being told including extra work beyond 

assigned duty and additionally imbibing the ability and willingness to take personal 

responsibility for team performance.   

Certain follower characteristics are necessary if leadership is to play a constructive role in 

performance. These were gleaned from Challef‘ (1995) work and include – visualiser of the 

desired state; sharer of the visualized state; group stewardship and responsibility for group 

success; adherence to the highest values; empathy with imperfect peers; ability to relate to formal 

leaders on peer basis; capacity to support and counsel leaders and receive support and counsel 

from them; capacity to help leaders use their power wisely and effectively; capacity to help 

leaders who are abusing power change their behaviour and ability to with draw support from 

abusive leaders who do not change their behaviour. To these characteristics, Hughes and his 

colleagues add a follower‘s locus of control and posit that internally controlled followers prefer a 

participatory leadership style while externally controlled followers prefer a directive style. These 

characteristics are critical because through referent or expert power, ―followers can wield 

considerable influence both with other followers and with the leader‖ (Hughes et al, 1999: 336 – 

337) and without the aid of such abilities, their influence may be negative and lead to 

dysfunctional situations. The spectre of the importance of culture is raised again by Hughes et 

al‘s positing that ―followers in a leader‘s in-group may wield considerably more influence on the 

leader than followers in the out-group‖. Kelley (1992) theorised that followership is a two 

dimensional construct. One dimension ranges from independent critical thinking on one pole and 

on the other; dependent uncritical thinking. On this dimension, ―the best followers are 

individuals who ‗think for themselves,‘ ‗give constructive criticism‘ and are ‗innovative and 

creative‘. At the other end of the spectrum, the worst followers ‗must be told what to do‘, ‗can‘t 

make it to the bathroom on their own‘ and ‗don‘t think‘. In between are the typical followers 

who ‗take directions‘ and ‗don‘t challenge the leader or the group‘‘ (93). The second bi-polar 

dimension posited by Kelley in his tow-dimensional taxonomy of followership ranges from 

active to passive where ―the best followers ‗take initiative‘, ‗assume ownership‘, ‗participate 

actively‘, ‗are self starters‘, and ‗go above and beyond the job‘. The worst ones are ‗passive‘, 

‗lazy‘, ‗need prodding‘, ‗require constant supervision‘, and ‗dodge responsibility‘. In between 

these extremes are the typical followers who get the job done without supervision after being 

told what to do,‘ … and ‗shift with the wind‘‖ (94). Kelley then intersects the two dimensions to 
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propose five follower styles on a matrix reproduced as figure 2.4. According to Kelley‘s 

categorization, alienated followers tend to be former exemplary performers who for one reason 

or another get disgruntled and enthusiastically point out negative aspects of organisational 

systems, procedures, policies and goals while turning a blind eye to the positive sides causing  

leader to view them negatively. As a result, they hold back their best efforts and slide into 

disgruntled acquiescence. The conformists tend to toe the line of ‗yes-ness‘, and carry out orders 

uncritically which may be dangerous for organisational health in cases where instructions are 

counter to the promotion of organisational objectives. Pragmatists are not committed to group 

goals but take a survivalist approach and toe the middle line making it difficult to discern where 

they stand on issues. Their stance leads them into mediocre performance but because they are 

masters at the art of playing by the book, they are survivors who end up clogging ―the arteries of 

many organisations‖ (Hughes et al, 1999). 

Figure 2.4: Followership styles 
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Adopted from Kelley E. (1992); The power of followership, New York: Doubleday 

 

Passive followers lack enthusiasm, initiative and sense of responsibility hence they tend to look 

to leader for direction I all cases in which case they cannot work without close supervision. 

Lastly, Kelley‘s ideal followers are the exemplary followers who are independent, innovative, 

creative and willing to stand up to superiors because they apply their talents to benefit the 

organisation not individual leaders. Kelley provides the following description of the prototype 

exemplary follower in a turbulent environment that the business world is; ―[He] is a devil‘s 

advocate. I mean he will ask the questions nobody ever thought of and he will take the best side 

of everything. But he is a deal maker, not a deal breaker and that is very unique‖ (128).  
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From the above review, it is clear that the effectiveness of performance management is hugely 

affected by the quality of followers – characteristics, values, preferences, locus of control, 

tolerance of stress, agreeableness, dependability, dominance and self confidence. The exemplary 

follower described by Kelley is critical to performance management because if performance 

management depends on openness, agreeing seriously bargained agreements, and standing up to 

immediate supervisors through upward feedback then the alienated, pragmatic, passive or 

conformist types will do more harm than good. If followers take an ingratiation, advantage 

seeking stance rather than a courageous, sincere, honest one then they will not challenge and 

teach the leader if he or she is going astray.  

 

2.4.5.5.The role of communication in effective performance management 

 

Moravec (1996) posited that communication ―is the heart of performance management‖ (p.41) 

given that feedback has to be sought for and listened to. Hillman et al link good organisational 

communication with effective coaching. They argue that for coaching to be effective, 

communication must be good within the organisation as this enables positive one-to-one 

interaction between the supervisor and staff members. It is argued that supervisors need to excel 

at five communication skills to effectively handle coaching. These include attending, reflecting, 

exploring, self-disclosure and acceptance. Attendance means expression of interest in the staff 

member‘s input during discussions both physically and mentally. Physical attendance is through 

posture, eye contact and positive facial expression while mental attendance is by exertion of 

effort in understanding the meaning of the input. This understanding ought then to be reflected to 

the staff member through paraphrasing what was said, clarifying information and periodic 

summary to ensure common understanding. Continual examination of the staff member‘s 

communication in order to deal with meaning as thoroughly as possible without dismissing any 

information calls for exploration skills. This are operationalised through techniques such as 

careful questioning, leading by paraphrasing or repeating key words, defining and facilitating 

interaction. The supervisor then complements this by sharing his/her thoughts and reactions to 

the staff member‘s input in a supportive and constructive manner, an exhibition of the self-

disclosure skill. Lastly, the supervisor should show concern for and acceptance of the staff 

member as a human being by being attentive, avoiding criticism, and maintaining a positive 

attitude to the staff member‘s perspective. Indeed all the stages of performance management 
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from planning to the formal review involve communication. Good communication skills on the 

part of both the supervisor and the supervisee are, therefore, critical. Theron (2000) argued that 

one of the success factors of 360º feedback, indeed any feedback, is high levels of 

communication between the ratee and his/her managers, peers, clients and subordinates. The 

more effective this communication and information flow, the more up to date with the ratee‘s 

work and application of knowledge and skills will the raters be.  

 

Chapter two defined performance management, discussed avenues for establishing an effective 

performance management system, the importance of linking performance management to 

strategy and consequences and some contextual variables that shape performance management. 

The study now turns to the discussion of the concrete manifestation of the elements discussed in 

this chapter in the African national and organisational contexts under chapter three. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

THE CONTEXT OF PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PRACTICE IN 

AFRICA 

 

3.1. Introduction 

 

The need to take into account the sheer diversity and lack of documented knowledge on human 

resources issues on the entire African continent has been highlighted in the literature (Harvey, 

2002) yet the problem of lack of sufficient literature on African PM may delimit this quest. 

Africa experiences a complex economic, political, cultural and social diversity owing to the 

following factors. The historical evolution of African countries, the mode of decolonisation and 

its aftermath, economic and business infrastructure development of specific countries and the 

complex cultural heritage of African countries arising out of a fusion between colonial culture 

and the traditional cultural roots of the myriad of ethnic groupings in each African country. 

Three types of colonisation were wrought on Africa each with its own ramifications. The first 

type of colonisation was the white settler colony approach wrought on countries like South 

Africa, Zimbabwe, Kenya, and Algeria. Here, white people ―established an elite caste system to 

perpetuate their political and economic power bases‖ (Harvey Ibid., p.1130). The second type 

was the indirect rule in countries like Nigeria, Ghana, Uganda and Botswana in which dominant 

traditional systems were used by the colonisers to give a semblance of self-rule. The third type 

was the assimilation approach of the French and the Portuguese whereby the locals were 

supposedly ―developed‖ into French or Portuguese. Whichever mode was used, far-reaching 

impacts resulted. Countries were curved along geometric lines ignoring the traditional culturally 

homogeneous entities that existed prior to colonisation. Legal systems of the colonising countries 

were superimposed on the colonised countries. A similar imposition occurred regarding the 

education system. Similarly, a European version of Christianity was introduced. Dual economies 

composed of a modern urban sector alongside a traditional subsistence sector evolved. Yet 

despite the fact that some vestiges of the systems introduced by colonialism could be traced in 

the colonised countries and so it could be possible to agglomerate several countries into similar 

clusters on the basis of the colonising country, decolonisation added to the complication. There 

were varied periods and routes to decolonisation with a varied aftermath. In the ‗protected‘ 
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countries – Uganda, Ghana, Nigeria – decolonisation took a peaceful negotiated settlement path 

and the colonial period ended faster. The settler colonies without exception took a violent route 

to independence. While some settler colonies freed themselves much faster a number suffered 

tortuously long liberation struggles. In one of them, South Africa, white settlement 

metamorphosed into apartheid. Because of the combined effects of colonisation and the mode of 

decolonisation, ‗synthetic‘ societies were born whose artificial nature has to be taken into 

account in crafting performance management approaches.  

Unlike chapter two which delved into the abstraction of cultural dimensions and their likely 

impact on management practice universally chapter three attempts to delineate the specific 

African contexts in which cultural dimensions manifest their impact. This is in keeping with 

objectives one and two of the study which are: 

1.  To delineate the historical, politico-economic, institutional, resource capability and cultural 

conditions of South Africa and Uganda.  

2. To assess whether there is significant variation between the historical, politico-economic, 

institutional, resource capability and cultural conditions of South Africa and Uganda.   

The chapter thus considers performance management in the context of African culture, 

performance management in African organisational contexts, organisational justice and 

performance management in Africa; the national and firm contexts of Uganda and South Africa 

and hypothesises firm differences in member culture, performance leadership, performance 

management empowerment, and member outcomes following differing contexts. It is further 

postulated that performance leadership and procedural justice are significant predictors of 

performance management practice and that perceived system orientation is a significant predictor 

of member affect for the existent performance management practice. Following a review of the 

politico-economic histories of South Africa and Uganda as well as archival material on their 

current economies, two propositions are posited. The first proposition associates effective 

regulation with adaptation of effective performance management practice while the second 

associates resource munificence with organisational of effective PM practices. 

The chapter ends with a conceptual framework which associates national context and the 

resultant organisational milieu with specific performance management practice and member 
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outcomes. Differences in national context are linked to differences in organisational milieu 

which in turn are linked to differences in performance management practice and member 

outcomes.  

3.2.    Performance management in the context of African culture 

In chapter two, the body of literature arguing for the abandonment of Hofstede‘s models on 

culture as less useful/suitable than the GLOBE study was discussed. The conclusion drawn was 

it is premature to abandon Hofstede‘s framework given that the newer frameworks developed to 

cure its shortcomings have weaknesses relating to comprehensiveness, parsimony and 

methodological validity. Some of them cluster culturally similar markets poorly thus 

demonstrating lack of robustness. Moreover, Hofstede‘s measures have been found to have an 

advantage given that they are based on data from significantly more countries and they are 

highly correlated with more recent developments indicating that newer frameworks have offered 

limited advancement. Further, there have been largescale replications supporting Hofstede‘s 

work such as Hoppe (1990) and Helmreich and Merritt (1998). Thus it would appear necessary 

to test the nature of African culture eclectically using both Hofstedian literature on the 

developing world which includes deductions from this literature by researchers such as Glenn 

and Glenn (1981), Kedia and Bhagat (1988), Ramanujan (1989), Kanungo and Jaeger (1990) and 

Mendonca and Kanungo (1996) and other bodies of literature that either reviewed, reinterpreted 

and extended Hofstede‘s works or posited different propositions regardless of Hofstede‘s study. 

Such works include Mazrui, 1980; Schuler, 1990; Human, 1996; Schwartz, 1994; Schneider and 

Barsoux, 1997; Sparrow and Wu, 1998; Dowling and Mbigi, 1997/2000; Jackson, 2002; 

McGuire, 2002. The lesson this study draws for this literature is that a note of caution is 

imperative in applying the cultural arguments to organisations in Africa with a single brash given 

that the conceptualisation of African culture is tenuous for a number of reasons. First, Africa is 

heterogeneous both between the many countries and within the specific countries as each almost 

without exception is composed of many ethnic, even racial groups (Jackson, 2002; Mazrui, 

1980). Second is what Mazrui (1980) called the paradox of Africa‘s distance in culture from the 

western world yet it is the fastest in westernisation in the non-western world. There was, in the 

twentieth century, a gradual capitulation of African cultures to the conquering western forces 

through Christianity and science – both alternative ways of explaining reality. In addition, there 
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was a capitulation to Islam – also an alternative explanation of reality. These alternatives were 

and continue to be promoted in both religious institutions and schools through foreign languages 

– English, French, Portuguese, Spanish, and Arabic. So, unlike in Asia where colonials 

propagated only the secular paradigm because of prevalence of strong and organised religions – 

Confucianism, Hinduism, Buddhism, Islam – in Africa there was both a secular and a religious 

paradigmatic onslaught. This twin onslaught meant that Africans developed multiple values. 

Because Christianity and Islam have certain commonalties such as both believing in the birth and 

holiness of Jesus and that Muhammad is a revered prophet:  

1. Christian Africans have African values and those of Judaism and  

2. Muslim Africans have the legacy of their own ancestors, that of Christianity, that of Judaism 

and that of Islam. 

These were then meshed with English, French, Portuguese, Spanish, Arabic or Anglo-Afrikaner 

(for South Africa and Namibia) values depending on the dominant force in a specific African 

country or region. This multiple ‗facedness‘ of present day Africa affects all the six areas 

impacted on by culture – perception, evaluation standards, motivation (to act or not), 

communication (language, gestures, modes of dress), stratification (status, rank, class) and 

identity (the ‗we‘ and the ‗they‘). Thus, as Mazrui Ibid. argues, the balance between pursuit of 

individual interests and collective welfare that existed in traditional Africa has been reshuffled 

by the onslaught discussed above. In traditional Africa, this balance flowed hierarchically from 

ones basic needs and those of the immediate family as the primary concern followed by two mid 

level needs namely, the pursuit of conditions for the satisfaction of the basic needs of the wider 

family and society and the pursuit of personal advancement beyond basic needs.  The last need 

pursued was the more distant promotion of the welfare of the extended family and wider society 

beyond their collective needs. Yet: 

―Under the western impact, some reshuffling of behavioural motivation took place. The pursuit of 

basic needs still remains primary in a westernised African. But next in importance now tends to be 

the pursuit of self-advancement beyond basic needs. In other words, the basic needs of the wider 

clan are beginning to be subordinated to the imperative of personal advancement. In some cases, 

there is still enough surplus to enable a westernised African to contribute towards the basic needs 

of the extended family and clan, but that imperative is clearly on the defensive in the new 

conditions created by western individualism‖(p.59). 

This conceptualisation of a reshuffled hierarchy of African culture is very instructive as it puts to 

question those which view Africa in the traditional light of a communalist or even collectivist 

society as though intrusion from outside had no impact. For instance would an African worker or 
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manager rigorously groomed through primary and secondary schools not to mention universities 

in western tradition in European languages exhibit African traditional values at work? Would the 

African stratification based on elders and peer groups hold in a work environment where status 

(influence and affluence to use Mazrui‘s phraseology) is based on literacy? The answer seems to 

be NO because: 

―Christianity, western liberal democracy, urbanisation, western capitalism, the rules of western 

science and the rules of western art have jointly exerted an unparalleled influence on the 

emergence of personalised identity in Africa‖ (p.68).  

 

Hence, notions of individual accountability before God, one man one vote, right to privacy, 

individual freedom, man-hours as a measure of individual effort, non-plagiarism as a notion for 

individualised idea generation, which are counter collectivism abound.  Mazrui‘s thesis (Ibid.) is 

supported by arguements in literature regarding the futility of categorising Africa as eternally 

because of the dynamic though evolutionary nature of culture (Sparrow and Wu, 1998; Dowling 

and Schuler, 1990; McGuire, 2002). From this analysis, one would be inclined to view the 

tendency by Hofstede (1991) and other neo-Hoftede work (Mbigi, 1997; Koopman, 1997; 

Jackson and Hofstede, 1991; Kedia and Bhagat, 1988 and Jeagar and Kanungo, 1990) to classify 

Africa as highly collectivist (with preference for group as opposed to individual decision 

making; consensus and cooperation as opposed to individual initiative and effort) more critically. 

Indeed equation of the dichotomous cultural classifications (individualism-collectivism, 

masculinity-feminism, universalism-particularism and achievement-ascription) to the 

‗developed‘-‗developing‘ dichotomy is fallacious. This classification has come under attack as 

pejorative and misleading because many African countries contain both dimensions (Jackson, 

2002). It also betrays lack of explanatory adequacy, is value laden and stereotypic leading to 

ideal types and fails to put the classification in a context of change given the dynamic character 

of culture (Human, 1996 and Schwartz, 1994). This is why even from the interpretations of 

Hofstede‘s work by scholars like Schneider and Barsoux (Ibid.) classification of Africa appears 

tenuous given his placement of South Africa, East Africa and West Africa at the moderate end of 

the large power distance and weak uncertainty avoidance quadrangle classified as Asian or 

family or tribe mode characterised by centralisation, paternalism, loyalty, generalist approaches, 

strong social versus task roles, personal relationships and social control. Yet on a scale of 1 – 

highest and 53 – lowest, South Africa is 16 on individualism, East Africa 33 and West Africa 39. 

This means South Africa tends more towards individualism than East and West Africa. Yet even 
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these two regions cannot be considered low on individualism as for example Latin America 

represented by Colombia (49), Costa Rica (46), Ecuador (52), Guatemala (53), Peru (45) and 

Venezuela (50).  From this classification of Africa, one would expect moderate hierarchisation 

(vertical differentiation) and centralisation of decision-making; moderate preference for group as 

opposed to individual decision-making, moderate consensus and cooperation; moderate 

formalisation and moderate paternalism.  

It appears then, Africa has no pure form an indication perhaps of the multiple legacies that 

inform her culture making the continent a melting pot of standards and values and having 

parallel and competing standards and values (Mazrui, 1980). This could be the explanation for 

the moderate levels of the dimensions studied above in Africa. A mixed model of ‗Anglo- 

African‘ or ‗Franco-African‘ inter alia depending on the specific mix of the colonial and African 

heritage (represented in Scneider and his colleague‘s work by the term ‗Asian‘) gives Africa a 

hybrid cultural dispensation. This can only be clearly captured by a hybrid concept. This study 

finds the conceptualisation of vertical-collectivist culture (Bhagat et al., 2002) particularly useful 

in describing African culture. In fact Bhagat et al. (Ibid.), refer to Egypt and Nigeria and later to 

Africa (page 213) as vertical collectivist. The concept vertical-collectivism is a unity of opposites 

of sorts. While verticalness refers to the propensity of an individual to stand out, to be different 

from others, collectivism is a social pattern that consists of closely linked individuals who see 

themselves as belonging to one or more collectives. The collective may be a family, a clan, a 

tribe, an organisation, a group within an organisation or a religion. The forging of verticalness 

and collectivism, two opposed constructs, into one in Africa signifies what a melting pot of 

parallel and competing values the continent is. It appears some elements of traditional African 

collectivism have been grafted on elements of western verticalism. So in Africa, it is expected 

that the individual while believing in serving and sacrificing for the benefit of the group, doing 

one‘s duty and behaving in a way that strongly conforms to the expectations and various norms 

of the in-group, will at the same time think of himself/herself as different from other members of 

the in-group.  Returning to Mazrui‘s (1980) analysis of the reshuffling of African traditional 

values, it can be inferred that the individual in Africa will satisfy his/her propensity for 

‗differentness‘ before that for sameness. Put differently, should a conflict between collective and 

vertical needs arise, the individual will gravitate to the vertical interests. Moreover given the long 

history of African capitulation and varying levels, even modes of integration into (or what 
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Hyden, 1989 and Mamdani, 1990 called capture by) western capitalism, it would not be 

farfetched for one to argue that it is possible to find varying cultural enclaves within single 

African countries. So while the vertical-collectivist culture discussed above would be the 

dominant tendency in African countries, the other cultures identified in Bhagat et al. (Ibid.), 

would be present in various enclaves depending on the degree of ―capture‖ through urbanisation 

and westernisation. Hence horizontal collectivism – a pattern where individuals see themselves 

as integral aspects of the in-group, family and community and hence the members are similar in 

tastes and preferences – may be dominant in the rural and poorer sections of African society. 

What Mbigi (1997) calls Ubuntu may operate in such a setting. Indeed he himself argues that 

marginalised communities around the world – whether in New York‘s Harlem, Boston‘s 

Roxbury and Birmingham‘s Brixton and Handsworth or Johannesburg‘s Soweto – will respond 

to adversity by Ubuntu. They will ―survive on the principles of collective solidarity and not the 

principles of individual self-sufficiency‖, because of the material circumstances of poverty and 

powerlessness (p.3). It follows, therefore, that in the affluent and westernised sections of African 

society, it is possible to find vertical individualism where independence from members of the in-

group as a result of economic success is the pattern. So it is arguable that Africa experiences a 

triangular force field pulling in the three directions of the above three patterns. This conclusion 

seems to discount the enthusiastic dubbing of Africa as a whole as communalist or collectivist or 

humanist (Hofstede, 1980a, 1984, 1991; Mbigi and Maree, 1995; Lessem, 1994/1996; Mbigi, 

1997/2000 and Koopman, 1994). Yet these scholars‘ contribution is useful in more than one 

way. The Ubuntu residues in some segments of African society if nurtured and incorporated into 

modern management can ―create effective performance relationships‖ and foster competitive 

advantage (Mbigi, 1997, p.3). There are some useful elements of Ubuntu for performance 

management among them: 

1. Focus on social determinants of production. 

2. Creation of a concern for people in the work place. 

3. Creation of a culture of racial, political and cultural tolerance based on respect, acceptance 

and human dignity. 

4. Fostering a culture of empowerment and teamwork in the work place. 

5. Promoting business cooperation necessary in a racially and socially divided society. 
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6. Imbibing the spirit of collective trust and confidentiality that are prerequisites for effective 

performance relationships and participation. 

7. The importation of unconditional dignity and respect into organisations from the residual 

Ubuntu in segments of African society will foster effective performance management given 

that interpersonal one-on-one communication and discussion that are essential for its success 

are fostered if there is acceptance and positive regard. 

With these elements incorporated in organisations in Africa where most management initiatives 

fail because of lack of respect between social groups and between management and employees 

(Mbigi, 1997), better ways of managing people and performance relations have to be worked out. 

Indeed, the individualist Eurocentric approaches among westernised, affluent sections of African 

society have some positive contributions to offer in their competition, strategic planning and 

control focussed approaches. Synergising and harmonising these apparently opposed elements – 

the cooperative, humanist and communal with the competitive and personalised – can make for 

more productive organisation behaviour in Africa. This is because as Lessem (1996) argues 

―work spirit rather than physical labour, human as opposed to financial capital, intangible 

information rather than tangible resources, culture rather than economy, have become the 

primary resources‖(p.37). Actually, Gatley et al., (1996) extend this argument by concluding that 

it is now imperative to move from the ―industrial era of free enterprise marked by a spirit of self-

help … towards a more cooperative, post-industrial era where concepts such as those of the 

learning organisation, characterised by self-development and knowledge sharing, become the 

back bone of our enterprises‖(p.50). This move is impossible in Africa without resolving the 

tension between the two paradigms that exist side by side in African organisations. This tension 

finds expression through a number of organisational functions and processes for example the 

African Indaba (debating forum) approach to decision making (Lessem, 1994/1996; Koopman, 

1994; Mbigi and Maree, 1995 and Mbigi, 1997/2000). While this approach may appear time 

wasting and hence counterproductive in Eurocentric eyes, it is essential for consensual decision 

making. If debate time is not availed before a decision is made, the result will be failure as the 

decision will be shunned as having been individually not communally arrived at. Lessem Ibid. 

and to some extent Koopman Ibid. seem to suggest that the traditional African communalist 

ethos is leadership oriented while the Eurocentric individualist ethos is management oriented. 

This conclusion is drawn from the suggested differences between individualism and 
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communalism which mirror the differences between leadership and management (Magoola, 

1996). Tables 3.1 and 3.2 summarise the typologies of differences. 

Table 3.1: Some differences between individualism and communalism 

                  Individualism                    Communalism  

Self reliant/rational  Co-operative/ emotive 

Self interests Communal interests 

Reward is punishment based Reward is recognition based 

Management oriented Leadership oriented 

Directive style Participative style 

Production concern People concern 

Individual control Team cooperation 

Wealth and status Dignity and respect 

Goals and deadlines Vision and faith 

Owning  Sharing  

Individual competitive ethos yield alienation Group cooperative ethos yield solidarity 
Adopted from Lessem R. (1996): From Hunter to Rainmaker – the South African Businessphere, Knowledge Resources, Randburg 

 

Table 3.2: Some differences between managers and leaders 

                                   Managers                               Leaders 

1. Honour stability which is the basis of their existence 

2. Exercise control through systems 

3. Abhor participation 

4. Frown on empowerment 

 

5. Follow orders in ‗the book‘ 

6. Position, title and authority (hierarchy) are the basis of 

their power 

7. Adopt an impersonal, passive and therefore, reactive 

attitude to goals 

8. Are pre-occupied with control and coordination of 

existing institutions, that is, maintenance of the status quo 

9. Seek order and control 

10. Are averse to risk 

11. Lack empathy because they relate according to roles 

 

12. Pay attention to procedure (the how) 

1. Thrive on change 

2. Exercise control by means of inspiration 

3. Enhance participation 

4. Empower people as a means of tapping their vast 

potential 

5. Do without the book 

6. Ideas and collaboration are the basis of power 

 

7. Are proactive and shape rather than respond to ideas 

 

8. Cause turbulence/tension in search of dynamism, 

innovation and change 

9. Tolerate chaos and lack of structure 

10. Seek out risk and danger 

11. Are empathetic because they relate according to 

knowledge clusters not hierarchically designed roles 

12. Pay attention to substance (the what and why) 
Adapted from; Magoola I. W. (1996): The place of leadership in the performance of Uganda‟s organisations; Makerere Business Journal, Vol. 

1, No. III, p. 236. 

It is arguable that the divergent orientation discussed above is at the core of the conflict between 

managers and subordinates in Africa and the inefficacy of performance management. This is 

because while the subordinates expect leadership, the managers are trained and socialised in a 

Eurocentric tradition to manage using anti-communal directive approaches, control, goals and 

deadlines. Individual merit pay based performance management systems may face similar 

failure. While the conventional argument has been to discourage collective bonuses as 

counterproductive, because communalism is for the upliftment of the whole, individualist 

systems may be de-motivating. Performance management in Africa may, therefore, have to 
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marry both collectivist as well as individualist interventions all the way from goal setting to 

performance review.  

From the comparisons above and the resultant propositions, it is tenable to conclude that given 

the cultural melting pot that is Africa, domestication of performance management practices can 

only happen after the creation of harmony between the individual (management) and the 

community (leadership). A judicious synergy of the two approaches is the imperative for 

success. Since one may not find a truly ‗African‘ approach to management that draws on African 

thought prior to colonisation, the way forward could be mitigating western instrumentalism by 

tapping into indigenous knowledge systems such as the Ubuntu movement in South Africa and 

incorporating its humanist perception of people into the Indian HRD. But since this is not yet the 

case and as already discussed regarding cultural influences on performance communication 

(section 2.4.5.5), the tendency among vertical-individualist managers that Africa appears to have 

in abundance, is to consider themselves as different from others in social status with hierarchy 

determining the power to access information and knowledge regardless of technical abilities to 

process them (Bhahat, 2002). In such contexts, the higher one is in the hierarchy, the more access 

and power one has regarding information and knowledge which flow top-down as opposed to 

horizontal arrangements where the flow is both top-down and upward. Read together with the 

discussion in chapter two it is notable that the pressure on organisations to perform is context 

specific and is informed by specific national and organisational contextual imperatives such as 

cultural, organisational leadership and practice orientations. From this theoretically based 

expectation the study expects to find significant variations in the member culture and 

performance leadership (measured by immediate performance leadership, executive openness 

and evenness, and executive prioritisation of performance management) between South African 

and Ugandan organisations. The study thus hypothesised as follows: 

Hypothesis 1: 

Contextual variation between countries (measured by culture and leadership) will be 

positively associated with variation between organisations across countries in member 

culture (measured by member in-group and paternalistic orientation) and performance 

leadership (measured by immediate performance leadership, executive openness-

evenness and executive prioritisation of performance management).  
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3.3.  Performance management in African organisational contexts 

There is a paucity of management literature on Africa (Anakwe, 2002), even more so that with 

an international, cross-country, or inter-regional African focus (Jackson, 2002). The situation 

regarding literature focusing on performance management in Africa is even worse. With an 

increased impetus of regional co-operation and/or integration and inter-country interaction in 

Africa, research of this nature is even more urgent now. The little literature on this theme, casts 

the discourse in a developing/developed or Africa/West dichotomy (Horwitz et al., 2002; 

Jackson, 2002 and Kamoche, 2002) with the accompanying implication that western practice 

and/or prescriptions are appropriate for Africa. In addition, this literature tends to cast Africa as a 

homogeneous entity with uniform organisational characteristics. Hence, the African context has 

been variously categorised. 

From Jackson‘s (2002) wide ranging review of work by various scholars – Kerr et al. (1960), 

Hofstede (1980, 1991),  Montgomery (1987), Abudu (1989), Kigundu (1989),  Jeagar and 

Kanungo (1990), Blunt and Jones(1992, 1997), Allison (1993),Trompenaars (1993), Schwartz 

(1994), Hickson and Pugh (1995), Dia (1996), Fashoyin and Matanmi (1996), Iguisi (1997), 

Carlson (1998), Cray and Mallony (1998), Mulat (1998), de Sardian (1999), Merrill-Sand and 

Holvino (2000) and Harven and Tidjani (2001) – it is clear that African management is widely 

presented as fatalistic, resistant to change, reactive, short-termism, centralised, monolithic, 

bureaucratic, authoritarian, risk reducing/aversive, context dependent, relationship oriented and 

particularistic in decision making, lacking sense of direction and not making good use of the 

human potential as there is lack of advancement through education and training. In a comparison 

of HRM in Ghana, Kenya and Nigeria, Akinnusi (1991) posited a similar categorisation when he 

argued that African management is characterised by three elements: 

1. HRM in multinational corporations being characterised by positive and negative elements; 

 On the positive side, competitive compensation and discipline systems, fairly good 

management-labour relations and good levels of training and development. 

 On the negative side, poor quality of work life, low work motivation and productivity, 

preparation of organisational context and personnel engagement. 

2. Small and indigenous firms‘ HRM is very poor because they practice management 

paternalism in master-servant fashion. This fashion is characterised by giving workers a low 



 67 

social status; demanding unquestioning personal allegiance to the employer and manager and 

their complete subservience to their will and judgment engendering alienation and 

exploitation which workers endure because of scarcity of job opportunities. 

3. Tendency to act in a particularistic (deriving from Parsons, 1951) manner in selection, 

performance appraisal, promotion and discipline because paid work is scarce and managers 

are expected to serve their kin and personal and political contacts. 

Citing Blunt (1984), Ogionwo (1971) and Piel (1972), Akinnusi (1991) concludes that while less 

in western organisations, the above experience is widespread in Africa. A similarly negative 

summation of the African organisational context comes from Blunt and Jones (1992) who after 

reviewing Bate‘s (1984, 1990) six cultural impediments to organisational change (un-

emotionality, depersonalisation of problems, subordination, conservatism, isolationism and 

antipathy) conclude that there are striking parallels between these features ―and the cultural 

profile that we have identified as being characteristic of African nations‖ (p.194). Such 

conclusions have been challenged as some scholars (such as Kamoche, 2002) have argued that 

Africa, most of whose countries attained independence about four decades ago is not 

homogenous and should not be treated as such by investigators if a comprehensive picture of 

management challenges on the continent is to be gained. This reservation is indeed well 

grounded as for example Blunt and Jones, had just argued, in reference to the effect of socio-

cultural factors on organisational behaviour, that ―we are so woefully short of empirical studies 

in this area that…such data is urgently needed if we are to gain a better understanding of how 

African organisations function and how African managers behave‖ (p.324) before going ahead to 

characterise the African context as reflective of Bate‘s six cultural impediments. While 

recommending empirical verification, Kamoche (2002) argues that research suggests that HRM 

in Africa seems to be defined by environmental uncertainties that impede planning, 

governmental interference, social-cultural factors running counter to contemporary industrial 

imperatives, inappropriate management practices, inappropriate leadership styles and adversarial 

labour relations. The enumeration of this litany of ills seems to place Kamoche in a similar 

mould with Akinnusi, for if Africa is heterogeneous and ought to be treated as such why a 

similar litany of factors for the entire continent? Jackson, however, extricates his thesis from that 

mould when he argues that what is perceived as an African approach is a result of colonisation, 

interaction with multinational corporations and western education. He seems to have struck in 
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the required direction when he suggests research in the cross-cultural dynamics in African 

countries and variations in each country, each region and among Francophone, Anglophone and 

Lusophone countries. These different levels of research and/or analysis, he suggests, are crucial 

because each country uniquely interacted with a colonial power engendering different hybrid 

levels and types. Moreover, cross cultural theoretical explanations (Hofstede, 1980; Kanungo 

and Jeagar, 1990; Koopman, 1991; Blunt and Jones, 1992; Munene et al., 2000; Smith et al., 

1996 and Noorderhaven and Tijani, 2001) are not robust because they either use Hofstede‘s 

categorisations which were based on spurious samples or they say little about the nature of 

African collectivism. From the criticism of approaches that treat Africa as a homogeneous entity, 

it would appear new approaches ought to specify different factors for clusters of counties where 

they apply. This perception is buttressed by Paik et al.‘s 2000 finding (as cited by Horwitz et al., 

2002) of significant differences in the design and conduct of Performance Management systems 

in the economies of South East Asia, considered to belong to the same cluster. In addition, some 

research like that of Noorderhaven and Tidjani (2001) reported by Jackson (2002), though inter-

continental in focus suggests differences among African countries. It is imperative that an 

understanding of the differences and/or similarities between the contexts of African countries 

which are in specific focus, be it for investment or research purposes – in this case Uganda and 

South Africa – is gained before a plunge is made. Additionally, are the organisation contexts 

described by the literature just examined really those of African organisations or of organisations 

in Africa? For as Jackson (2002) rightly observed; 

―In emerging or ‗developing‘ countries it is difficult to identify specific management and 

organisational cultures that have not been heavily influenced by western practices … African 

management practices have been strongly influenced by Anglo-Saxon or French practices‖ 

(p.203). 

 

The result of this is that civil society, organisations and management in Africa reflect the 

remnants of colonial institutions that were ‗tacked on to them‘. It is, therefore, ―unlikely that the 

organisations described by Jeager and Kanungo (1990) in the developing world generally and by 

Blunt and Jones (1992) in Africa are in fact ‗indigenous‘ and at worst they are structurally post-

colonial remnants, and at best they are hybrid forms‖ (p.215). This explains the hierarchical, 

centralised, authoritarian, non-consultative, rule bound and non-flexible orientation of 

organisational management in Africa which run counter to what has been hyped as ‗African 

communalism‘. Following the thrust of the literature reviewed in chapter two regarding the 
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conceptualization of performance management, and the theoretical and practical prerequisites for 

effective implementation as well as in the preceding sections of chapter three on the concrete 

organisational conditions or contexts in which performance management is practiced in Africa, 

the study postulated as follows; 

Hypothesis 2: 

Member culture (measured by paternalistic and in-group orientation) will be associated 

with performance management empowerment [measured by performance management 

enlightenment and hardware support (capacitating job incumbents)] such that; 

a) Paternalistic orientation will be positively associated with performance management 

empowerment and  

b) In-group orientation will be inversely associated with performance management 

empowerment. 

Hypothesis 3: 

Performance leadership (measured by executive prioritisation of PM and openness-

evenness) will be positively associated with performance management practice 

[measured by hardware support (member capacitation), review information utility, 

objectivity and fairness]. 

Hypothesis 4: 

Member culture (measured by in-group orientation and paternalistic orientation) and 

performance leadership (measured by immediate performance leadership, executive 

openness-evenness and executive prioritisation of performance management) will 

significantly explain the variance between organisations in performance management 

practice (measured by hardware support, review information utility, objectivity and 

fairness) and member outcomes (measured my perceived system orientation and member 

affect for the existent PM practice).  

3.4.  Organisational justice and performance management in Africa 

Arguing that despite the tendency to individualism in African urban areas, collectivism still 

prevails in Africa leading to exclusionary justice in her organisations (Beugre (2002). There is, 

therefore, a tendency to favour in-group members more than out-group members in 

organisational matters. Whereas it is posited that there are attempts at justice to in-group 

members, this is invariably injustice to out-group members. The literature (Ali et al., 2001; 

Beugre, 2002; Kanya, 2000; Blunt and Jones, 1997 and Jones et al., 1996) concurs that in Africa, 

in-groups (be they friends, family members, members from the same ethnic group, members 

from the same religion, members from the same political organisations or members from the 
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same race) are favoured over out-groups (members of other ethnic/racial groups, political 

organisations inter alia). There seems to be agreement also on the emphasis likely to be placed 

on procedural and interactional justice by African subordinates given the premium placed on 

interpersonal relationship (the connectedness of individuals) by African cultures. Distributive 

justice, tough a very sensitive and important consideration, does not precede the above two facets 

of organisational justice. Beugre (2002) cites Beugre‘s (1983) study in Ivory Coast and Jones et 

al‘s (1996) study in Botswana as having found such concern for interactional justice among 

subordinates. In both studies, managers showing respect, courtesy, consideration, shaking hands 

with subordinates, seeking their inputs, showing concern for their personal problems, allowing 

them to challenge unfair decisions, promoting their self development and providing clear 

direction were rated by subordinates as most effective. In fact, Beugre (2002) to illustrate this 

reality quotes an African saying that places more value on how a gift is announced and delivered 

that on the gift itself. This orientation of Africans was played out in a confrontation between 

donors and Ugandan president Yoweri Museveni when he famously railed against their 

interference in Uganda‘s affairs saying though Uganda was hungry, foreign aid ―may be food 

yes, but if you put it in a toilet, we shall not eat it‖ (The New Vision, May 2, 2004 and The 

Monitor, May 2, 2004). A similar complaint was about the practice of ‗donors‘ making 

declarations on loans and grants to the world public as well of inscribing on motor vehicles and 

other equipment ‗USAID Support or British Aid‘, ―The World Bank and IMF are supposed to be 

financial lenders to the Government of Uganda. Conventional financial ethics are based on 

confidentiality between the lender and the borrower. If one borrows money from a bank, is it 

ethical for the bank manager to call a press conference and announce that his bank has given X a 

loan of so much money to build a house? Is it ethical for the borrower to be forced to put out an 

advertisement saying : ‗I, A, has received a line of credit from bank X towards building a three-

bedroom house, and that the purpose of this advert is to invite bidders to supply cement?‖ (The 

New Vision, January 14, 2009: 16). Yet the expectation by subordinates to be respected arising 

out of the above orientation is militated against by a third orientation of African organisations 

arising out of the high power distance that prevails and Gundykunst and Ting – Toomey‘s (1988) 

proposition that such cultures lead to expectations of non-questioning of injustices. Indeed, 

relying on this proposition and the arguments in Beugre (2002) and those of the literature he cites 

on this subject (Blunt and Jones, 1997 and Jones et al., 1996) the inevitable conclusion is that 
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Africa‘s organisations power holders are very powerful, unaccountable to their subordinates and 

other constituents, think they bestow favour and expect and receive obedience and deference. 

Because of this; 

―rarely do subordinates raise direct concerns about the potential weaknesses and/or abuses of the 

‗chief‘. In many organisations, managers do not often have to justify their decisions and tend to 

rule by the stick and carrot strategy. The manager behaves as if he/she were omniscient. Authority 

lies in the formal position rather than objective criteria of competence, performance and 

contribution to the organisation‖ (Beugre, 2002, p.1098).  

Indeed, experience shows that those who question get the stick rather than the carrot. 

Compounded with the exclusionary justice propensity, employees jostle for managerial favours 

by excelling at being ‗yes men‘ or distorting their behaviour to that they think the boss wants in 

order to enter the inner circle. In such circumstances, information distortion is rife with 

debilitating consequences for performance management for how free, open and truthful can 

meetings for performance planning, feedback and evaluation be? Politicking and blind obedience 

to the superior instead of the organisation and honest pursuit of fairness for productivity may be 

the result. Because of this, as Arthur et al‘s (1995) study of Ghana and Nigeria and Kamoche‘s 

(1992) study of Kenya indicate, use of subjective performance measures and appraisals with 

attendant procedural unfairness are rife in Africa.   This then presents two paradoxes regarding 

African organisations. First, while the interactional justice elements preferred by subordinates 

mirror leadership approaches discussed in chapter two above, the exclusionary justice orientation 

compounded by power distance in Africa leads to autocratic management by supervisors thereby 

alienating workers. This alienation occurs on two planes; distortion of behaviour to fit what the 

boss wants in order to qualify for the inner circle and adoption of the equity establishing 

strategies postulated by Adams (1965) and or the exit strategies postulated by Hirshman (1970). 

These may include exerting less effort on the job, using office facilities for personal gain, 

obtaining a transfer, absenteeism among others.  

Secondly, it is not expected that Africans, who are supposedly communalist, should treat people 

as objects. Reader (1997) cited by Jackson (2002) reported that traditional Africa exhibited high 

levels of participation and miniscule absolute authority which is shown in the high levels of 

mutual cooperation in the informal economy of African countries (Brown, 1995). Koopman‘s 

success using participative systems at Cashbuild (Koopman, 1994) seems to validate this. The 

seeds of an explanation of these paradoxes lie in the utilitarian/instrumentalist-developmental-
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humanist perceptions of human beings debate in the literature (Beer and Spector, 1985; Tyson 

and Fell, 1986; Hendry and Pettigrew, 1990; Storey, 1992 and Vaughan, 1994). Both the 

contending views in this literature – the instrumentalist perspective which views human beings 

as resources for utilisation in pursuing organisational ends and the developmental approach that 

views people as valued assets to be developed into trusting, informed and willing participants in 

contributing to organisations – have been challenged as poles of the same perspective (Tayeb, 

2000 in Jackson, 2002). It is simply a question of high or low instrumentalism. This gave rise to 

the third view – the humanist perspective – that views people as an end in themselves within an 

organisational context and hence the locus of value or worth attributed to persons in a work 

organisation ought to be oriented towards persons in themselves rather than towards 

organisational objectives as appropriate ends. Yet, it appears from Jackson‘s (1999) work and 

that of Blunt and Jones (1992) as cited in Jackson (2002) that another paradox presents itself in 

the fact that while Japan has succeeded in harnessing societal collectivism to the corporation, 

Africa has not. Hence while in Japan, a people and relationship focus heightens employees‘ 

moral commitment to the organisation (Gill and Wong, 1998) and in China, familial relations 

are important both in the organisation and outside of it in business dealings via networks (Chen, 

1995), the same is not true as expected of supposedly collectivist Africa. What explains this 

failure in Africa? Could it be that Africa is not collectivist as assumed in the first place? Could it 

be true that Africa is cliquist rather than collectivist? Could this explain the pervasive top-down 

approach to management in Africa? Jackson (2002) offers an explanation for the alienation 

experienced in African organisations as hinted above. He argues that where corporations do not 

harness societal collectivism, alienation is the likely result as a chasm exists between the ‗home‘ 

culture of the workers and the alien organisational culture they step into every time they report 

to work. A possible explanation for the failure to tap societal collectivism in Africa is that 

African managers need to take account of the multicultural work places in Africa not only 

across the numerous borders within Africa but also arising out of influences from both western 

and non-western traditions (Jackson Ibid.). Yet this is actually a simplification because in 

addition to this, there are intra-country cultural differences between ethnic groups and 

differences caused by the various imported religions (many Christian variants and Islam). There 

is, therefore, not one collective in any one African country but multiple collectives competing 

with each other in organisations. In such a situation, depending on where the ‗dominant 
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coalition‘ in an organisation hails from (by ethnicity, religion, political organisation) one of two 

likely scenarios may be played out. The first scenario may involve an in-group holding sway 

because its ‗collective will‘ has been captured to the exclusion of varied out-groups alienating 

members of these out-groups as members of the in-group enjoy ‗fairness‘. The second scenario 

may involve competition and tension between different collectives within the organisation 

gravitating around varied power centres with high levels of tension and suspicion between the 

various collectives. 

Against this background the importance of Jackson‘s proposition for cross-cultural management 

as the panacea to Africa‘s organisational management quagmire cannot be overstated. To 

orchestrate the dynamics created by the interface between various cultures indigenous to African 

countries and between these and the imported western cultures: 

―Rather than introducing western HRM and other management approaches wholesale in an 

attempt to universalise management across cultures, an understanding of the cross-cultural process 

that increases integrative effects and decreases disintegrative effects may lead to more effective 

approaches to managing people. This may best be understood from the point of view of 

developing synergistic hybrid organisational cultures in order to develop effective management 

through cross-cultural participation‖ (Jackson, 2002, p.212). 

 

In doing this, it may be necessary to eclectically draw from the various (even conflicting) 

paradigms of people management. The starting point may be learning from the Indian 

management response to liberalisation, Human Resource Development (Jackson, 2002), which 

calls for: 

1. A shift from the old approach of control to a new approach of involvement and self-

development as reported by Silvera (1988). 

2. Placing a premium on the dignity and respect of people based on a belief in the limitless 

potential of human beings. 

3. Stressing that people should not be treated as mere cogs in the wheel but with respect. 

4. Valuing human beings as beings, independent of their contribution to corporate productivity 

or profit. 

5. Creating a climate where individuals find fulfilment in work and seek newer horizons for 

themselves and the enterprise based on underlying attitudes symbolising respect for people‘s 

dignity, trust in their basic integrity and belief in their potential (Rohmetra, 1998).   
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Synthesising the above tenets with the performance leadership-procedural justice link gleaned in 

the literature earlier, the study hypothesised that: 

Hypothesis 5: 

Performance leadership (measured by immediate performance leadership, executive 

openness-evenness and executive prioritisation of performance management) and 

procedural justice (measured by objectivity, fairness, standards abidance, supervisory 

humaneness, prior standards specification and an active redress system) will be 

significant predictors of performance management practice (measured by performance 

management empowerment, effective management of individual performance failure, 

review information utility, effective management of team performance failure, effective 

team review, team reward, customer review and effective upward feedback). 

Hypothesis 6:  

Owing to a leadership-perceived system orientation-affect nexus: 

a) Performance leadership (measured by immediate performance leadership, 

supervisory humaneness and executive prioritization of performance management) 

will be positively associated with member outcomes (measured by perceived system 

orientation and affect),  

b) Perceived system orientation will be positively associated with member affect for the 

existent performance management practice.  

It appears though that in Africa it may be necessary to go beyond this by crafting a paradigm that 

safeguards individuals in out-groups from the forces of exclusion. Such a paradigm may arise 

from stretching what Jackson (2002) called the ―stake holder organisation‖ to a higher level – 

viewing workers as share holders who own their human capital and invest it in organisations. In 

this, they are shareholders in the firm just like those who invest other forms of capital – fixed 

assets, finance, inter alia. This – the investment perspective – has its theoretical roots in the 

human capital thesis propounded by Gratton and Ghoshal (2003). These scholars posited that the 

malleability of employees as company resources has waned as workers increasingly become 

investors in individual human capital. Investors in the productive resources they own – the 

composite of their intellectual, social and emotional capital (Figure 3.1). Employee malleability 

by organisations has waned because of three forces. First is the concretisation of democratic 

circumstances around the world which entails enhancement of individual expression of personal 

potential and quality; curtailment of arbitrary use of authority and power and involvement of 

individuals in determining their association with other individuals, organisations and the state. 
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The second force is the desirability of individuals to possess high levels of human capital 

because of what has come to be dubbed ‗quality at the gate‘ by recruitment experts. 

Figure 3.1: Components of individual human capital 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
An adaptation from Gratton L. and Ghoshal S. (2003), Managing Personal Human Capital: New Ethos for the „Volunteer‟ Employee, 

European Management Journal Vol. 21, No. 1, pp. 1 – 10, February. 

 

There is, hence placement of increasing responsibility and/or pressure on individuals to develop 

themselves on the three human capital levels: 

a) Intellectually by developing their cognitive complexity, capacity to learn, tacit and explicit 

knowledge, skills and expertise. 

b) Socially by building and maintaining useful networks of relationships, which ―build 

substantial pools of knowledge and opportunities for value creation and arbitrage‖ (Gratton 

and Goshal Ibid., p.3). This behoves individuals to be sociable and trustworthy if they are to 

maintain a network of relationships. 

c) Emotionally by accumulating self-awareness, self-esteem and personal integrity that together 

endow the individual with the self-confidence and courage required for conversion of 

knowledge and relationships into effective action. 

The third force is the ascendance of ―knowledge rather than money (as) the key competitive 

differentiator‖ (Gratton and Goshal Ibid.). This notion was put in more succinct terms by Gatley 

and Lessem (1996) when from reviewing varied literature (Pascale and Athos, 1982; Albert, 

1992; Drucker, 1993; Reich, 1992; Lessem, 1993 and Thurnow, 1992) they concluded that 

Intellectual Capital: 
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 Tacit knowledge 
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HUMAN 
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knowledge has overtaken physical and financial capital as the primary factor of production 

making the world a knowledge economy. This is why ‗brainpower, industries such as 

microelectronics, biotechnology, the new materials industries, civilian aviation, 

telecommunications, robots, computer software industries which can be placed anywhere are key 

now in world economic power. Where they are located depends solely on who can marshal the 

brain power to capture them. This is where both comparative advantage and competitive 

advantage lie.  

Since, from the above arguments, individuals invest personal resources (money, time, energy and 

resilience) in building their human capital which in turn they place at the disposal of the 

organisation they choose to work with, it is imperative that: 

―instead of thinking of themselves as assets to be used by the organisation, individuals must see 

themselves as investors in the company, not unlike the investors of other forms of resources, such 

as financial capital‖(Gratton and Goshal Ibid. p.4). 

The corollary of this argument is that managers and/or supervisors should not only view 

themselves as investors in the organisation but should also view subordinates as co-investors.  

3.5. The national contexts of Uganda and South Africa 

This section discusses the impact of the specific Ugandan and South African national economic 

and legislative contexts including employment relations on performance management. There 

have been some arguments against using the labour relations environment in organisations to 

infer human resources management and by implication performance management environments 

in organisations (Nel et al., 1997). Yet, according to Nel and his colleagues, ―labour relations 

(are) human relations in the work place‖ (p.260) hence the functions and procedures of industrial 

relations necessarily interact with HRM practices such as performance management. Hence any 

rigid separation of the two areas; 

―does not make sense alongside the fact that any relationship between an employer/superior and an 

employee/subordinate within a specific environment amounts to a labour relationship. Therefore, 

it is obvious that all interactions and activities taking place within the labour relationship will 

potentially be areas of investigation, concern or improvement for all persons involved in managing 

human resources‖(p.260). 

 

A clear example of the interaction between performance management and labour relations is the 

fact that poor performance appraisal arising from areas like poor design, poor criteria, the use of 

cumbersome techniques, judgement of personality rather than performance, lack of consistence 
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may constitute unfair labour practices and cause a labour relations problem. In addition pay 

decisions, promotions and terminations arising from poor practice such as procedurally and 

substantively unfair performance appraisal may be legally reviewed (Grobler et al., 2002). Thus, 

a review of the studied countries‘ labour legislation and employee relations is imperative.  

Additionally, the literature suggests that contextual factors at national, industrial and 

firm/organisational levels play an important role in shaping the management practices of specific 

firms and thus variations between them. Bloom and Van Reenen (2007) for example isolate two 

such factors – product market competition and family ownership. High levels of competition 

engender better management practices due to the rapid exit of badly managed firm and/or 

managers exerting effort to survive under competitive pressure thus erecting good practices. This 

thesis is in tandem with Porter‘s (1990) conclusion following a four year study of ten countries 

that: 

―Competitive advantage is created and sustained through a highly localised process. Differences in 

national economic structures, values, cultures, institutions and histories contribute profoundly to 

competitive success. ...the home nation takes on growing significance because it is the source of 

the skills and technology that underpin competitive advantage‖ (19). 

From his study, Porter identified five elements that spur competitive success which 

(factor conditions, demand conditions, related/surpporting industries and the role played 

by a specific government) are national and one (firm strategy) is a firm level element. 

These together shape the environment firms have to contend with to succeed. 

Following Porter‘s proposition that social and political histories influence a nation‘s institutional 

and other resources capital, it is expected that since South Africa and Uganda historically 

followed divergent social, economic and political trajectories they have developed different 

economic and regulatory capabilities giving firms differing performance management contexts.  

3.5.1. The macro-context of Uganda 

3.5.1.1 The colonial politico-economic legacy 

Three different paces of development were evident in Uganda before colonial capture and 

disorientation – the feudal kingdoms in the south, the chieftaincies in transition from communal 

to feudal relations in parts of the east and the north and the small segmented nationalities in 

various isolated part of the country. These differences in the pace of economic development and 
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political organisation were due to political and geographical imperatives such as isolation or a 

poor natural environment in one region and a rich one on another. For example there was 

persistent draught in the north and regular rainfall in the south of Uganda, thus with the same 

labour one produced more in the south than in the north. There was, therefore, earlier 

development of surplus, larger populations due to abundance and faster development of a 

centralised feudal state in the south than in the north. A little less advanced than the south, the 

north which produced fewer surpluses due to its geographic condition engaged in a less dynamic 

exchange (trade) of commodities and was in transition from communal to feudal relations having 

developed chiefs by the advent of colonialism. In this sense, the north was a little more advanced 

than the third group of communities – the segmented mountain (the Sabiny, Bagisu, Bakonjo, 

and Bamba) and marshland (the Bakenye) minority peoples. These societies who inhabited these 

isolated areas as a defence mechanism from constant aggression consequently got isolated from 

the main stream of life in the plains and remained with small populations, little division of labour 

and higher demands to conform to group norms. They thus produced no regular surplus, 

developed no classes and consequently had no organised political authority (van Zwanenberg 

and King, 1977; Mamdani, 1983 a). 

With the advent of colonialism in Uganda socio-economic and political measures were taken to 

turn the country into a reservoir of cheap raw materials by redirecting the nature of production. 

Divide and rule was the political tool used to divide the local communities and capture them one 

by one and later to maintain a stranglehold on the country. Thus the state and the economy were 

organised to create a divided society. Colonialism found the existing differences in the levels of 

development discussed above handy in its divide and rule scheme. Thus immediately the use of 

foreign troops (Nubians from Sudan and Indians) was not feasible due to their small numbers or 

mutinies, locals were recruited on sectarian lines. So when revolts by various Ugandan 

communities intensified and bigger numbers were needed, a Buganda army was recruited led by 

Kakungulu to quell the rest of Uganda and when discontent shifted to Buganda as colonial 

conditions raised the consciousness of resistance, recruits into the army were drawn from 

northern Uganda. The central tenet of this tactic was sectarianism using the concrete differences 

between the regions discussed earlier to pit one community against another. To co-opt rulers in 

Buganda as junior partners local rulers were offered certain privileges instead of conquest and 

complete removal (Native Agreement and Buganda Native Laws, Laws of the Uganda 
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Protectorate, Revised Edition 1935 Vol. VI, pp. 1373-- 1384; Laws of Uganda 1951 Revised 

Edition, Vol. VI, pp. 12-26) For more details, interested readers may see the 1900 Buganda 

agreement at appendix 14 of this thesis.  

On the economic front, production was organised under three separate forms – labour reserves, 

raw material reserves and cattle reserves. This study discusses only the first two as they are at 

more directly linked to organisational life in Uganda. The labour reserves (in the north, West 

Nile, Busia and Kigezi) created by administrative compulsion (taxation to drive people into 

looking for employment and a requirement to produce specific crops) were designed to produce 

cheap labour for plantations, factories and mines in the south. A cheap raw material reserve was 

developed by turning the landlord/tenant relationship that had developed in feudal Buganda into 

a tool for the emergence of groups of privileged and parasitic people with miles of land while 

turning the peasants on the land into squatters who had to pay ground and commodity rent (see 

the Buganda Agreement, 1900). Similar arrangements were replicated in Ankole and Toro with 

specific agreements in 1901. The separation of the producers (the peasants) from the 

appropriators of the fruits of increased production through these agreements fettered productivity 

since the producers could not benefit from increased production (Mamdani, 1983a; Green, 2005). 

The British (set to lose revenue and raw materials for British factories) launched a number of 

reforms by enacting the Envujjo and Obusulu Acts. These laws (one a rent control law and the 

other a security of tenure law) set a nominal rent and gave tillers owning three acres or less 

security from eviction.  A critical ingredient in national development - security of tenure on land 

holding – was denied the large local land holders. This led to the intended negative consequence 

for Uganda‘s development of preventing the rise of local agricultural capitalists since those 

Ugandans with larger than three acres could be evicted. This negative consequence still bedevils 

the country given that this system has not been overhauled and agriculture remains extensive 

rather than intensive a condition made worse by land parcelisation/fragmentation due to the 

customary tradition of parcelling out land to majority age male children. This conclusion was 

arrived at using the heuristics of common sense knowledge approach (Kelle and Lüdemann, 

1995). This is ―knowledge about (phenomena) that the people in the empirical field under 

investigation ordinarily have ... (it is in short) everyday knowledge‖ (Erzberger and Kelle, 2003: 

471).   
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In commerce and trade, with lessons from the long experience in India, the British attempted to 

stem the rise of an independence movement by preventing Africans from joining business so as 

to stifle the emergence of a middle class that could lead such a movement. Internally integrated 

trade in local commodities was thus replaced with a trade aligned to the service of British 

industry run by British or Indian merchants with no links to the local communities. Hence, while 

pre-colonial trade had been dominated by Africans, the new trade was dominated by European 

companies and Indians who sold British goods. This not only destroyed local industry but with it 

the interdependence of local communities. Colonial industrialisation too was skewed in favour of 

Britain as there was no intention to turn Uganda into a settler colony which would be a 

permanent home for British nationals. Britain‘s only interest in industrialisation was the creation 

of small plants to service the export of raw materials (cotton ginneries, coffee processors), repair 

factories and other equipment (repair shops/garages), produce bulky items costly to import 

(cement and brick works) and produce perishables or service the consumption needs of resident 

administrators (bakeries, butcheries, creameries and light factories for soft drinks and alcohol). 

Thus no serious infrastructural and industrial development took place in Uganda during the 

colonial period. Even the few bigger factories that were established after world war two 

following the enactment of the colonial development Act in 1929 were aimed at aiding and 

developing ―agriculture in the colonies and the promotion there by of commerce with industries 

in the UK‖ going by the stated main objective of the Act (Mamdani 1983a). The resultant 

factories, therefore, still processed items for export or for the consumption of colonial 

administrators at a larger and more refined level but not machines for agriculture for example.  

The above political and economic policies threw forth a new society in which a soldier had to be 

a northerner, a civil servant a southerner, a merchant an Asian and a manufacturer a Briton, only 

in a few cases an Asian. In agriculture, small holders were exclusively African while plantation 

owners were Europeans and Asians employing black unskilled labour. In fact, even in the south, 

there was further sectionalisation following religious lines in the recruitment into central 

government jobs. Protestants were favoured over catholics and Muslims in that order. Indeed, in 

Buganda, a sectarian law stipulated that ―the prime minister and the treasurer had to be 

protestants and the Chief Justice had to be a Catholic‖ (Mamdani, 1983 a: 56). When, according 

to Mamdani, colonial repressive and exploitative conditions begot a common consciousness of 

resistance despite the divide and rule tactics, the colonial government came up with pre-emptive 
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reforms in 1952. These reforms involved cooptation of some political elite into colonial 

legislative structures; outlawing of mass peasant organisations such as the cooperative 

movement; emasculation of the workers movement by outlawing the establishment of general 

unions, policing union funding and removing leadership from members to an elite bureaucracy 

detached from the aspirations of actual workers. These moves reduced the depth of political 

contestation as a proliferation of small industry specific unions primarily concerned with 

distributive rather than procedural justice ensued. Thus at independence, the labour movement 

was fragmented and weak and the organisation of the economy, the administration, the army and 

politics promoted a north-south/protestant-catholic divide. Following this conflagration, 1954 

saw the formation of a clearly ethno-religious part, the Democratic Party (DP), by a sectarian 

coalition of catholic landlords, the catholic church and the catholic action movement of village 

priests and village teachers in catholic schools formed. The party was formed not on anti-

imperialist credentials but simply to oppose discrimination against catholics during recruitment 

to state jobs. In other words, the party was fighting for inclusion in the colonial dispensation, not 

to uproot it.  Additionally, the nationalist movement under the Uganda National Congress 

(UNC), initially united with a membership from across Uganda (Buganda, Lango, Acholi, Teso 

and Bukedi), eventually split into ethno-religious parties in 1955. The Buganda protestant section 

became the openly monarchist and pro-Buganda Kabaka Yekka (KY) and the non-Buganda 

section comprised of groups from the rest of the country retained a moderate nationalist line with 

a protestant hew and formed the Uganda Peoples‘ Congress (UPC). This schism has been at the 

core of Uganda‘s post-colonial political turmoil and economic decline (Kakonge 1966; 

Mamdani, 1983). 

3.5.1.2.    Post-independence turbulence and attempts at socio-economic turnaround  

With no fundamental change of the content of the colonial political and economic set up, at 

independence Africans in the colonial forces, civil service and politics continued to run the 

colonial machinery tailored to serve colonial interests (Akintoye, 1976 and Mamdani, 1983a). 

The independence Uganda government perpetuated this by inviting the World Bank an outfit of 

colonial powers to draw the first five year development plan. This plan recommended the 

intensification of colonially initiated commodity production using mainly foreign private capital. 

Hence, the economy after independence continued to be dominated by foreign interests.  This 
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domination was buttressed by the character of funding by British banks Barclays, Grindlays and 

Standard Chartered which controlled 80 percent of the industry. Thus in 1966 for example, 43.5 

percent of commercial bank loans and advances went to finance the export of raw materials and 

the import of British inputs (dubbed commerce), 28 percent to finance the manufacturing plants 

controlled by British interests and 8 percent to finance agriculture and specifically to the 

purchase of export crops like cotton and coffee. Hence as depicted by a comparison of 

investment before and after independence (an excellent exposition of data on these developments 

can be gleaned from Mamdani, 1983 a) no qualitative leap was made with the investments after 

independence. These investments continued to be:  

―islands without any integral connection with the Ugandan economy; their only reason for being 

in the country was to acquire super-profits for the monopolies through access to cheap Ugandan 

labour and high tariffs which protected them from competition of rival monopolies; tariffs granted 

by the government because the companies claimed their products were ‗made in Uganda‘! Let us 

take the example of UGIL. UGIL made, and still makes, cotton piece-goods like shirts, trouser, 

sheets etc. but its factory merely cuts and stitches cloth imported straight from Japan! It is really a 

glorified workshop, where a thousand or so tailors have been brought together under a single roof. 

In return, Japanese monopolies get not only payments for imported cloth, but also royalties and 

related fees for sharing their shirt, trouser and sheet patterns with Ugandans!‖ (24 – 26).  

 

Bilateral ‗aid‘ was also tailored to be a capital flight instrument the same way colonial 

production, commerce and industry worked against local capital formation. In an analysis of 

cases of aid from Britain, the Soviet Union and Hungary after independence Mamdani (Ibid.) 

citing Ministry of commerce files (TRE/18/16 of January 19, 1965; C. EO/4 of May 23, 1966; C. 

TRE/18/18/1 of January 1972 and July 2, 1976) demonstrates how capital flight is promoted by 

the use of conditionalities to ‗aid‘.  In 1966 for example, Britain gave as a condition for loaning 

Uganda money for joint ventures between the Uganda government and British monopolies the 

use of at least 60 per cent of the money lent to buy goods from Britain. As a result of this 

condition, charcoal and rubber projects were rejected because they would use too much local 

material. On Soviet and Hungarian ‗aid‘:  

―The major Soviet ‗aid‘ project in Uganda was the Lira Spinning Mill. The loan for this project carried an 

interest rate much lower than that charged by western ‗donors‘, only 2½ per cent per annum. But the fine 

print of the contract shows this rate to have been an accounting trick. The payment of interest on the loan 

was to begin a year after equipment was loaded on Soviet ships – even before the completion of the 

project! Fifty per cent of the output of the Lira Spinning Mill was to go directly to the Soviet Union as 

part repayment of the loan. The Soviet Union was, in other words, using its own equipment, but Ugandan 

labour and raw materials to set up a captive industry in Uganda to meet its own consumption need! The 

rest of the loan was to be repaid by exporting to the Soviet Union any Ugandan commodity it demanded. 

Such a commodity would, undoubtedly, be as good as the dollar, either saving foreign exchange on 

Soviet imports, or being re-exports for foreign exchange. This practice is common among all Soviet-bloc 

countries. In 1964, for example, Ugandan lint sold to Hungary on special terms was resold in the world 
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market at a higher price. In 1976, when it was dissatisfied with the quality of Lira textiles, the Soviet 

Union demanded repayment of principal and interest on its loans in coffee‖ (pp.26 – 27). 

Hence, the economy continued to be externally aligned after independence with no local capital 

formation worth of any note. The structure of the economy and the inability of the government to 

redirect it led to a financial crisis in 1969 with a shortage of foreign currency to import 

commodities due to the decline in world prices. Despite the doubling of coffee and cotton 

production and export 1962 the resultant earnings had reduced leading to economic decline 

(table 3.3). 

Table 3.3: Uganda’s domestic and external and external performance (1964 – 1970) 

Period 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 

Real GDP growth 4.6 4.9 5.7 2.9 2.6 10.0 1.7 

Trade balance as % of GDP 10.8 5.6 5.9 6.8 5.6 5.8 10.8 

Source: Government of Uganda (1999): Vision 2025 

The above economic crisis soon ruptured the uneasy democratic window that existed between 

1962 and 1966 as a result of the marriage of convenience entered between potentially 

antagonistic groups at the Lancaster negotiated independence settlement. The tensions within and 

between the parties nurtured during colonialism soon came to a head when the rightist faction 

emerged dominant in UPC and resorted to repressive measures such as preventive detention of 

individuals, declaration of a state of emergency in Buganda, the overthrow and exile of the 

Kabaka (King of Buganda) in 1966, abrogation of the constitution in 1967 and proscription of 

political pluralism using a sectarian army. As the country lurched from crisis to crisis, including 

an attempted assassination of the president in 1969 by right wingers, government attempted to 

unravel the system it had inherited at independence and maintained throughout this period by 

publishing the populist ‗common man‘s charter‘ in the Nakivubo pronouncements of 1969 and 

the ‗move to the left‘ of 1970. The thrust of these initiatives among other measures was 

introduction of a national currency, a central bank and the partial nationalization of western 

owned concerns in Uganda.  The result of these measures was a western backed coup and the 

establishment of a fascist regime supported by opposition parties which as discussed above were 

marginalized and eventually proscribed. The popular discontent demanding of the new 

government a solution to the economic crisis that led to the coup spurred the government into 

using the racial, ethnic and religious divides promoted by colonialism to declare ―the economic 
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war‖ of August 1972. In this ―war‖ Asian merchants were expelled and their businesses allocated 

free of charge to illiterate and inexperienced religious, regional and military cronies of the 

regime in an attempt to expand its support base and reap populist capital by declaring that it was 

creating black millionaires. The government easily succeeded in using this for two reasons; first 

Muslims were the most marginalized religious group in the country and secondly, Asian 

merchants were British imports who controlled the import-export trade between Uganda and 

Britain hence in both cases, the rhetoric of liberation was ‗plausible‘. When Britain responded to 

the expulsion by cancelling aid to Uganda on December 1, 1972, the fascist government in 

Uganda responded by nationalizing forty one foreign owned firms including fifteen British ones 

dealing a further blow to the struggling economy. Henceforth, with ill prepared people some of 

them former manual labourers in the plantations who ―neither inherited the foreign connections 

of the Asian bourgeoisie, nor (had) any independent creditworthiness‖ at the helm of military, 

political and economic affairs, the journey to a complete meltdown commenced (Mamdani, 

1983: 47). Thus between 1971 to 1979 annihilation of the legal, banking, transportation and 

communication systems occurred pushing the country‘s institutional and other development back 

into the nineteenth century (Jaycox, 1992; Sachs, 1996; Soludo, 1998; OED, 1998; Bloom and 

Sachs, 1998 and Harvey, 2002). The war to remove Idi Amin wrought further physical 

destruction of infrastructure, looting and pillage of government properties (including records 

destroying institutional memory). When after the ousting of the fascist regime, the ensuing 

December 1980 elections, were defrauded by the Uganda Peoples‘ Congress (UPC), another war 

led by the National Resistance Movement/ army (NRM/A) broke out on February 6, 1981. In an 

attempt to strengthen its hold on to power the UPC government opened party branches at all 

government parastatal business firms and fused the sole Amin decree established National 

Organisation of Trade Unions (NOTU) with the party (UPC). In this environment, organisational 

decisions required political consideration and approval. The turmoil that ensued during the war 

to remove this government compounded the situation and the spurt in GDP growth which had 

got to 5 percent by 1983 fizzled out as the war intensified (The Republic of Uganda, Vision 

2025, 1999). In 1985 when all was but a shambles, there was another military coup followed 

with another round of looting and destruction of property and records. By 1986, when the 

NRM/A captured state power, the GDP had shrunk to 40 per cent below the 1970 level and 
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annual headline inflation was at 240 percent further discouraging long term investment and 

worsening the demonetization of the economy and the trade imbalance.  

Despite the avowed aim of creating a democratic politics and an independent, integrated, self-

sustaining economy (The ten point programme of NRM, 1986), the new leaders lacked 

experience in state management and were filled with the urge to erase marks of any good done 

by past governments for political point scoring. The NRM thus launched into an economic 

recovery programme which over zealously wiped all past policies off the Ugandan policy 

landscape. An eclectic oscillation between leftist and rightist policy stances that clouded policy 

formulation took hold of national matters. Amidst this oscillation, the IMF was invited to offer 

‗help‘ regarding reforming the economy to generate growth and budgetary sufficiency. The 

conditionalities of the IMF, among other effects curtailed investment in the softer areas of 

management such as knowledge and skills development through tertiary and higher education 

premised on the assumption that to liberate resources to the entrepreneurial class, state budgetary 

expenditure in services must be curtailed. This approach ignored the need for transformational 

economic policy in a country such as Uganda, a partial market economy that had suffered years 

of turmoil. Such a policy could necessarily only emanate from decisive state intervention 

(Mamdani, 1989). Contrasted with Singapore‘s approach over the same period – driven by a 

capital intensive, high-technology strategy with greater attention to University education and 

postgraduate programmes in engineering, information technology and business administration 

(Wu and Eng, 1991) the IMF/World Bank conditionalities could only be counterproductive. 

Additionally, while in the majority of developed countries including the USA and developing 

countries like India and South Africa, major utilities like power generation and postal services 

remained in government hands, the NRM government sold everything (The New Vision, 2009) 

with the bizarre result that a state company that was struggling to satisfy power demand at home 

in South Africa, ESKOM took over power generation as a private company in Uganda from the 

state owned Uganda Electricity Board (UEB). With profit as the sole motive, this foreign state 

company disregarded the limits on water release per minute leading to the collapse of water 

levels, lower power generation and further problems for the economy as a whole. While 

agricultural subsidies were the order of the day in Europe and the USA, in Uganda, the IMF and 

the World Bank insisted that subsidies were not beneficial for poor countries (The New Vision, 

Ibid.). The government meekly obliged allowing the Cooperatives Bank to collapse, Uganda 
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Railways to grind to a halt, eventually selling it off as it did Uganda Commercial Bank. Iacocca 

and Novak (1984) vividly captured the ubiquity of subsidies as a linchpin of western agricultural 

policy when they described US agricultural policy thus: 

―Over the past few decades, we have had a phenomenally successful industrial policy – in agriculture. 

Three percent of our population not only feeds the rest of us – they feed much of the rest of the world … 

(This is the result) of more than good climate, rich soil, and hardworking farmers. We had all those things 

fifty years ago, but all we got were dust bowls and disasters. The difference lies in a wide range of 

government-sponsored projects. There are federal research grants, county agents to educate people, state 

experimental farms, rural electrification and irrigation projects such as the TVA, crop insurance, export 

credits, price supports, acreage controls and now payment in kind – which pays farmers not to grow 

certain crops. That programme alone now comes to over $ 20 billion a year‖ (p. 348).  

As a whole, the industrialized countries spend more that US $ 300 billion a year on such 

agricultural subsidies such as those depicted by Iacoca above (The Monitor, September 3, 2003) 

placing significant huddles in the way of the development path of countries like Uganda which 

depend on unsubsidized agriculture. Thus, by destroying the vehicles for giving a helping hand 

to Ugandan farmers the country‘s agricultural development had been dealt a debilitating blow. 

This is because the big foreign banks that dominate Uganda‘s banking sector (figure 3.2) are 

inclined to funding the services sector and multinational corporations both mainly foreign 

owned.  

Figure 3.2: Composition of Uganda’s banking sector by ownership 

 

Source: Government of Uganda (2008) cited in Matovu (2010: 21) 

Thus the structure of term lending shows that agriculture which employs more than 82 percent of 

the population only receives 11 percent of such lending (World Development Indicators, 2008; 

CIA World Factbook, 2010; Matovu, 2010). The consequence of winding up cooperatives which 

were rural marketing structures and the Cooperative Bank as well as the Uganda Commercial 

Bank which had permeated the rural economy and provided relatively affordable rural finance 

was thus pushing almost the entire rural economy into subsistence. The vacuum was filled with 
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what are known as ―money sharks‖ whose exploitative interest rates have raked economic havoc 

in the countryside. An additional blow is the policy of low salaries and wages including taxation 

of leave and other allowances. This policy is meant to cut state expenditure and free resources 

for investment [as argued by the IMF] and to ensure cheap labour and attract foreign investment 

– by the Uganda government and the Uganda Manufacturer‘s Association arguments (Mamdani, 

1989; Brister, 1988; Uganda Government Policy Framework, 1987; Treasury Circular, 1988; The 

New Vision, August 20, 2003; The Monitor, September 3, 2003; The New Vision, July 26, 

2004). This policy flies in the face of conventional wisdom succinctly summed up by Iacocca 

and Nevak (1984) in the following words: 

―Working people should be well paid … back in 1914, the first Henry Ford decided to pay his workers $5 

a day and created a middle class in the process. He had the right idea, for unless the working people of (a 

country) are making a good living (there cannot be) a middle class. The cement in our whole democracy 

is the worker who makes $ 15 an hour. He‘s the guy who will buy a house and a car and a refrigerator. He 

is the oil in the engine‖ (p. 319). 

Hence, the main result of the low wage policy advocated by the IMF and supported and pursued 

by the Uganda government since 1986 has been the continuation of colonial intentions – 

narrowness of the internal market and the revenue base and restriction of local capital formation, 

economic expansion and munificence of economic resources.  This is exacerbated by the fact 

that the rural areas are subsistent and outside the monetary economy or where they are captured 

within it they have very low purchasing power.   

The NRM has also been increasingly accused of following in the sectarian footsteps of 

colonialism and earlier post-colonial governments. Green (2005) argues that this accusation may 

appear unfounded if not critically assessed, however, a close review of western Ugandans in top 

military, political and economically influential positions reveals a serious bias in the favour of 

people ethnically close to the president. Such a review indicates that Banyankole Bahima have 

dominated the top ranks leading to the view that the army now serves NRM‘s political and 

economic interests and those of its founder and a few kinsmen (International Crisis Group 

(2004). By May 2003, Uganda was led by one of the most unrepresentative cabinets in its history 

with 58% of the senior cabinet positions occupied by western Ugandans. Indeed, in that year, the 

president‘s own district of Mbarara did not only have an additional three cabinet ministers but 

also an ambassador to the United Nations (UN) at the same time. By 2009, six years later, this 

ethno-regional skew has been spread to other positions in government agencies and of the 318 
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top most government allocated jobs, the vast majority (44.7%) were allocated to people from 

western Uganda (the home region of the president) and 30.5% to people from central Uganda yet 

each of these regions is composed of people from one or a closely related population group. 

Indeed both regions are occupied by Southern Bantu (table 3.4). The heterogeneous regions that 

have disparate population groups, eastern and northern Uganda had only 15.4% and 9.1% 

respectively allocated to them with .3% going to Ugandans of Asian extraction [see the full list at 

appendix 13 (i) to (vii)].  This distribution does not tally with Uganda‘s population distribution 

since according to census data (UBOS, 2002) the largest portion of Uganda‘s population (27%) 

is in the central region followed by the western, eastern and northern regions at 26%, 25% and 

22% respectively (tables 3.4/3.5 and figure 3.3). It is unlikely that a similar skew exists regarding 

the spread of merit in the population of Uganda. Additionally, the ethnic composition of the 

regions with the biggest proportion of national jobs; the central region (Baganda, 17%) and 

western Uganda (Banyankole, 8%; Bakiga, 7%; Batoro, 3%; Banyoro, 3%; Bakonjo, 2%; 

Banyarwanda, 6% and Barundi, 2%) is drawn from the same mutually understandable language 

groups (http://worldfacts.us/Uganda.htm). In contrast, the ethnic mix in both eastern (Basoga, 

8%; Iteso, 8%; Bagisu, 5%; Bagwere, 2%, Jopadhola, 2% and Karamojong, 2%) and  northern 

Uganda (Langi, 6%; Acholi, 4%, Alur, 2% and Lugbara, 4%) is more disparate with the people 

in each region speaking mutually intelligible languages.  

Table 3.4: Distribution of 318 topmost jobs in some leading Uganda government 

                  institutions 

Source: semugs@observer.com_2008 
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No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Western 13 46.43 16 37.2 11 39.3 6 85.7 6 50 28 48.28 62 43.66 142 
44.

7 

Northern 2 7.14 7 16.27 2 7.1 1 14.3 1 8.33 3 5.17 13 9.15 29 9.1 

Eastern 5 17.86 11 25.6 3 10.7 0 0 1 8.33 6 10.34 23 16.2 49 
15.

4 

Central 8 28.57 9 20.93 11 39.3 0 0 4 33.33 21 36.21 44 30.99 97 
30.

5 

Ugandan Asian 0 0 0 0 1 3.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 .3 

Total No. 28 - 43 - 28 - 7 - 12 - 58 - 142 - 318 100 
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Table 3.5: Projected Population of the Regions in Uganda, 2005  

Index  Central  Eastern  Northern  Western  

Census Population (2002)  6,625,239  6,208,351  5,366,104  6,351,327  

Observed Growth Rate  2.76  3.62  4.53  2.95  

Projected Population (2005) - 

Million  

7.2  7.0  6.1  7.0  

Population Increase  536,000  672,000  722,000  552,000  

   Source: http://www.foodnet.cgiar.org/SCRIP/docs&databases/ifpriStudies_UG_nonScrip/pdfs/ 
   UBOS/2002-03_Uganda_population_census_report.pdf  

Figure 3.3: Percent share of Uganda’s population by region in 1991 and 2002 

 
           Source: http://www.foodnet.cgiar.org/SCRIP/docs&databases/ifpriStudies_UG_nonScrip/pdfs/UBOS/ 

          2002-03_Uganda_population_census_report.pdf  

Juxtaposing the trend in occupation of senior positions in the central government with the decline 

in the urban poverty rate in the west from 25.2% to 5.6% between 1994 – 2000 compared with a 

smaller drop in Buganda‘s urban poverty from 11.9% to 7.0% and an even smaller drop or even 

an escalation elsewhere, a link between political and economic power is inescapable. No wonder 

a link between political positions and those who have purchased privatised state enterprises in 

Uganda and got free government land donations or tax waivers has been made (Bigsten and 

Kayizzi-Mugerwa, 2001; Tangri and Mwenda, 2001/2003; Bird and Shinyekwa, 2003 and 

Green, 2005). 

It would, therefore, appear that to this day, colonial economic, political and social infrastructure 

continues to visit the country with destructive outcomes due to the failure by post-independence 

governments to uproot it. First, because the economy was and continues to be externally aligned 

and not internally integrated, significant local capital formation has not taken root. Second, 
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because land was not massively alienated, the small working class that exists is characterised by 

a dual existence bestriding urban and rural life. Thus workers in the urban centres maintain food 

gardens on rural holdings and raise not only finances but actual food to supplement their urban 

existence with consequences for organisational practice. Since the wage or salary is not the only 

means of livelihood, distributive justice to which unions were restricted by colonial legislation in 

1952 (un-amended till 1995) and which would be the minimum expected of workers‘ 

organisations has not been a major worker mobilisational focus in Uganda. Trade unions in 

Uganda are fragmented and weak with no real organisation, orientation and capacity to tackle 

procedural justice issues. Third, sectarianism continues to dominate the political economy of the 

country.  

3.5.1.3.   Uganda’s current economic indicators and employment regulation 

Evident from the above synopsis of post independence Uganda is the fact that in the twenty year 

period from 1966 to 1986, Uganda suffered political, social, economic and managerial 

haemorrhage. From 1986, forces led by the NRA/M under Yoweri Museveni have attempted 

different reform interventions that have included among other intervention promotion of a mixed 

economy with strong leftist rhetoric and use of instruments like barter trade; proscription of 

organised political competition and change of course mid-stream to unbridled liberalisation with 

some negative consequences. The question that beggars answers then is whether this situation 

has fundamentally changed and with what regulatory, economic and management practice 

ramifications?  

Uganda has substantial natural resources, including fertile lands, benign temperetures all year 

round, well distributed and regular annual rainfall, and some mineral deposits such as copper, 

cobalt, gold, beryl, bismulite, chromite, hematite, magnetite, galena, lithium, limestone, 

phosphate, vermiculite, columbite, tantalite, gypsum, kaolin, silica and oil (NEMA, 2001; 

http://www.gulfoilandgas.com; 2005; http://www.energyandminerals.go.ug/ AR2001App6.pdf; 

www.gulfoilandgas.com and Timesonline, 2009). From this list, the country produces only gold, 

gypsum, hydraulic cement, kaolin, niobium, tantalum, pumice and related materials, raw steel, 

tin, tungsten and vermiculite signifying the capacity poverty it suffers. Thus, the country is 

bedevilled by serious poverty with her income per capita and other development indicators 

towards the bottom of other African countries. The confluence of colonial legacy, post-colonial 
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political turbulence with concomitant economic decline and the shortcomings of government 

policies since 1986 appear to have left the country in the unenviable position of one of the 

poorest and most indebted in the world at the rank of 193
rd

 in GDP per capita (Atlas method). 

The country thus suffers a GDP (purchasing power parity) of $38.18 billion, a GDP per capita 

(PPP) of $1,200 and a labour force distribution of 82% in agriculture, 5% in industry and 13% in 

services (2009 estimates). The country‘s GDP composition by sector is 22.5% agriculture, 25.1% 

industry and 52.4% services. The bulk of the labour force (82%) thus contributes only 22.5% of 

the GDP – an inefficient utilisation of labour. Such low productivity has led to a poor income 

distribution by family (the country‘s Gini index is 45.7 by 2002 figures) and a large population 

(35%) below the poverty line (2001 figures). Raising capital domestically is also problematic 

given a stock of domestic credit position of $1.439 billion with a domestic credit provided by the 

country‘s banking sector of 9 percent (2008 figures) and publicly traded shares at a meagre 

$116.3 million (2006 figure). Moreover, the country is not rated on the creditor rights index an 

indication of the nascence of her capital market. With revenues of $2.22 billion outstripped by an 

expenditure of $2.765 billion (2009 est.) and the shortfall covered by foreign aid and loans, the 

government is constantly under the attendant pressure to adopt specific institutional and policy 

frameworks.  The country‘s gross fixed investment of 19.4% of GDP (2009 estimates) indicates 

a low expenditure by business in future capacity to produce (factories, machinery, equipment, 

dwellings, and inventories of raw materials). Further, the industrial landscape is narrow as it is 

mainly constituted of sugar, brewing, tobacco, cotton textiles, cement, and steel production. The 

smallness of Uganda‘s economy is further confirmed by energy production and consumption 

figures which were used by this study as a proxy for economic ability and activity respectively. 

With electricity production at 2,256,000,000 kilowatt-hours; electricity consumption at 

2,068,000,000 kilowatt-hours (2007 figures) and oil consumption of 13,000 barrels a day (2009 

figures), Uganda‘s relative economic ability and activity are minor.  

As a result of this economic narrowness, twenty four years after reforms began in 1986, the 

country is still burdened by an 87% of the population in rural peasant agrarian subsistence 

(World Development Indicators, 2008).  Hence, Uganda's economy is highly un-monetized with 

undeveloped rural financial markets (Matovu, 2010). Yet in the urban areas where the big banks 

operate, the interest rate spreads are high at 20 percentage points (lending rate 24% less deposit 

rate 4%). Taking into account the inflation of between 8% and 10%, the resource mobilization 
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picture is even grimmer. With low income levels (high poverty) owing to a largely subsistence 

economy, government revenues are hard to come by.  All this is not withstanding some solid 

growth that has taken place in recent years based on investment in infrastructure, improved 

incentives for production and exports, lower inflation, better domestic security, and the return of 

exiled Indian-Ugandan entrepreneurs (CIA World Factbook, 2010). Thus, the government is 

living beyond its means given expenditures way beyond locally generated revenue (figures 3.4 

and 3.5). 

Figure 3.4: Revenues and expenditure of the government of Uganda 

 

Source: Government of Uganda (2008) cited in Matovu (2010: 8) 

Figure 3.5: Fiscal deficit of the government of Uganda 

 

Source: Government of Uganda (2008) cited in Matovu (2010: 9) 

 

With such a weak national economy (a weak private sector and a national government depending 

on grants to balance her budgets) resource mobilisation for investment in soft organisational 

technologies faces serious constraints. These constraints include:  (i) a large informal sector and 

dominance of a subsistence agriculture sector; (ii) narrow tax base; (iii) dominantly foreign 
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owned banks concentrated in urban areas; (iv) high interest spread (v) shortage of term lending; 

(vi) limited range of financial instruments [only the state monopoly the National Social Security 

Fund (NSSF) invests long-term assets] and (vii) a high interest rate spreads (Matovu, 2010). 

Paradoxically, to turn around this situation, there is a serious need to capacitate performance 

enhancement interventions focused on stemming organisational poor performance to generate 

resources or an economic upturn.  

Regarding the current employment regulation in Uganda the guiding principles of the NRM at 

capturing power in 1986 enshrined in a ten point programme made residential democracy a 

priority excluding work place democracy (The NRM Secretariat, 1988). Coupled with the 

emphasis on the economic front on developing the hard infrastructure – electricity, water, 

telephone, roads – to encourage the inflow of FDI, this policy meant the soft imperatives such as 

reform of employment legislation lagged behind. Hence, employment law in Uganda remained 

predominantly colonial until 1995 when workers‘ rights were entrenched in the constitution of 

Uganda. Even then, it was not until another eleven years in 2006, that the first acts to do with 

new employment legislation were enacted on the same day to operationalise some of the 1995 

constitutional provisions namely – the Employment Act (2006); the Labour Union Act (2006) 

and the Labour Disputes (arbitration and settlement) Act (2006). In 2008, another law – the 

Public Service (negotiating, consultative and disputes settlement) Act – was enacted. Read 

together, save for The Public Service (negotiating, consultative and disputes settlement) Act 

(2008) which provided for the creation of negotiating councils in the public service, all the other 

laws do not create mechanisms for employee participation in decision making. Another 

problematic area of employment legislation and regulation is enforcement failure with overall 

lack of transparency with government agencies often not following legal requirements and court 

decisions and in some cases physically storming courts using the army to curb execution of 

decisions by those courts which try to be independent (State://http://www.state. gov. /e/ eb/ ifd/ 

2005/42193.htm.).   

3.5.2. The macro-context of South Africa 

South Africa‘s politico-economic trajectory was different from Uganda‘s having woven the path 

from colonialism through apartheid to a free democratic dispensation. The history of the country 

is replete with examples of a twin process that has shaped the work context – capital ownership 
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and workplace legislation by the dominant forces in the state at the different epochs of the 

country‘s history. Up to the end of official apartheid, the state served capital owners as both 

ownership and control of the state converged on racial lines. After the demise of official 

apartheid, capital ownership and state control diverged and the state began a protracted 

legislative onslaught to dismantle skewed and adversarial employment relations crystallised 

through South Africa‘s apartheid legacy. A legacy that has left the country with an organisational 

setting in which most subordinates are black and most managers are white (Grutter et al., 2002 

and Nel et al., 1997). This is so despite the country‘s demographic set up of nearly 95% black. 

Three historical epochs (Adam, 2000) define the current organisational milieu – British 

colonialism, apartheid and the post apartheid dispensation. The impact of each of these epochs is 

imprinted on the countries culture and regulatory environment.  

3.5.2.1. The legacy of colonialism and apartheid   

Akintoye (1976) summarised the history leading up to the establishment of the Union of South 

Africa and eventually apartheid as commencing with the arrival of white settlers at the Cape of 

Good Hope in 1652 who founded a settlement for refreshing Dutch ships trading with India. 

When Britain acquired the colony in early 19
th

 century, there followed a history of two centuries 

of wars for control between the Dutch and the British leading up to the great trek between 1836 

and 1846 when the Boers moved inland to evade British colonialism. They seized African lands 

and established the white communities of Transvaal, Natal and the Orange Free State. The 

British settler government promoted specific policies that led to the creation of a racially 

heterogeneous society dominated by English capital, education and language in South Africa. 

The British imported Indians and Chinese to work in farms between 1850 and 1910 to bridge the 

labour gap left by resisting indigenes (Nel et al., 1997). This importation led to a complex 

cultural mix in South Africa, which is evident today. To control this racially complex labour 

force after the abolition of slavery in 1834, a history of draconian laws regarding employment 

relations was unleashed beginning with the Masters and Servants Act No.15 of 1856, which 

prescribed imprisonment for improperly performed work. This set the stage for adversarial 

performance management as performance shortfalls were criminalised and were to be dealt with 

penally. The discovery of diamonds in 1870 and gold in 1872 dramatically changed employment 

relations as it led to the importation skilled workers – Engineers and artisans – who were needed 
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in mining from Britain. In 1910, Britain established the Union of South Africa which it handed 

over to the British white settlers and withdrew. The arrival of workers who hailed from Britain 

on the discovery of diamonds and gold in the mid 19
th

 century eventually necessitated legislation 

for racial discrimination at the work place and the Mines and Works Act No. 12 of 1911 and 

Regulation 285 prohibited blacks and coloureds from doing certain jobs. To preserve skilled 

employment for British imports, the law prohibited the issuance of certificates of competence to 

blacks and coloureds.  

Under English control, Afrikaners were mainly in the interior and comparatively poor, 

uneducated and either unskilled or semi-skilled and in 1910, the ratio of per capita incomes of 

the Afrikaners and English was 100:300 (Giliomee, 1979). From the 1920s, due to the flow of 

rural unskilled Afrikaners into urban areas christened the ―poor White problem‖, there was state 

sponsored social, political and economic advancement for Afrikaners through legislation that 

patronised Afrikaners while excluding Africans (Adam, 2000). The Industrial Conciliation Act 

No. 11 of 1924, for example, defined the term ―employee‖ to exclude blacks. This denied blacks 

any say in the work place. This exclusion was later to be strengthened in 1956 by Act No. 28 

which allowed all non-blacks (whites, Indians and coloureds) to belong to trade unions thus 

enabling them to have legally enforceable employment agreements while denying this to blacks. 

It further put in place statutory job reservations for whites. This was in line with the ‗civilised 

labour policy‘ an instrument that employed Afrikaners to the exclusion of Africans. But, even 

with affirmative action the Afrikaners, could still not compete with the long-urbanized, more 

educated and prosperous English South Africans and so were only employed at the lowest rungs 

of organisations. Their condition was succinctly described by De Kiewiet (1957) cited in Adam 

(2000:26) thus: 

―At the base of the white society had gathered, like a sediment, a race of men so abject in their poverty, 

so wanting in resourcefulness, that they stood dangerously close to the natives themselves‖. 

This reinforced the drive for Afrikaner political power since ―for them, economic security can 

only be obtained if they are able to participate in political decision making‖ (Trapido, 1963:79) 

and if they could be protected ―against white competition‖ (du Toit, 1934:31). Hence the 

concerted mobilization of Afrikaners around linguistic and cultural brotherhood leading to the 

election, in the Whites only election of 1948, of the most extreme of the Boer groups, the 

Afrikaner National Party (a front for Afrikaner nationalism against British dominance of South 
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Africa). Having mobilized to realize distinct political, cultural and economic goals, the National 

Party set out to re-construct South Africa based on the ideological doctrine of apartheid which 

classified all South Africans according to race and explicitly favoured whites generally and more 

so Afrikaners in particular. From its ascent to political power in 1948, the National Party 

orchestrated accelerated dominance of whites while disadvantaging Africans, coloureds and 

Indians to varying degrees throughout the years of apartheid using what Adam (2000) calls  ―a 

barrage of legislation extending patronage‖ to Afrikaners (p.26). So massive was state sponsored 

mobility that by 1968, twice as many Afrikaners occupied the public sector as in 1948 and by 

1978 they occupied 90 percent of the 150 key positions in the public sector. In the private sector, 

sufficient quotas were kept for ‗civilized‘ labour but also ―ethnic capital accumulation‖, to use 

Adam‘s phraseology, was deliberately fostered by supporting fledgling Afrikaner businesses 

laying the foundation for Afrikaner business giants such as Sanlam, Rupert and General Mining 

(Gencor) [Adam, 2000].  The result of these policies was that ―Afrikaner control of private 

industry rose from 10% to 21% between 1948 and 1975 and the proportion of the Afrikaners in 

the professions doubled. Between 1948 and 1975 the percentage of Afrikaners in white-collar 

jobs increased from 28% to 65%, while the number of farmers and blue-collar workers fell 

sharply. (Although) Afrikaner-controlled enterprises were generally smaller than English firms 

in the same sectors and more reliant upon the state (their size and scope) was impressive‖ 

(Adam, 2000:29 citing Giliomee, 1979 and Charney, 1987). The sanctions against South Africa 

resulting from the repression and exploitation of apartheid forced the state to strive for internal 

self sustainability hence the policy of inward industrialization (Grütter, 2002). This led to the 

development of most industrial sectors to relatively higher levels compared with the rest of 

Africa. The result of the three drives – English accumulation, Afrikaner accumulation prior to the 

sanctions period and inward industrialisation to beat sanctions – was internal capital formation 

albeit skewed in favour of the dominant political force in each period. A distinct political, 

economic and cultural mix was thus created in South Africa whose ramifications persist to date 

and impinge on management practice.    

3.5.2.2. Culture and management in South Africa 

Arguing that South Africa is at once Africa in its natural form and Europe at its best, Beck and 

Linscott marvel at the placement by history of ―such a bewildering variety of peoples‖(p.50). In 
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seeking to understand the dynamics of organisation management in such a society, there is no 

better place to begin than Human‘s (1994) assertion that ―South Africa is a divided society, most 

importantly in terms of racial cleavages which coincide with class, spatial and cultural variables. 

… the environment of business could be seen as protected and isolated enclaves in the broader 

South African environment. Apartheid structures and racist attitudes created a small white island 

only vaguely conscious of the African Sea surrounding its shores‖ (p.213). In this environment, 

according to Human, management and workers see each other and act towards each other as 

enemies. This is because of a number of reasons. First, the policy of tribal reserves under 

apartheid groomed people to see themselves in ethnic terms thereby raising the spectre of ethnic 

chauvinism. Secondly, and most important, the cross of racial humiliation and arrogance born by 

blacks deepened racial solidarity among black communities (Mazrui, 1980). This history has 

bequeathed South Africa with schizophrenic organisations consisting of two parts – a small, 

highly skilled and powerful one and a large, under-skilled and powerless one. The small 

powerful element uses goal and task orientation to the exclusion of ‗the human side to enterprise‘ 

to authoritarianly manage the majority (Christie, 1994). Khoza (1994) argues that an Anglo-

Saxon mould informs this management orientation. As a result, decision making in South 

African organisations revolves around power relations rather than consensual relationships 

causing institutional conflict in most of the processes. The imposition of an orientation alien to 

the South African reality has debilitated organisational performance (Khoza, 1994 and   

Koopman, 1994). Large perceptual chasms exist between managers/employers and employees in 

interpreting management issues owing to disparate cultural orientations of the two groups. 

Koopman argues that managers, predominantly white, hail from an individualist exclusivist 

value system while the subordinate blacks hail from a communalist inclusivist value system. The 

―white‖ mind set has thrown forth exclusive institutions which have given primacy to the 

individual, his development and self fulfilment. Management in institutional forms of this 

character is necessarily directive and based on hierarchical and individualist control systems 

reminiscent of power relations and policies such as bonuses based on individual merit and 

position (Ibid., pp. 41-47 and Khoza, 1994, p. 121). This approach is mismatched with the 

orientation of South Africa‘s black subordinates whose cultural orientation is for inclusive 

organisations managed through consent, consensus, commonality of purpose, justice, communal 

rewards and participative structures. In response to this, an argument for a paradigmatic shift in 
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management theory and practice in South Africa has gained currency (Khoza, 1994; Koopman, 

1994; Lessem, 1994, 1996; Mbigi, 1994; Mbigi and Maree, 1995; McFarlin et al., 1999; Horwitz 

et al., 2002 and Horwitz and Jain, 2002). Two trends are discernible in the call for a shift. One is 

a call for a shift to afro-centric management, to theories of African Management, the most 

popularly articulated being ubuntu (Khoza, 1994; Mbigi, 1994; Mbigi and Maree, 1996; Mbigi, 

2000; McFarlin et al., 1999). The other is a call for a management approach that is sensitive to 

and meshes the strengths of the various mind frames of South Africa‘s multicultural society and 

arrives at workable management systems and methods (Lessem, 1996; Horwitz and Jain, 2002). 

This would entail meshing South Africa‘s Anglo-Saxon competitiveness and personalised 

heritage, Germanic cooperative management, European coordinated and managerial approach 

and African communal heritage. There are, however, some contradictions in the reference to 

ubuntu as an African management philosophy. If ubuntu describes a universal gravitation to 

group solidarity for survival among poor, deprived, marginalised communities all over the world 

(Mbigi and Maree, 1995) then it is questionable whether it Afro-centric as claimed. It is clear 

from the literature (Mbigi and Maree, 1995 and Koopman, 1994) that deprivation lack of access 

to opportunities by any community in the world confounds the individual spirit and leads to 

collective responses. It can be argued that moving towards an ubuntu management ethos is 

moving in a negative direction given that deprivation of blacks in South Africa is in constant 

flux. With access to opportunities by sections of South African blacks, this ethos may 

increasingly cease to be an identity of all blacks, rather certain classes of blacks. Indeed 

Koopman‘s thesis seems to be suggesting this when he argues that collectivism ―was the right 

equipment‖ for Africans to use in order to survive in the face of adversity. The use of the past 

tense in ‗was the right equipment‘ is instructive. Given the class formation even among black 

communities and the disintegration of their social fabric wrought by colonialism and apartheid or 

even Black Economic Empowerment, does South African society of today resemble the hunting 

communities of old so the spirit of the African hunter (Mbigi, 1997) ought to be glorified? Or is 

it a question of equitable access to opportunities and an empowering organisational environment 

that ought to be rigorously addressed? Some evidence exists to show that South Africa lost its 

communalist being in its pure form and even blacks are stratified. This is why the black 

economic empowerment drive has been criticised for benefiting the ‗cream‘ of the black elite. 

Indeed, Koopman argued further that: 
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―When a person has access to opportunities such as freedom of choice pertaining to good education, 

acquisition of property, career opportunities, the establishment of business (a preserve of Whites in South 

Africa), the chances are that one will experience these events as positive reinforcements and build up 

traits of self-confidence through competence of task, self-esteem and self-actualisation‖ Ibid., p….). 

 

Because South African blacks have been deprived the above opportunities by apartheid, the 

natural reaction is to replace individualist drives with those closer to the natural state – self 

confidence with vision and faith, self-esteem with the protection of pride and dignity and self-

actualisation with unity of being (communalist existence). What is bound to happen in South 

Africa is for the black elite to resemble white South African more and more to the exclusion of 

black South Africans. Given this analysis of human reaction to concrete reality, the way out in 

South Africa is not in returning to the past but in meshing what is positive from both worlds – 

the individualist and the old communalist for a new South African ethos for competitive 

advantage. There has already been enactment of an impressive array of legislative instruments, 

which has set the ground for development of a specific institutional framework to deal with the 

specific context. This gives South Africa a unique context for performance management. What is 

actually needed now is orchestrating this context for efficacious performance management. 

3.5.2.3. South Africa’s current economic indicators and employment regulation 

Ranked number 88 in the world South Africa is a middle-income economy despite its mainly 

semi-arid climate. This position party owes to the unparalleled reserves of gold, antimony, 

nickel, phosphates, tin, diamonds, platinum, chromium, manganese, vanadium, coal, iron ore, 

uranium, gem, salt, natural gas, copper, silver, fluorspar, asbestos and limestone. Indeed, the 

country‘s extensive coal reserves are expected to last through most of twenty-first century, its 

uranium is plentiful and an offshore oilfield is also under exploration. Reserves untapped and 

unconverted to finished products, however, play no part in current economic activity and 

availability of economic resources for organisational performance. This is not so in the case of 

South Africa as the country manufactures aluminum, primary ammonia, antimony, asbestos, 

bentonite, chromite, cobalt, copper, feldspar, ferrochromium, ferromanganese, silicomanganese, 

fuller's earth, gold, gypsum, hydraulic cement, industrial sand and gravel (silica), iron ore, 

kaolin, lead, magnesite, mica, natural iron oxide pigments, perlite, pig iron, platinum-group 

metals, quicklime and hydrated lime including dead-burned dolomite, raw steel, silver, synthetic 

diamond, vanadium, vermiculite, zinc and zirconium mineral concentrates, steel products, 
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chemicals, electronics, automobiles and coal liquefaction to synthesize oil and gas in which it is 

the world leader. It is also engaged in food processing and the manufacture of textiles and paper. 

A large commercial fishing industry exporting more than 60 percent of the catch and a 

flourishing wine industry are in place. There is also commercial livestock and dairy farming and 

a well developed tourism industry with more than 5 million international arrivals. The country 

boasts of substantial foreign investment owing to its broad technological base; highly trained 

managerial cadre; adequate labour supply; specialised financial institutions; well-developed 

legal, communications, energy, and transport systems. These advantages appear to have 

countervailed the negative factors such as uneducated workers; crime, violence and labour 

militancy. Thus the country attracted a stock of direct foreign investment of $73.67 billion at 

home and $51.36 billion abroad in 2009. A strong export-oriented manufacturing has seen 

increased exports of gold, precious metals, precious stones, base metals, coal, textiles, chemicals, 

paper products, agricultural products, coal exports, machinery, vehicles and equipment fetching 

$66.64 in 2009. Judged against imports of vehicles, machinery and equipment, chemicals, 

petroleum products, scientific instruments and foodstuffs imports at in the same year, the country 

enjoys a relatively healthy balance of trade position. Added to the reserves of foreign exchange 

and gold of $39.68 billion (2009 figures) the government is in position to pursue an independent 

decision making process without undue external pressure as happens in various African countries 

including Uganda. 

Given the above resources and business activity around them, South Africa‘s economy is large in 

relative terms with a GDP (PPP) of $505.3 billion and a GDP per capita (PPP) of $10,300 in 

2009 (World Bank Group; 2010). The GDP composition by sector of 3% from agriculture; 

31.1% from industry and 65.8% from services is indicative of a transforming economy thus the 

country‘s categorisation as an emerging market. The distribution of the economically active 

labour force of 9% in agriculture; 26% in industry and 65% in services, 65% closely matching 

the structure of the economy‘s GDP is a relatively more efficient utilisation of labour than is the 

case for Uganda whose statistics indicate that the bulk of the labour force (82%) contributes only 

22.5% of the GDP.  The larger and more dynamic nature of South Africa‘s economy is further 

illustrated by the rural-urban population (40-60 percent) and the relatively higher energy 

production and consumption. The figures for electricity production of 240.3 billion kilo Watt 

hours; electricity consumption of 215.1 billion kilo Watt hours; oil consumption of 579,000 
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barrels a day and natural gas consumption of 6.45 billion cubic metres confirm this picture 

(compiled from 2007, 2008, 2009 and 2010 World Bank, IMF and CIA Factbook figures). This 

economic dynamism is reflected in the activity on the Johannesburg stock exchange which was 

the eighteenth largest in the world recording a value of $805.2 billion in publicly traded shares in 

2009. Other positive indicators of a sound economic base are the gross capital formation of 20 

percent of GDP; a lending interest rate of 11 percent of GDP, a credit rights index of 3 (0 = 

weak, 4 = strong); a market capitalization of listed companies of 280 percent of GDP; domestic 

credit provided by the banking sector of 197 percent of GDP and a domestic credit to private 

sector position of 161 percent of GDP. South African companies thus have a sound market pool 

from which to mobilise capital for their investments including in management improvements. 

Overall, it may be concluded that South Africa‘s organisations operate in a relatively more 

resource munificent environment than Uganda‘s. Economic difficulties from the apartheid era 

such as poverty and lack of economic empowerment among the disadvantaged groups still 

remain unresolved. Thus there is a high incidence of people below the poverty line currently at 

22% using the national poverty head count ratio method (2008 figures). The percentage of the 

population below the poverty line is, however, much higher if a standardised method such and 

PPP at $1.25 a day were used. Income inequality is also high given the country‘s Gini index of 

65 (2005 figures).  

Regarding employment law in South Africa, the history of  Apartheid left the country with an 

organisational setting where most subordinates are black and most managers are white (Grutter 

et al., 2002 and Nel et al., 1997) in a country where the reverse is true in the society as a whole. 

By 1994 the white minority dominated skilled employment, capital ownership and management. 

Given the institutionalised construction of the discriminatory and oppressive labour and 

employment relations context, an institutional framework that negates the discriminatory one had 

to be constructed and much work has been put into legislation to unravel historical 

discrimination in South African organisations since 1994 (Horwitz, et al., 2004). In this regard, 

the African National Congress (ANC) government legislated for three drives – employment 

equity, skills development and black economic empowerment (Bird, 2002; Horwitz et al., 2002; 

Pirikisi, 2001 and Araujo et al., 2001). This drive has included the establishment of the tripartite 

National Economic Development and Labour Council (NEDLAC) a statutory body composed of 

major stakeholders in HRM as well as labour unions aimed building a social partnership amongst 
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organisations in business, labour and the state to arrive at joint consensus on pertinent issues. 

Other interventions include the Labour Relations Act No. 66 of 1995 one of whose objectives is 

democratisation of the work place through consultation and joint decision making. To this end, 

not only does the Act require employers to consult and agree with trade unions or employee 

representatives who reflect interests of all occupational categories, levels and population groups 

of work force and to furnish them with all relevant information before such consultation but also 

provides for work place forums through which workers enjoy greater participation and say in 

decision making. These forums are different from collective bargaining which concerns itself 

with distributive issues as they are concerned with the transformational processes of 

organisational performance (Nel et al., 1997 and Official South African Trade Union Directory, 

2001). Some of the performance management related issues the work place forums are mandated 

to jointly handle with management include enhancement of efficiency; work place restructuring 

(new work methods, new technology, changes in the organisation of work) and dismissal of 

employees for reasons of operational requirements. The forums also jointly handle criteria for 

merit increases and bonus payments and education and training. The law also set up the 

Commission of Consultation Mediation and Arbitration (CCMA) with an elaborate process of 

dispute resolution including a labour court at the level of a provincial court and a Labour 

Appeals Court which is the final court of appeal equivalent to the appellate division of the 

Supreme Court. The CCMA ―handles both procedural and distributive justice in considering the 

fairness of a matter such as dismissal (Horwitz et al., 2004: 6). Under chapter six, contracts with 

government are conditioned on compliance with the Act and evidence of such compliance is part 

of the tendering documentation. By obliging the employer to share financial, employment 

situation, general organisational performance and future plans and prospects information with the 

work place forums, the law created an environment conducive to open organisational 

communication which is essential for efficacious performance management. Indeed, as pointed 

out by Nel et al. (Ibid): 

―… information sharing is an essential ingredient of participation (yet) traditionally, in most parts of the 

western world, management has not been known for its eagerness to ‗open up its books‘ to labour 

representatives … information was in any event typically used to support the power base of each of the 

parties‖ (p.257). 

By legislating for participation and information sharing, the legislative environment is ‗forcing‘ 

an organisational context for specific types of performance management in South Africa. Other 
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employment laws include South Africa‘s constitution of 1996 which has a bill of rights which 

outlaws discrimination and promotes equity and the Employment Equity Act 55 of 1998 

designed to eliminate unfair discrimination and implementing positive measures to redress 

disadvantages caused by apartheid.  The Act designates black people (Africans, Coloureds and 

Indians or ACI), women and people with disabilities for affirmative action to ensure they 

progressively get equal employment opportunities and equitable representation in all 

occupational categories. Unfair discrimination using certain employment practices among them 

performance management policies such as job classification and grading, remuneration, training 

and development, performance evaluation systems, promotion, transfers and demotions is 

prohibited.  This law also has a code of good practice which enjoins employers (under chapter 3, 

section 42), to conduct a mandatory analysis of employment policies, practices, procedures and 

the working environment to identify employment barriers which adversely affect people from 

designated groups and submit an annual report to the government. This has placed specific 

demands on performance management in South Africa as the requirement to identify under 

representation of black (ACI) people at any level of the hierarchy and report annually to the 

department of labour coupled with the empowerment of employees, trade unions and the labour 

department to monitor progress and take further action if there is no reasonable progress is 

specific to South Africa.  

The effort to reverse the effects of centuries of discrimination also included the enactment of the 

Skills Development Act of 1998 which aims to enhance the skills of workers who had been 

disadvantaged by the statutory job reservations since 1956 by making the work place an active 

learning environment, giving the employees an opportunity to acquire new skills through 

learnerships and other training programmes as well as ensuring a good quality of education in 

and for the work place. This has had profound effects on performance management 

consequences relating to training and development as it has raised the level of investment in 

education and training in South Africa‘s organisations. More importantly, the Act established a 

robust institutional and financing framework comprising of the National Skills Authority, the 

National Skills Fund, a skills development levy and grant system through a Skills Development 

Levy Act, Sector Education and Training Authorities (SETAs), labour centres, partnerships 

between the public and private sectors of the economy to provide education and training in and 

for the workplace, and a national skills authority (NSA) to develop and implement policy and 
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strategy as well as conduct investigations on compliance and liaise with sector educational 

training authorities (SETAs) in implementing such policy and strategy. The financing of the 

sector skills development system was ensured by the establishment of the National Skills Fund 

made up of 20 percent of the skills development levies established by the Skills Levies 

Development Act, appropriations by parliament, interest on investments and donations. From 

April 1, 2000, each public service employer is required to budget for at least 1 percent of the pay 

roll for the training and education of its employee. The functions of the SETAs include 

developing sector skills plans; implementing sector skills plans through learnerships, workplace 

skills plans, allocating grants to employers, education and training providers and workers and 

monitoring education and training in the sector; promoting learnerships by identifying 

workplaces for practical work experience, supporting the development of learning materials, 

improving the facilitation of learning and assisting in the conclusion of learnership agreements; 

collecting and disbursing skills development levies in the sector and implementation of sector 

plans. Compliance mechanisms are provided for in that learnership agreements have to be 

entered into between the learner and the employer, a group of employers and a training provider 

spelling out the obligations of each party. The employer is obliged to employ the learner for a 

specified period, to provide the learner with specified practical work experience and to release 

the learner to attend the specified education and training. The learner is obliged to worker for the 

employer, attend the specified education and training while the training provider is obliged to 

provide the specified education and training as well as the specified learner support.  

3.5.2.4.    Affirmative action or in-group favouritism? 

Before the advent of the ANC government, past government policies concentrated  economic 

power in the hands of five to eight large diversified conglomerates – Anglo American, Sanlam, 

Old Mutual, Rembrandt and Barlow Rand among others which control 70% of the share capital 

on the Johannesburg stock exchange (Horwitz and Jain, 2002 and Human, 1994). These 

conglomerates have created an organisational and institutional fabric to serve their own and 

particular needs (Human, 1994). Because of legislative prohibition of access to skilled 

employment by blacks, in 1999 70% of managerial positions were still held by white males, 

blacks constituting only 16% and this has not much changed presently (Howritz et al., 2002). Yet 

in the labour pool, there is predominance of whites with University degrees (over one million in 
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1999) in comparison to blacks (only 240,000 in the same period) – McFarlin et al., 1999. It is to 

smash this that the Black Economic Empowerment (BEE) notion was born with the aim of 

enabling blacks (ACI) gain economic power by shifting the resources resident in the hands of 

minority whites into the hands of blacks (Pirikisi, 2001). Yet, almost like its predecessor, the 

national Party, which after capturing state power in 1948 proceeded to sponsor only Afrikaners 

while continuing to oppress ‗natives‘, Indians and people of mixed race commonly known as 

coloureds, there are accusations that the ANC is favouring Africans over the coloured and Indian 

groups. A contradiction has emerged over the treatment of the ACI group. The argument is that 

while during the anti-apartheid struggle ‗black‘ often included all the three disenfranchised 

groups – indigenous Africans, Asians and coloureds – after the demise of apartheid, it seems 

black means indigenous Africans and as a result people of Asian origin and people of colour 

―complain that in the old system they were not white enough while in the new order they are not 

black enough‖ (Adam, 2000: 6).  

Given the above synopses of country conditions and following Jackson‘s (2002) insights on 

varied systems in African countries owing to differing post-colonial influences; Björkman et al., 

(2007) regarding divergence of practices across countries and the triple arguments of institutional 

theory, the spill over thesis and environmental munificence (Leff, 1978; Robbins, 1984; Staw 

and Szwajkowiski, 1975; Zussman, 1983 and Lachman et al., 1995) the study made two 

propositions. It behoves on the study to explain the use of propositions and not hypotheses here 

as has been done above. This departure was informed by the nature of data expected. Because 

this was not a longitudinal study, there was heavy reliance on archival material to generate 

information on national characteristics. Moreover most of the information on national histories is 

textual and descriptive which makes the statistical manipulation required for hypothesis testing 

inappropriate. This is because translation of such qualitative material into quantitative summaries 

tends to drop meaning (Miles and Huberman‘s (1994). Yet deductively following the contextual, 

institutional and spill-over literature reviewed above it is expected that the historic and economic 

differences between South Africa and Uganda would necessarily throw forth regulatory and 

financing differences and with them differences in the management practices of the two 

countries‘ organisations. The aim here is not to conclusively prove them but to make tentative 

generalisations regarding the extent to which differing national political and economic contexts 
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inform differing performance management practice. This may then be further assessed by future 

research.  

Proposition 1:  

Effective national regulation will be positively associated with adaptation of effective 

performance management (PM) practices. 

Proposition 2: 

Availability of resources to organisations for adaptation of effective PM practices will be 

positively associated with environmental munificence. 

3.6. Conceptual framework 

As a first step to developing a conceptual framework for this study, the main linkages gleaned 

from the literature review are diagrammed at figure 3.6 below. Following the pattern of the 

literature reviewed in chapters two and three and the researcher‘s experience and intuition, there 

is a four step influence between the variables. The first independent variable, national posture for 

workplace governance shapes organisational milieu which influences performance management 

practice leading to specific member outcomes. Hence organisational environment and practice 

can differ in character and intensity given specific national contexts. National posture for 

workplace governance is composed of a battery of elements including national workplace 

governance policies, work place legislation and regulations, institutional framework for 

workplace governance and financing, existence of strong and free worker participation forums 

and resource mobilisation capacity and/or opportunities. The second independent variable 

organisational milieu includes organisational cultural capital (society based member culture and 

corporate culture) as well as performance leadership (system wide diffusion of performance 

leadership, immediate performance leadership, executive prioritization of performance 

management and executive evenness and openness). Regarding the main dependent variable, 

performance management practice, a battery of seven constituent elements was studied. These 

elements are performance management empowerment; member participation in system launch; 

procedural justice; evaluation of individual and team performance; existence and nature of 

individual and team rewards; effective communication (task, career, media used, responsiveness 

and feedback) and resource adequacy.  
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Figure 3.6: A diagrammatic representation of differing contexts leading to different 

        practice and member outcomes 
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Lastly, performance management practice influences member outcomes constituted of employee 

perception of the performance management system as transparent and fair or not (perceived 

system orientation) and employee affective response (satisfaction and happiness with the 

performance management system and its management.  

It is noteworthy that the literature points to the conclusion that the less the incidence of 

leadership in an organisation, the more inhibitive the other organisational milieu factors (cultural 

capital and performance leadership) and the more negative organisational member outcomes. 

Additionally, national history and prevailing conditions may differ from country to country 

leading to divergent organisational milieux. Given this study‘s generic conceptualisation, it is 

expected the divergent historic conditions of Uganda and South Africa have engendered varied 

national contexts and organisational milieux leading to differing management practice mixes. 

Following the contextual perspective discussed under the background to the study (Beer, 1980; 

Porter, 1990; Brewster and Bournois, 1991; Brewster et al., 1991; Brewster, 1993/1995/1999; 

Gatley et al., 1996; Martìn-Alcazàr et al., 2005; Bloom and Van Reenen, 2007) the explanatory 

model developed by this study associates national context, organisational milieu, performance 

management practice and member outcomes. A difference in national context impinges on and 

causes a difference in the other three elements (figure 3.3 below). Following the call by various 

researchers on HRM in Africa (Anakwe, 2002; Horwitz et al., 2002; Jackson, 2002 and 

Kamoche, 2002) for empirical research on clusters of HRM practice in Africa that is cross 

country and inter-regional in scope, this study set out to empirically verify this model.  

3.7. Conclusion 

This chapter has dealt with the literature on management in the context of African culture, 

performance management in African organisational contexts, organisational justice in Africa and 

the national and firm contexts of Uganda and South Africa. Following the insights on African 

organisational contexts and the regulatory and economic conditions of South Africa and Uganda, 

the study hypothesised a positive association between contextual variance between these 

countries and variation between organisations across them in member culture and performance 

leadership. Further postulations were that cultural differences inform the capacitation of job 

incumbents; performance leadership positively affects performance management practice; 

member culture and performance leadership significantly explain the variance in performance 
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management practice and member outcomes and performance leadership together with 

procedural justice significantly predict performance management practice and member 

outcomes. Owing to a leadership-perceived system orientation-affect nexus deduced from the 

literature and the data, the study posited a positive association between performance leadership 

and perceived orientation as well as between perceived system orientation and member affect for 

existing performance management practice. Two propositions were made regarding a positive 

association between effective national regulation and adaptation of effective performance 

management (PM) practices as well as between availability of resources to organisations for 

adaptation of effective PM practices and national resource munificence. 

A conceptual framework which associates national context, organisational milieu, performance 

management practice and member outcomes was provided at the end of the chapter. Next, the 

thesis presents chapter four which exposes the methodology used to gather and analyse the data 

as well as test the above hypotheses and propositions.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 

METHODOLOGY 
 

4.1. Research approach 

 

The study set out to answer questions relating to the following four objectives drawing on the 

selected countries‘ historical background, politico-economic environment, institutional 

framework, resource capability and cultural orientation: 

1. To assess whether there is significant variation between the socio-economic, regulatory and 

cultural textures of South Africa and Uganda.   

2. To assess whether significant variation in country socio-economic, regulatory and cultural 

textures engenders internal organisational context and performance management practice 

variability.  

3. To establish whether variation in performance management practices has significant 

associations with member outcomes variability. 

4. Using existing theory and the discovered practice to develop explanatory and analytical 

models and frameworks associating successful PM with goodness of fit between PM practice 

and context including whether a supportive context can actually be generated. 

The thesis sought to generate answers to these issues through quantitative and qualitative 

research at four organisations across two countries, Uganda and South Africa. The sources of 

information were questionnaires; face to face interviews at the organisations‘ corporate 

headquarters and in some cases some branch offices; field observation notes; the organisations‘ 

printed and electronic materials and public pronouncements or publications by/or about the 

organisations in the media. The study also gleaned relevant data from reports by the national 

statistics agencies and the World Bank, archival material, as well as a review of published 

scholarly literature were used to generate answers to the questions of national culture and 

economic resource availability.   

4.2.Research Design 

The study used a mixed research design by which quantitative and qualitative data were gathered 

and analysed separately. The quantitative and qualitative outcomes were then synthesized to 
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develop logical relationships and/or explanations which informed our conclusions. Mixed 

methods have been reported to be very useful in enabling both depth and breadth in behavioural 

research there by leading researchers to gain a ―fuller‖ or ―more complete‖ insight than if they 

had used a single method (Erzberger and Kelle, 2003). Indeed, seminal studies that have made 

lasting contributions to management science such as the Hawthorne study in the United States of 

America which studied contextual impacts of employee behaviour (Roethlisberger and Dickson, 

1939) and the Marienthalstudie which studied unemployed Austrian workers after the great 

depression (Jahoda et al., and Lazarsfeld and Zeisel, 1933/1982) both cited in Erzberger and 

Kelle, (Ibid.) used mixed research designs.  

In our approach, the entry point was the survey method using a standardized questionnaire 

followed by semi-structured interviews. This was done because while the survey method allows 

collection of a large amount of data from a sizeable population economically (Saunders et al., 

1997) which is essential given the cross cultural nature and the geographical spread of the study, 

it has limitations. For example, there is a limit to the number of questions a questionnaire can 

contain (Saunders et al. Ibid.) and they are standardised limiting the response possibilities. Face 

to face interviews were, therefore, conducted to gain a deeper insight into the area under study. 

In addition, documentary evidence – including information on priorities, policies, management 

plans and objectives, output measures and performance indicators, performance review 

documentation, HRM manuals, terms and conditions of service regulations, organisation charts, 

job descriptions, reports of consultants and information on company web sites – was gathered 

and analysed. Lastly, field observational notes were made during interviews and helped to enrich 

the information regarding the context in which performance is managed in the studied 

organisations. This mixed design enabled the study to maximally balance relevancy and 

economy; data integrity and results currency (Hussey and Hussey, 1997; Jankowicz, 1995 and 

Jick, 1979). 

The overall strategy for integrating data generated by the two methods was methodological 

triangulation. Triangulation is used here to mean generating and connecting theoretical and 

empirical knowledge using two approaches; the quantitative (survey) and the qualitative 

(interviews, documents and records). From the outset we were open to the three possible 

outcomes of triangulated research – mutual validation (convergence of results), supplementary 

outcomes that complement each other by adding value in terms of depth and breadth and 
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contradiction (attainment of contradictory results) and in each of these scenarios, specific basic 

approaches discussed in detail in section 4.7.3 below were at hand. 

4.3.The Setting of the Study 

 

The data reported were gathered in a non-contrived quantitative survey and qualitative research 

set in four organisations; South African Breweries (Miller) and Rand Water in South Africa and 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation (NWSC) and Uganda Revenue Authority (URA) in 

Uganda. The fifth organisation, Nile Breweries in Uganda dropped out of the study along the 

way due to restructuring pressures.  The inclusion of South African Breweries in the study as the 

only privately owned firm after the withdrawal of Nile Breweries which would have offered a 

direct comparison may raise questions of comparability of the data. Indeed, Bloom and Van 

Reenen (2007) posited that ownership shapes variability of firms. In cases where family 

ownership takes the form of primo geniture (the role of Chief Executive Officer reserved for the 

eldest male child), firms tend to be very poorly managed and as a consequence to perform badly. 

In the case of this study, it can be argued that government ownership of three organisations 

(Rand Water, National Water and Sewerage Corporation and Uganda Revenue Authority) may 

make for a better comparison among them than with South African Breweries. This is because 

government owned organisations tend to have limitations of administered prices, government 

funding and political decisions. These factors screen off the link to economic conditions. 

Additionally, the regulatory conditions may differ between private companies and parastatals. 

Private firms also do better in attracting resources – capital and skills – from the market and 

hence may perform better. However, borrowing from the practices of yardstick competition and 

benchmarking, it is possible to compare not only diverse firms but also state-controlled and 

private firms (Shleifer, 1985 and DTI, 2010). Regarding yardstick competition, Shleifer posits 

that ―even in the case of heterogeneous firms, yardstick competition is likely to compare 

favourably ... if heterogeneity is accounted for correctly‖ (320). Elsewhere, he argues that even if 

similarity may be a condition for effective comparison using yardstick competition, ―there may 

be firms with no identical twins‖ (324). Moreover, generally, private firms tend to outperform 

state firms thus it would serve little purpose comparing them  since it would be impossible to 

fathom what is possible – the stretch that may be necessary for state organisations to adopt 

effective practices given that state-controlled firms are not necessarily efficient. In which case, 
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one may use generic benchmarking which unlike the other types (internal, competitive and 

functional) compares business processes or functions that are similar irrespective of industry 

(DTI, 2010). In which case, the study opted to include South African Breweries as a beacon on 

how efficient and effective firms can be. In comparing processes which are qualitative, there may 

be no need to correct for diversity using multivariate regression as suggested by Shleifer who 

was writing regarding cost of production; a quantitative phenomenon that required regression of 

costs on the characteristics that determine diversity such as regional cost of labour. 

The national portraits of Uganda and South Africa are under sections 3.6 and 3.7 in chapter three 

above. A brief over view of the four organisations is given in sections 4.3.1 to 4.3.4 below. 

4.3.1. South African Breweries 

Ranked among the top three brewing companies in the world in terms of volume South African 

Breweries-Miller operates forty breweries in Africa, Europe, USA, Central America and Asia. 

The company was listed on both the London and Johannesburg stock exchanges in 1895 and is 

currently ranked among the top three brewing companies in the world in terms of volume. It 

operates forty breweries in Africa, Europe, USA, Central America and Asia. The company has a 

turnover of US$14,543 million (2005) and; employs more than 40,000 staff; produces and 

markets more than 250 brands of beer and owns one of the world‘s largest bottling operations 

under the Appletiser and Coca-Cola products. The worldwide spread and contribution by 

geography is as follows: 

 North America – eight breweries; 5,760 employees and several brands including Miller light, 

Miller Genuine Draft, Miller High Life and Milwaukee‘s Best. 

 Central America – two breweries; six plants;  6,873 employees and several brands including 

Pilsener, Bahia, Suprema, REgia Extra, Coca-Cola, Fanta, 

 Europe - eighteen breweries; 11,424 employees; several brands including Pilsner, Urquell, 

Peroni Nastro Azzurro, Lech, Dreher and Gambinus, 

 Africa (excluding South Africa) and Asia – ninety breweries; eleven bottling plants; 6,995 

employees and several brands including Kilimanjaro, Haywards, St. Louis, Castle Milk 

Stout, Club Pilsner, Nile Special, Chairman, Eagle, Coca Cola and Fanta, 



 114 

 South Africa where this study was done - seven Breweries; ten bottling plants;  9,616 

employees and several brands including Castle Lager, Carling Black Label, Sterling Light, 

Coca-Cola, Appletiser 

The breakdown of the company‘s earnings and employee component by geographical region and 

in some cases activity area is detailed in table 4.1 below. 

Table 4.1: Breakdown of South African Breweries earnings before interest, tax and amortization (EBITA) 

and distribution of employee component 

 
Geographical region/interest EBITA (%) Employee (%) 

North America 20 14 

Central America 4 17 

Europe 19 28 

Africa and Asia 15 17 

Beer South Africa 29 14 

Other beverage interests 10 9 

Hotels and gaming 3 1 (central administration) 

Source: SAB corporate accountability report, 2005 

Of the global SAB-Miller turnover (2005)  of US$ 14,543 million, Beer South Africa (from 

which one brewery was selected for the study) had a turnover of US$ 2,522 million and of the 

global Lager volume of 148 million hectolitres (total beverage volume = 187 hectolitres) it had a 

sales volume of lager of 25,912,000 hectolitres. 

Formed in 1895, the South African operation boasts of 8,282 employees (including 

Amalgamated Beverages Incorporates who bottle soft drinks); seven breweries with brewing 

capacity of 31.4 million hectolitres or 3.1 billion litres; forty two depots; two malting plants and 

one hop production plant. In addition to brewing, this study was based on two other departments 

– packaging and new product development. The other departments [cultivation of raw materials 

(hops and barley) under SAB Maltings and SAB Hops Farms] and Sales and Distribution 

(arranged in teams in regions and districts) were not included in the study. The distribution of the 

brewing capacity of SAB-Miller in South Africa is as indicated in table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2: Distribution of brewing capacity among the seven SAB-Miller breweries in South Africa  

Brewery Brewing capacity (million hectoliters) 

Alrode (Guateng) 8.3 

Rosslyn (Guateng) 7.2 

Chamdor (Guateng)  2.2 

Polokwane (Limpopo) 1,5 

Prospecton (Kwazulu Natal) 5.3 

Newlands (Western Cape) 4.5 

Ibhayi (Eastern Cape) 2.4 

Total  31.4 

Source:  The prospectus of SAB in South Africa, 2005 

The research was based at the Newlands (Western Cape) brewery which together with Ibhayi 

services about 10,000 customers and sold five million hectolitres in 2005. The Newlands 

brewery was the first brewery in South Africa and has a sophisticated operation that serves 

Western Cape and parts of Eastern Cape with exports to Namibia, Angola and the United 

Kingdom. It was granted national heritage status in October, 1995. It employs 400 people, has 

nine brands, two brew houses, 112 fermentation and maturation vessels with capacities of 1320 

and 2640 hectolitres and five packaging lines, a multiple pack line, a returnable bottles line, a 

cans line, a non returnable bottles line and a keg line. The brewery received accreditation in 2005 

as an investor in people business and is highly efficient in its operations recording one of the 

lowest average water-to-beer ratios in the international brewing industry at 4.33 hectolitres for 

every hectolitre of beer against the UN benchmark of 5 – 6.  Regarding electricity consumption, 

it consumes 10.25 kilowatts per hour against the UN benchmark of 12.  

4.3.2. Rand Water Board 

Set up in 1903, the Rand Water Board has a turnover of R 3 billion Rand (US$ 500 million) per 

annum and assets totalling R 5 billion (US$ 833 million) including pumping stations, purification 

plants, reservoirs, a farm and a heritage property. The staff complement of the cadre that 

participates in the Balanced Performance Management Framework (BPMF) which was the 

subject of this study was 714 (the detailed breakdown is under the section on sample selection 

below). The organisation is a wholesaler, that is, it supplies water in bulk only to bulk consumers 

such as local authorities, large industries and mines and not to individual consumers. Apart from 

abstracting and treating water, the primary activities of the board include investigating, obtaining 
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and storing surface runoff source water and storing underground source water. The current Water 

Board was reconstituted under the 1996 Constitution of the Republic of South Africa and the 

Water Services Act No. 108 of 1997. The other law that governs Rand Water is the National 

Water Act of 1998. Under the Water Services Act, the primary services of the board were 

extended to include the provision of bulk sanitation service. Additionally under this Act, the 

current service area of Rand Water is 18, 000 km² incorporating the Province of Gauteng and 

incorporating the towns of Rustenburg and Carletonville in the North West Province, Bethel in 

the Mpumalanga Province and Sasolburg and Heilbron in the Free State. The organisation‘s 

clients, therefore, include the metropolitan municipalities of Johannesburg, Tshwane (Pretoria) 

and Ekurhuleni and thirteen other municipalities, a number of mines and factories. This is an 

area of about twelve million people and boasting of over one half of South Africa‘s economic 

activity (randwater.co.za, 2005; Rand Water Annual Report, 2005). It is, therefore, the largest 

and most experienced water utility in South Africa and one of the largest in Africa as a whole.  

The Rand Water Board buys raw water from the department of Water Affairs and Forestry and 

draws it from the dams, filters it, cleans it, disinfects it and delivers it to the organisation‘s large 

reservoirs and those of local authorities for on ward supply. The organisation owns two 

purification plants with the one at Zuikerbosch rated as one of the largest purification plants in 

the Southern hemisphere.  The organisation, however, spends so much energy as it had to lift 

water about 380 meters from the Vaal River to the higher areas in the Witwatersrand one of the 

highest water supply lifts in the world. This, however, means the organisation boasts of good 

pumping engineering expertise and experience. Hence, the organisation has been operating a 

large diameter steel pipe manufacturing plant for nearly thirty five years at the Zwartkopjes 

pumping station to provide a cost effective product for the pumping and water delivery 

infrastructure.  

In addition to the core business of supplying bulk potable water and sanitation services, the 

organisation has diversified into other activities including promoting water-saving devices such 

as dual-flush toilets and aerated showerheads; improving quality and quantity of raw water 

through removal of ‗thirsty‘ alien plants, and rehabilitating wetlands and improving delivery of 

water and sanitation services by working with tertiary education bodies to train local authorities 

in skills for public private partnerships.  The Rand Water also engages in commercial farming at 
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the Zwartkopjes farm started to optimize the return on vacant land set aside for future 

developments of sewerage treatment and water reclamation plants. Lastly on diversification, the 

organisation under the Rand Water Board Services engages in consulting work including training 

and acting as an implementing agent in the industry in South Africa, Africa and beyond.  

4.3.3. National Water and Sewerage Corporation 

 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation (NWSC) is an autonomous parastatal set up by decree 

in 1972 to deliver water and sewerage services to the large towns of Uganda. The organisation 

suffered mismanagement and was run down during the ensuing years of turmoil and the situation 

was made no better by the culture of non-payment of water bills promoted by the military regime 

of 1971 to 1979 which declared that water was a natural and free element for which people 

should not be made to pay. By 1995 when the NWSC Statute was enacted to turn it around, there 

was a very expensive labour force of 1,800 people (36 staff/1000 connections); an irrational and 

costly welfare scheme; poor staff behaviour like late coming and corruption and lack of 

performance incentives for area managers and staff.  

 

In 2000, a performance contracting system was introduced under which there are three year 

contracts between the organisation and government that set out business like targets that have to 

be achieved profitably. Under this arrangement, NWSC is currently contracted to operate in 

twenty two areas and seven branches including the capital city Kampala. The other areas (mainly 

municipalities and large towns) include Arua, Bushenyi, Entebbe, Gulu, Jinja, Kabale, Kasese, 

Lira, Masaka, Mbale, Mbarara, Mukono, Soroti, Tororo, Fort Portal, Malaba, Hoima, Mubende, 

Iganga, Lugazi and Masindi. The organisation is responsible for both water and sewerage 

services in these major municipalities and towns (population 2.1 million in February 2005). The 

seven branches (all under Kampala Area that serves the capital city and its surroundings) are; 

City Centre branch, Najjanankumbi, Bwaise, Ntinda, Natetete, Kansanga and Kitintale. The year 

2004 also saw the creation of the external services business unit to market NWSC expertise and 

benchmark the corporation‘s performance with other utilities. This unit has been involved in 

consulting engagements in Zambia, Kenya, Tanzania and Ghana.  
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The research was done at the NWSC headquarters and Kampala Water which employ 184 and 

444 employees respectively constituting 56 percent of the organization‘s 1,093 personnel. 

Operationally the Kampala Water Supply Service Area (KWSSA) which covers the area with the 

most dynamic business activity in Uganda forms about 70 percent of the firm‘s operations and 

accounts for the same proportion on the revenue base. The water supplied in the KWSSA is 

treated at two water treatment plants located on the shores of Lake Victoria. Kampala Water also 

operates a sewerage treatment works at Bugolobi. 

4.3.4. Uganda Revenue Authority 

Uganda Revenue Authority (URA) was set up on September 5, 1991 by the URA statute No. 6 of 

1991 as the central agency for assessing taxes and administering laws on taxation. Before this, 

tax administration was under the traditional civil service in the Ministry of Finance where four 

departments – Income Tax, Customs, Inland Revenue and Taxation and Industrial Promotion – 

were in-charge of the different tax heads. There was poor revenue performance because of low 

staff morale, low commitment and high levels of corruption occasioned by inadequate pay, lack 

of resources to carry out the job, poor training and inadequate support and management from the 

top. Additionally, the departments in the Ministry of Finance were highly bureaucratic, had 

poorly documented processes, were overly regimented and inconsistently applied systems which 

were, in any case, out of date. 

The new organisation (URA) improved tax administration in Uganda by 2005 after various 

changes of chief executives and political interference in appointment of staff performance had 

slowed and the staff complement was over bloated to over 2100 employees. It appears the new 

structure arose out of an IMF mission of December 2004 which recommended downsizing.  As a 

result, departments were scaled from 10 to 5 and staff grades from 18 to 7 so the non-managerial 

positions plummeted from 2076 to 1804 and employees were asked to voluntarily retire qualify 

for a severance package. The contracts of all those who did not voluntarily retire were terminated 

and they were asked to reapply.   
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4.4.  Data collection methods 

4.4.1. The population and sample selection 

i) Selection of countries and organisations within countries 

Normann (1970) contended that it is possible to generalise from a few cases, or even one case, if 

the researcher‘s analysis properly captures the content of the phenomenon he/she is 

investigating. What is important is the applicability of the patterns, concepts and theories 

generalised from a specific environment to another. Gummesson (1991) supported this argument 

when he concluded that ―using statistics to generalise from a sample to a population is just one 

type of generalisation‖ as generalisation is possible from one setting to another. Given these 

arguments the seemingly disparate organisations above were justifiably selected and the samples 

for the study were selected from them following scientific method discussed below. The two 

countries studied were drawn purposively as they offer both variation (owing to their diverse 

histories and current circumstance) and particular ‗informativeness‘ in best answering the 

research questions and objectives. First, they are from two different regions – East Africa 

(Uganda) and Southern Africa (South Africa). Secondly, the countries represent divergent 

colonial and post colonial legacies leading to differing contexts (discussed in the section on the 

contextual situation of these two countries in chapter three above).  

Organisations were also purposively selected with the main guiding principle in the judgement 

being which cases could best address the study questions and objectives and were particularly 

informative (Neuman, 1991; Hussey and Hussey, 1997 and Saunders et al., 1997). In Uganda, 

the Uganda Revenue Authority, which was selected from the state regulatory sector, had just 

implemented a performance management process that fit the theory gleaned by the researcher 

regarding effective systems.  Yet from preliminary information from the organisation and press 

reports in Uganda, there appeared to be failures at an early stage including litigation as a result of 

the system. The National Water and Sewerage Corporation was selected from the Water 

provision sector in Uganda given that it had implemented a number of performance improvement 

programmes which have been widely reported as highly successful. How these fit into the 

theoretical framework of this study given that the only research on performance improvement 

that has been done at the organisation (Mugisha, 2006) is positivist was explored. In South 
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Africa, a major brewer South African Breweries-Miller, was selected from the private sector on 

account of persistent inclusion in various reports as an ardent implementer of best practice and 

the fact that it is the second largest Brewer in the World (Business Week, September 8, 2003). 

What could be gleaned from its success? Rand Water was the water provider selected in South 

Africa to match Uganda‘s NW&SC mainly on account of the fact that it is the largest and most 

sophisticated water provider in South Africa. The Nile Breweries Limited which had been 

selected from Uganda to match South African Breweries in the brewing industry especially since 

South African Breweries acquired majority shares in the company opted out of the project along 

the way. South African Revenue Service which was selected from the state sector to match the 

Uganda Revenue authority did not respond to our request for permission to conduct research.  

ii) The individual participants within organisations 

The research sample from the selected organisations was selected using stratified random 

sampling. The use of stratified sampling enabled the selection of respondents who closely 

mirrored the strata in the population. In addition, the use of this probabilistic method mitigated 

the potential for bias that the purposive selection of organisations could have imported. The 

selected organisations were requested by an official letter to management (appendix 1) to permit 

the researcher to conduct the study at their organisation. This was followed, in the first meeting 

with the contact person provided, with a verbal request to be allowed to use the specific 

organisation‘s personnel records to compile a stratified sample. The sample was compiled 

systematically following hierarchical and departmental strata and respondents representing all 

hierarchy levels and departments within the selected organisations were selected. Firstly, the 

sample size per organisational population (excluding top management whose views were sought 

through in-depth interviews) was determined with the aid of Krejcie and Morgan‘s (1970) 

sample size decision model (table 4.3).  

Table 4.3: Model for sample determination 

 

N S N S N S 
10 10 220 140 1200 291 

15 14 230 144 1300 297 

20 19 240 148 1400 302 

25 24 250 152 1500 306 

30 28 260 155 1600 310 
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N S N S N S 
35 32 270 159 1700 313 

40 36 280 162 1800 317 

45 40 290 165 1900 320 

50 44 300 169 2000 322 

55 48 320 175 2200 327 

60 52 340 181 2400 331 

65 56 360 186 2600 335 

70 59 380 191 2800 338 

75 63 400 196 3000 341 

80 66 420 201 3500 346 

85 70 440 205 4000 351 

90 73 460 210 4500 354 

95 76 480 214 5000 357 

100 80 500 217 6000 361 

110 86 550 226 7000 364 

120 92 600 234 8000 367 

130 97 650 242 9000 368 

140 103 700 248 10000 370 

150 108 750 254 15000 375 

160 113 800 260 20000 377 

170 118 850 265 30000 379 

180 123 900 269 40000 380 

190 127 950 274 50000 381 

200 132 100 278 75000 382 

210 136 1100 285 100000 384 

Adapted from Sekaran U. (2000): Research methods for business, a skill building approach, John Wiley and Sons Inc., New York, p. 295. 

The researcher then computed which percentage the resultant figure (total sample from a specific 

organisation) was of the population and if for example it represented 50 percent, then a similar 

percentage was selected from each strata such as rank, work unit, gender (where possible) and 

race (where applicable). Staff lists were then obtained, the names per strata numbered, the first 

respondent randomly selected and then a sample fraction ¼ used to select every fourth person 

until the allotted sample per strata was attained. It is worth noting here that practical 

requirements sometimes dictated taking a slightly different fraction from that generally applied 

according to our sampling strategy, and some of the samples reported in tables 4.4, 4.5, 4.6 and 

4.7 below may slightly differ from what would have been expected following our discussion of 

sampling above. For South Africa for example, it was possible to further categorise the samples 

by gender and race since because of the employment equity regulations, organisations routinely 

indicate employee races and gender on the staff lists for auditing purposes. It was, however, not 

possible to pre-categorise black South Africans by ethnic group nor was it possible to pre-
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categorise whites by the specific group – Afrikaans speaking, English speaking etceteras. Similar 

pre-categorisation challenges were encountered in Uganda, which because of ethnic sensibilities, 

has an anti-sectarianism law and it is not routine for workers‘ ethnic groups to be indicated on 

staff lists. This challenge was mitigated by inclusion of question 3 and 4 in section V of the 

survey instrument [Appendix 2 (a)] asking respondents to state their mother language/first 

language. We could not include a question on the participants‘ gender in the questionnaire to 

enable us include gender in the description of respondent characteristics during the presentation 

of results (chapter five) because of objections in South Africa during pilot testing. Because the 

staff lists in Uganda lacked gender categorisation, the researcher attempted as far as possible to 

obtain a representative sample regarding gender judging by the names on the staff list since 

gender can be judged from most Ugandan names. Combined with first names, one can make a 

good judgment of a person‘s gender. Following the above procedure, we obtained the following 

samples for each of the four organisations: 

(a) South African Breweries sample 

 

From South African Breweries, a total of 198 participants were selected broken down by cadre, 

race and gender as depicted on table 4.4 below. Given that the eligible population for sampling 

was 383, that is 397 population less 14 who constituted the top management team and following 

table 4.3 above, our N fell somewhere between 380 and 400 and our S lay between 191 and 196. 

We hence computed out sample size as follows: 

 
191 196

193.5 194
2

 

Since the sample size of 194 constituted about 51 percent of the population, we selected 51 

percent of each stratum. Using this procedure, we obtained a sample of 198 which is higher than 

that suggested by Krejcie and his colleague increasing our confidence that we got a good sample 

size. 

Table 4.4: South African Breweries (Newlands) population parameters and sample selection 

 

Category  

Count by race, gender and cadre Sample by race, gender and cadre 

Colored  White  Indian  African 

Colored White Indian African 
Top Mgt. 

(No. 14) 

2 8 2 2 

F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  

1 1 2 6 0 2 0 2 
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Category  

Count by race, gender and cadre Sample by race, gender and cadre 

Colored  White  Indian  African Colored White Indian African 

Middle Mgt. 

(No. 49) 

12 27 3 7 6 14 2 4 

F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  

2 10 8 19 0 3 3 4 1 5 4 10 0 2 2 2 

Shop Mgt. 

(108) 

50 43 0 15 25 22 0 8 

F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  

6 44 40 3 0 0 3 12 3 22 20 2 0 1 2 6 

Non Mgt. 

(No. 226) 

103 36 1 86 52 19 1 44 

F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  

15 88 7 29 0 1 7 79 8 44 4 15 0 1 4 40 

Total 

(No. 397) 

167 114 6 110 83 55 4 56 

F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  

24 143 57 57 0 6 13 97 12 71 28 27 0 4 8 48 

F = Female and M = Male 

(b) Rand Water Board sample 

Following the sampling strategy discussed above, from Rand Water, a total of 268 participants 

were selected stratified by rank, race and gender as depicted on tables 4.5 and 4.6 below. Given 

that the eligible population for sampling was 702, that is 714 population less 12 who constituted 

the top management team and following table 4.3 above, the N fell between 700 and 750 and our 

S lay between 248 and 254. The sample size was as follows: 

248 254
251

2
 

Since the sample size of 251 constituted 35.75 percent of the population, we selected the same 

percentage per stratum. Using this procedure, we obtained a sample of 265 which is higher than 

251 suggested by Krejcie and Morgan (1970) increasing our confidence that we got a good 

sample size. 

 
Table 4.5: Rand Water population parameters and sample selection 

 

Category 

Count by race, gender and cadre Sample by cadre, race and gender 

Colored White Indian African 

Colored White Indian African Executive 

Mgt. 

(No. 12) 

0 5 2 5 

F M F M F M F M 

0 0 0 5 0 2 2 3 
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Category 

Count by race, gender and cadre Sample by cadre, race and gender 

Colored White Indian African Colored White Indian African 

Senior Mgt. 

(No. 42) 

2 26 5 9 2 10 2 4 

F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  

0 2 1 25 0 5 5 4 0 2 1 9 0 2 2 2 

Middle Mgt. 

(117) 

2 62 15 38 2 23 7 14 

F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  

0 2 8 54 3 12 8 30 0 2 3 20 2 5 3 11 

Professional

/ Specialist 

(No. 165) 

8 78 14 65 4 29 6 24 

F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  

4 4 26 52 7 7 18 47 2 2 10 19 3 3 7 17 

Supervisory 

legends 

(No. 378) 

20 151 26 181 8 55 10 65 

F M F M F M F M F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  

9 11 62 89 18 8 89 92 4 4 23 32 7 3 32 33 

Total 

 (No. 714) 

32 322 62 298 16 117 25 107 

F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  F  M  

13 19 97 225 28 34 122 176 6 10 37 80 12 13 44 63 

F = Female and M = Male 

 

(c) National Water and Sewerage Corporation sample 

 

Following the general guidelines discussed above, for National Water and Sewerage Corporation 

(NWSC), the study selected a sample of 243 covering the headquarters and Kampala Water as 

broken down in tables 4.6 and 4.7 below. Given that out N (628) lay between 600 and 650 meant 

our S was somewhere between 234 and 242. Applying the sampling formula, we obtain; 

234 242
238

2
 

This constituted about 38% of the eligible population and thus selecting a sample of 243, that is, 

38.7 percent of the population meant we had selected a good sample. 

Table 4.6: National Water and Sewerage Corporation (Headquarters proportionate sample allocation per 

                    department) 

 

Level 
Management 

Services 

Finance and 

accounting 

Commercial 

services 

Engineering 

services 

Middle 

management 
1 1 2 2 

Supervisor 2 1 3 5 

Technicians 6 4 10 14 

Total 9 6 15 21 
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Table 4.7: Kampala Water – proportionate sample allocation by scale and department¹ 

 

Branch 

Human 

Resource 

Management 

Technical 

Services 

Commercial 

Services 

Water 

Production 

Sewerage 

disposal 

City Centre 1 10 8 

 

 

Ntinda 2 6 9 

Kitintale 2 11 12 

Najjanankumbi 1 9 9 

Kansanga 1 5 7 

Gaba 

(Production) 
2   59 

Bugolobi 

(Sewerage 

Treatment 

1    37 

Total 10 41 45 59 37 

¹Six participants were chosen from the general manager‘s office at Kampala Water 

(d) Uganda Revenue Authority (URA) sample 

 Following similar guidelines as discussed above for the other three samples, the sampling for 

URA the sampling was done as follows: 

 Total population – 1804, 

 Less senior and middle managers surveyed by interview (Ranks RO1 – RO3) – 29, 

 Less support staff (RO7) – 342, 

 Population eligible for surveying by PM questionnaire (RO4 – RO6) – 1433. This 

number falls between 1,400 and 1,500 giving the appropriate sample figure as; 

 

302 306
304

2
 

The sample of 304 was then divided proportionately between the officer categories, that is, of the 

1433: 

 RO4 = 67, that is, 5%*304 = 15, 

 RO5 = 187, that is, 13%*304 = 40, 

 RO6 = 1179, that is, 82%*304 = 249. 

These numbers were further allocated proportionately to the various departments as reported in 

tables 4.8 and 4.9. 
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Table 4.8: Uganda Revenue Authority (URA) – actual numbers and % of category total by department 

 

SCALE CG CS CUE DT IATI LS&BA TOTAL 

RO4 

12 15 12 15 8 5 

67 
18 22 18 22 12 8 

RO5 

2 38 40 82 24 1 

187 
1 20 21 44 13 1 

RO6 
9 142 505 458 45 20 

1179 
1 12 43 38 4 2 

12 = Number of personnel   18 = % of Category total 

 

Table 4.9: URA – proportionate sample allocation by scale and department 

 

SCALE CG CS CUE DT IATI LS&BA TOTAL 

RO4 3 3 3 3 2 1 15 

RO5 1 8 8 17 5 1 40 

RO6 2 30 107 95 10 5 249 

TOTAL 6 41 118 115 17 7 304 

 

KEY: 
 
RO – Revenue Officer                               DT – Domestic Taxes 

CG – Commissioner General                    IATI – Internal Audit and Tax Investigation 

        CS – Corporate Services                           LS & BA – Legal Services and Board Affairs 

CUE – Customs and Excise  

 

4.4.2. The Study Variables 

The sampling procedure, instrument construction and data analysis considered the inter-

relationships of the following variables whose operational definitions are provided in table 4.10. 

4.4.2.1.  Independent Variables 

A number of independent variables were identified in the literature as having an influence on the 

nature of performance management in organisations. These independent variables, coalesced 

under the term ‗organisational context‘ were composed of three component parts; national 

posture (character of the economy especially resource munificence; the policy framework; 

legislative and regulatory instruments in place especially regarding workplace justice and the 

supporting institutional framework), organisational cultural capital and performance leadership. 

Under national posture, institutional context was studied by the character of labour legislation 

and regulations of the country in which the specific organisations studied reside; existence and 

strength of free worker participation forums; and the potential for resource mobilization given a 
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specific country‘s economic standing and financial standing. Organisational cultural capital was 

studied at two levels. The first level was the societal cultural one operationalised through the 

levels of in-group orientation, power distance, ascription and paternalistic orientation among 

organisational members. The second level – corporate culture – was studied from the corporate 

values and practices perspective. Hence, the study sought to unmask the degree of cooperation 

between management and employees; the dominant values that the organisation advocates and 

whether these are actualised in performance management practice; beliefs regarding how 

employees and customers should be treated; organisational climate or overall atmosphere 

reflected by the way members (especially managers and their direct reports) interact with each 

other and the way employees feel about the way they are treated by higher level management. 

Performance leadership was measured by the extent to which its system wide diffusion is 

institutionalised and/or encouraged in the organisation. Hence, the study assessed the existence 

of leadership development programmes for all; mentoring and coaching processes for all; the 

extent to which [following Yukl‘s (1989) leadership content categories] people who hold 

management positions engage in problem solving, clarifying, recognising, rewarding, supporting, 

mentoring, consulting and informing; the extent to which inter-follower processes are in place; 

the extent to which self-leadership is institutionalised, that is, teams set their standards and goals, 

subordinates are members of strategic decision making bodies and are involved in decisions on 

strategic issues, provision of self-leadership and management skills training to members. Self 

leadership also included the extent to which information is provided to teams concerning 

organisational strategy and management rather than information being monopolised by 

management as well as allowing employees to communicate across departments and ranks 

without going through a chain of command. 

4.4.2.2.  Dependent Variables 

Performance management practice and member outcomes which are the dependent variables in 

this research were each measured by a number of elements. Performance management practice 

defined following AstraZeneca‘s practical definition as ―the process by which objectives are 

agreed, progress towards objectives is reviewed, individuals are supported and developed 

through the year, and performance (which includes ‗what‘ and ‗how‘) is reviewed at the 

(period‘s) end‖ (Torrington et al, 2005: 268) consisted of those elements that are associated with 
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effective performance management in the literature. These included performance management 

empowerment; member participation in system launch; procedural justice; evaluation of 

individual and team performance; individual and team rewards; formal performance feedback to 

individuals and teams; effective communication media and resource adequacy. Performance 

management empowerment referred to the extent to which performance management knowledge 

was diffused, the existence of knowledge enhancing processes such as training members in 

performance management processes and deployment of knowledgeable champions who 

disseminate this information and popularise the system to all members and all organisational 

units. Procedural justice consisted of objectivity, participation in goal setting, supervisory 

humaneness, prior standards specification, standards abidance, active redress system (that is, the 

existence of systems and processes for addressing or correcting contested or erroneous decisions 

that actually work) and fairness (that is, those elements that constitute the fairness of the 

procedures used by the system and its processes). These included the extent to which procedures 

are consistent across people and temporal space; the extent to which account is taken of the 

concerns of all involved; the extent to which procedures are free from bias, and are based on 

accurate information and the existence of action plans for improving performance weaknesses. 

Effective communication was dimensionalised into task communication, performance 

communication, career communication, communication responsiveness and communication 

media (personal electronic, personal face to face, impersonal, informal).  

Organisational member outcomes consisted of employee cognitive responses to how 

performance management was executed in the organisation by managers.  These included 

perceived system orientation (that is, employee perception of the system as transparent and fair 

or not) and employee affective response (that is, satisfaction and happiness with the system and 

its management or not). The operational definitions of the study variables are summarised in 

table 4.10. 

Table 4.10: Operational definitions, components and sources of variables included in the study 

 
Variable  Operational Definition Components Source  

1. Organisational cultural 

capital (OCC) 

A constellation of member culture corporate 

culture. Member culture is defined as values and 
beliefs members have attained over time 

(a) Member Culture 

 In-group orientation 
 Paternalistic orientation 

MSQ1, 

ArM2, 
MIG3 and   

                                                           
1 Member Survey Questionnaire 
2 Archival material and organisational documents 
3 Manager Interview Guide 
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Variable  Operational Definition Components Source  

through the process of socialisation and which 

they bring with them to work. Corporate culture 
is defined as the dominant values and 

philosophy advocated by and around which the 

organisation operates, are expected of members 
and are manifest in the organisational climate, 

language, rules and member behaviour 

 Power distance 

(b) Corporate Culture 
 Value statements 

 Living the stated values 

 Member perception of the 
organisational climate 

MIT1 

2. Performance leadership 

Top and immediate management engagement in 

performance related problem solving, 
recognising, rewarding, supporting, coaching, 

mentoring, consulting and informing. 

(a) Diffusion of leadership and 
followership throughout the 

organisation 

(b) Leadership development 
programmes 

(c) Executive openness and 

evenness  
(d) Immediate performance 

leadership 

(e) Executive honest prioritisation 
of performance management 

MSQ,  

MIG and  

MIT 

3. Institutional context  
The constellation of structures, systems, laws 
and processes that impact of performance 

management practice 

(a) Organisational capacity to 

resource leading edge 

performance  management 
technology 

(b) Presence and strength of unions 

and/or workers‘ councils 
(c) The character of labour 

legislation and regulations 
(d) Potential for resource adequacy 

within the national economy 

ArM, 
MIG and  

MIT 

4. Performance 

management practice 

 

The systems and processes by which objectives 

are agreed, progress towards objectives is 

reviewed, individuals are supported and 
developed throughout the cycle, and the what 

and how of performance are  reviewed at the 

end of the cycle 

(a) Performance management 

empowerment  

 Performance management 

enlightenment; 
 Existence of performance 

management information and 

knowledge enhancing 
mechanisms and processes 

(training in PM, PM 

champions)   

 Diffusion of performance 

management knowledge 

thoroughout the 
organisation 

 Power to make 

performance management 
decisions 

 Hardware support 
 Organisational physical 

(hard) resource facilitation. 

Includes working space, 
transportation, funding 

among others 

(b) Management of individual 
performance 

(c) Management of team 

performance 
(d) Performance communication 

 Task communication 

 Effective feedback 
 Career communication 

 Responsiveness 

 Effective communication 
media 

(e) Procedural justice  

  
Participation in launch, agreement of 

objectives and review of progress and 

MSQ, 

ArM, and 
MIT 

ditto 

                                                           
1 Manager Interview Transcripts  
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Variable  Operational Definition Components Source  

final performance 

 
Fairness 

 Consistence 

 Freedom from bias 
 Accuracy/objectivity of 

information used to arrive 

at assessments 
 Existence of plans for 

improving weak 

performance (coaching, 
mentoring, training and 

development 

 Existence of systems and 
processes for redress 

 

(f) Performance review degree 
(uptake of muli-rater feedback) 

5. Member outcomes 

Perceptions and attitudes developed among 

organisational members as a result of their 
experience of PM 

(a) Perceived system orientation 

(b) Member affective responses to 
the system 

MSQ 

 

The investigation path the research followed is summarised by figure 4.1. 

 

Figure 4.1: Research framework – model of the impact of context on performance 

                   management practice 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

                                                                                                                            

 

 

                                                                  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
   Source: Developed by the author 

  

National context 

 History  

 Culture  

 Social stratification 

 Social justice 

 Institutional framework 

 Economic and business environment 

 Regulatory framework 

 Availability of economic resources 

 

Organisation context 
 

 Cultural Capital 

 Leadership 

 Institutional Capital 

Nature of performance 

management 

 Clarity of direction 

 Nature of PMS launch 

 Goal setting 

 Resource adequacy  

 Feedback and coaching 

 Performance evaluation 

 Member outcomesBelief in the transparency of the system 

 Belief in the fairness of the system 

 Satisfaction and happiness with the system 

 Satisfaction with  and commitment to management and the 

organisation 
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4.4.3. The research instruments  

4.4.3.1. The survey questionnaire 

Most studies of human resources management practices reviewed (Ahmed, 1999; Baruch, 1997; 

Garavan et al., 1998; Kane et al, 1999; Michie and Sheen-Quinn, 2001 and Huang, 2001 ) used 

scales of a battery of human resources management approaches. Huang particularly followed 

Dess and Robinson‘s (1984) and Bamberger et al‘s (1989) justification of asking respondents to 

rate their firms on the grounds that; 

a) In the absence of other objective criteria, self-evaluations serve as appropriate and 

reliable alternative indicators. 

b) In cases where cross-industry comparison of organisations is influenced by external 

economic factors, subjective evaluations may be even more appropriate than 

objective ones. 

Baruch, however, criticised the use of attitude surveys to evaluate any human resources approach 

because of two limitations: 

a) It is limited to employees‘ perceptions 

b) It suffers accuracy, reliability and validity problems. 

 

Because of the above contention, to gauge performance management practice, the study 

specifically adapted a combination of the instrument construction approaches used by Baruch 

(1997) in his evaluation of the quality and reputation of human resource management and Huang 

(2001) in his study of the effects of linkage between business and human resource management 

strategies. Adaptation of these construction approaches followed the conceptual framework set 

out by this study. Particular care was taken in designing the section on elements relating to the 

organisational context of performance management (especially performance leadership and 

member culture) to ensure the items were in line with the paradigms this study preferred from the 

literature review. In fathoming performance leadership for example, care was taken not to 

replicate the pitfalls of techniques that gauge ‗leaders‘, that is, individuals to impute the presence 

of leadership. Since this study views leadership as systemic, the measurement instruments 

focused on fathoming the existence or absence of a performance leadership ecology.  
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The five-section questionnaire [Appendix 2 (a)] consisted of mainly closed-ended questions and 

one open-ended question at the end of section III requiring respondents to describe their overall 

rating of performance management at their organisation. Section one, was on member 

involvement in the setting of organisational, team and individual goals and objectives; the nature 

of performance leadership; performance management enlightenment; organisational facilitation 

of individuals for goal attainment; the character of performance evaluation and feedback; the 

forums in which performance discussions were held; procedural justice and performance 

evaluation consequences for individuals and groups as well as the management of such 

consequences. A constellation of twelve questions was assembled to tap these above elements. 

The section had a constellation of sixteen general questions designed to tap the above elements 

with a number of questions broken down into several specific questions. Question one was made 

up of a number of items on a Likert-type four-point scale scored from strongly agree to strongly 

disagree the direction of scoring being dependent on the valence of the question. Question 1 (i), 

(ii) and (iii) sought to tap the participation or non-participation of individuals and teams in goal 

setting. Questions 1 (i) and (iii) were negatively cast with strongly agree = 4 and strongly 

disagree = 1 while question 1 (ii) was positively cast with 1 = strongly agree and 4 = strongly 

disagree. Question 1 (iv) asked if every organisational member had/has performance 

management training with strongly agree = 1 and strongly disagree = 4. Question 1(v) was about 

clarity of jobs/tasks/assignments with strongly agree = 4 and strongly disagree = 1. Question 1 

(vi) was about clarity to members of the link(s) between performance review (evaluation) and 

specific consequences with strongly agree = 1 and strongly disagree = 4. Question 1 (vii) sought 

to tap the confidence of organisational members in the objectivity of performance 

evaluation/review, the scoring for this question was strongly agree = 1 and strongly disagree = 4. 

Question 1 (viii) tapped whether soft support for member performance such as provision of 

information was adequate and was scored with 1 = strongly agree and 4 = strongly disagree. 

Question 1 (ix) assessed whether a clear link existed between performance review and 

improvement plans (mentoring, training, development, career development) while question 1 (x) 

assessed the facilitation of individuals to achieve the set goals. This question consisted of three 

items that were used to measure organisational facilitation – namely; ease of getting the 

necessary equipment, tools and management support and the goodness of fit of the equipment 

and tools provided. For control purposes, two of the three items [x (a) and (c) were negatively 
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worded hence strongly agree was scored 1 while strongly disagree was scored 4 and one [x (b)] 

was positively worded hence reversing the scoring. 

 

Question two consisted of five items that assessed the justness of managers in reviewing the 

performance of their immediate reports. All the items were scored on a four point scale with very 

much = 1 and not at all = 4. Question three consisted of eleven items aimed at measuring the 

character of performance evaluation at the studied organisations. A four point scale was used 

with ‗Not at all‘ = 4 and ‗very much‘ = 1 for items (a), (b), (d), (f), (g), (h) and (k). The rest of 

the items were reverse scored for control purposes.  Questions three (a) – (f) gauged the use of 

multi-rater feedback (dubbed review degree in this study). The lower the score (scoring range = 6 

to 24) the more the organisation tends to use multi-rater feedback. Specifically, 3 (a) and (b) 

tapped the existence of peer review; 3 (c) taped upward feedback; 3 (d) measured the use of 

internal customer feedback; 3 (e) measured whether external customers reviewed those 

individual employees who served them; 3 (f) assessed customer review of organisational 

performance in respect to customer expectations. Question three (g) to (k) assessed a different set 

of practices some of which had been gauged under question one but are recast here for control 

purposes. Thus, question  3 (g) asked whether a performance management manual or pack used 

as a benchmark for effective and standard performance management was in place; question 3 (h) 

sought to assess whether all organisational members received induction in the working of the 

existing performance management system ; question3 (i) gauged the involvement of individuals 

in setting their performance targets/expectations; 3 (j)  measured how clearly specified  the 

written standards were and 3 (k) assessed a related phenomenon; whether at the beginning of 

each review period, there are one-on-one discussions between managers and their direct reports 

of the standards on which the performance assessments will be based.    

Question four, on six point Likert-like scale, elicited information on the existence and/or 

certainty of formal written performance feedback to individuals; ‗Most certain‖ was scored 1 and 

―Most uncertain‖ 6.  Question five, on a five point Likert scale ranging from ‗about every day or 

so‘ = 1 to ‗not at all‘ = 5, solicited information about the frequency of one-on-one performance 

discussions between managers and their direct reports. Question six sought to uncover whether 

the performance of teams is formally reviewed (1 = ―very much‖, 4 = ―Not at all) while question 

seven measured whether the organisations had career planning sessions every review period (1 = 
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―very much‖, 4 = ―not at all‖). Question eight had nine items scored on a four point scale (―very 

much‖ to ―not at all‖) with the interpretation of the score depending on whether the item was 

negatively or positively worded. This question assessed the nature and implications of the forums 

in which individual performance was discussed. Questions five and eight also cross controlled 

each other as, for example, if one selected ‗not at all‘ in answer to question five on how often a 

team leader discussed performance with one, it would be contradictory if the same respondent 

selected ―very much‖ in response to any of the questions 8 (a) – (d) which assessed various 

modes of one-on-one performance discussions. Nine items (forums) were listed under question 

eight including both the more personal forums such as one-on-one meetings, telephone 

discussions, e-mail messages and informal chats and the more impersonal ones such as general 

discussions in general meetings, in general performance meetings or in team reviews. Items 8(h) 

and 8 (i) also tap whether team reviews and career discussions are held. The use of the more 

personal modes [8 (a) – (d)] also threw light on the character of interaction between employees 

and managers albeit implicitly. This was followed by question nine (every time = 1, never = 5) 

which sought to understand whether regardless of the mix of forums used (as inquired by 

question eight above) practical suggestions were advanced by the manager regarding 

performance improvement whenever and wherever the discussion took place.  

Question ten (‗almost always‘ = 1, ‗almost never‘ = 5 for positively worded statements and 

reverse scored for the negatively worded ones) included four items that measured how 

individuals are handled when they fall short of attaining the expected performance levels. 

Question eleven also with four items scored in similar fashion as in question ten above measured 

the outcomes meted out in cases where individuals exceed the set targets. Question 12 collected 

information on the utility of the information gathered during performance reviews (review 

information follow up) and the responses were scored ―almost a certainly‖ = 1 and ―no chance‖ 

= 5 unless the statement was negatively worded then the inverse scoring would apply. The lowest 

score after reversing the negatively worded question indicated high utility (follow up) and the 

highest score indicated low utility (follow up). The total highest score for the three-item question 

was fifteen while the lowest was three and the higher the total score, the less utility of the 

information gleaned from the review instruments obtained at the specific organisation. Question 

thirteen had a six scale scoring range (most certain = 1 and most uncertain = 6) and assessed the 

certainty of members receiving formal individual feedback on performance outcomes whether 
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positive or negative. Question thirteen was followed by questions 14 and 15 which assessed 

management of team performance success and failure respectively through a battery of three 

questions each on a five point Likert scale. The responses to how success in exceeding team 

goals on the one hand or failure to even attain them on the other failure was handled were five-

point with ―almost always‖ scoring a 1 and ―almost never‖ attracting a score of 5.  The battery of 

items in these two questions combined, gleaned information on which formal recourses existed 

for team performance success or failure specifically which consequences were meted out if 

teams exceeded their set targets or if they fell short of the set targets. Section one closed with a 

four point scaled question 16 which measured whether the organisations had a formal and active 

process through which members would seek redress for unfair and contested performance review 

outcomes. The scoring range was 1 = strongly agree on the most positive pole to 4 = strongly 

disagree on the most negative one. The performance management practice elements assessed by 

the survey questionnaire, the type of variable they measured, their location within the research 

instrument and the response choices provided are summarised in table 4.11 below. 

 
Table 4.11: Location of performance management practice dimensions in the survey questionnaire (appendix 

                    2 a) and response choices 

 

Element Assessed Type of scale 
Location in 

Questionnaire 
Response Choice 

1. Member involvement in setting the corporate goals Likert like SI Q 1(i) 

Strongly agree = 

4; strongly 
disagree = 1 

2. Member involvement in setting team goals Likert like 
SI Q1 (ii) & S III 

1 (o) 

Srongly agree = 1; 

strongly disagree 

= 4 

3. Member participation in setting individual goals Likert like SI Q1 (iii) and 3(i) 

Strongly agree = 4 

and strongly 

disagree = 1 and 
not at all = 1 and 

very much = 4 

respectively 

4. Training of members in PM systems, processes & skills Likert like SI Q 1 (iv) & 3(h) 

Strongly agree = 1 
and strongly 

disagree = 4 and 
not at all = 4 and 

very much = 1 

respectively 

5. Existence of a manual for training and practice Likert like SI Q 3 (g) 
Not at all = 4 and 
very much = 1 

respectively 

6. Prior specification of standards by which performance will 

be evaluated 
Likert like SI Q 3(j) 

Not at all = 1 and 
very much = 4 

respectively 

7. One on one discussion of standards by which performance 

will be assessed  
Likert like SI Q 3(k) 

Not at all = 4 and 

very much = 1 
respectively 

8. Frequency of work performance discussion  Likert SI  Q 5 

Not at all = 5 and 

about every day or 
so = 1 
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Element Assessed Type of scale 
Location in 

Questionnaire 
Response Choice 

9. Task clarity Likert like SI Q 1(v) 
Strongly agree = 4 
and strongly 

disagree = 1 

10. Organisational facilitation  Likert like 
SI Q 1(viii), (x) (a 

– c)  

Strongly agree = 1 
and strongly 

disagree = 4 for 

(viii) and (x) (b), 
reverse scored for 

(x) (a & c)  

11. Linkage to consequences Likert like 
SI Q 1(vi), (ix) 

and S III 1(p) + (s) 

Strongly agree = 1 

and strongly 
disagree = 4 for 

(vi), (ix) was 

reverse scored and 
S III 1(p) was 

scotred very much 

like = 1 to not at 
all = 4  

12. Appeal process Likert like) SI Q 16 

Strongly agree = 1 

and strongly 
disagree = 4 

13. Review objectivity Likert like SI  Q 1 (vii) 

Strongly agree = 1 

and strongly 

disagree = 4 

14. Quality of traditional top-down review Likert like SI Q2 
Not at all = 4, very 

much = 1 

15. Peer Review Likert like SI Q 3 (a & b) 
Not at all = 4, very 
much = 1 

16. Bottom-up Review Likert like 
SI Q3 (c) & SIII Q 

1 (u) 

Not at all = 1, very 

much = 4 and very 

much like = 4 to 
not at all = 1 

17. Review by customers/clients Likert like SI Q 3 (d-f) 

Not at all = 4, very 

much = 1 for (d) 
and (f) while (e) 

was reverse scored 

18. Team Reward Likert like SIII Q 1 (t) 
Very much like = 

1 to not at all = 4 

19. Certainty of written feedback to individualson their work 

performance 
Likert like SI Q 4 

Most uncertain = 

6, most certain = 1 

20. Certainty of written feedback on team performance Likert like SI Q 13 
Most uncertain = 

6, most certain = 1 

21. Conduct of career discussion and planning every review 

period 
Likert like SI Q 7 

Not at all = 4, very 

much = 1 

22. Practical suggestions for work improvement by immediate 

supervisor during one-on-one performance discussions 
Likert SI Q 9 

Never = 5, every 

time = 1 

23. Utility of performance review instruments or follow up of 

performance review 
Likert SI Q 12 (a-c) 

No chance = 5 and 

almost a certainty 

= 1 for 12 (a) and 
(c) while 12 (b) 

was reverse scored 

24. Formal review of team performance Likert like SI Q 6 
Not at all = 4, very 
much = 1 

25. Management of individual failure to achieve agreed  targets Likert SI Q 10 (a-d) 

Almost never = 5, 

almost always = 1 

for 10 (a), (b) and 
(d) while 10 (c) 

was reverse scored 

26. Management of team failure to achieve agreed targets Likert SI Q 15 (a-c) 
Almost never = 5, 
almost always = 1  

27. Management of individual performance excellence, that is, 

exceeding  agreed targets 
Likert SI Q 11 (a-d) 

Almost never = 5, 

almost always = 1 

for 11 (a), (c) and 
(d) while 11 (b) 

was reverse scored 

28. Management of team success in exceeding agreed targets Likert SI Q 14 (a – c) 
Almost never = 5, 
almost always = 1  
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Element Assessed Type of scale 
Location in 

Questionnaire 
Response Choice 

29. Objectivity of immediate supervisor Likert like 
SII B Q 6, 8-10, 

12 & 13 

Not at all = 1, very 
much = 4 for 6 and 

8 while 9, 10, 12 

and 13 were 
reverse scored 

30. Positive feedback Likert like SII B Q 11 
Not at all = 4, very 

much = 1 

31. Participation  Likert like 

SI Q 1 (i – iii), 3 (i 

& k), SII A Q 3, 4, 
7, B Q 5 and SIII 1 

(a, b, d & r) 

Strongly agree = 
4, strongly 

disagree = 1 for 1 

(i) and (iii), 1 (ii) 
was reverse 

scored; Not at all 

=1, very much = 4 
for 3 (i) and 3 (k) 

reverse scored; 

Not at all =4, very 
much = 1 for SII 

(A) 3, 4, 7 and (B) 

5; Very much like 
= 1, not at all = 4 

for SIII (1) a, b 

and r while d was 
reverse scored 

32. In-group orientation (bias) Likert like SIII Q 1 (c & g) 
Very much like = 

4, not at all = 1 

33. Justness of PM  Likert like 

SI Q 1 (vi – viii), 

SII A Q 6, B Q 6 
& 13 and SIII Q 1 

(e, i, j, k, m & n) 

Strongly agree = 

1, strongly 

disagree = 4 for SI 
(1) vi – viii; Not at 

all = 4, very much 

= 1 for SII (A) 6, 
(B) 13, (III) 1 (a), 

(k), (l), (m), (n), 

(p0 and (q)  while 
(B) 6, (III) 1 (i), (j) 

and (o) were 

reverse scored,  

34. Punishment orientation of PMS Likert like SIII Q 1 (f & h) 
Very much like = 
4, not at all = 1. 

 

Section two of the survey questionnaire was aimed at evaluating member perception of how 

management led performance management at the organisation. Part A was made up of nine items 

on a four point scale soliciting employees‘ descriptions of the top management team‘s leadership 

of performance management. Part B had fourteen items designed to measure how performers‘ 

immediate supervisors were perceived by their direct reports regarding supportiveness, respect, 

fairness, objectivity and followership. The location of these questions and the response choices 

provided are summarised in table 4.12. 
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Table 4.12: Location of Performance Leadership Dimensions in Questionnaire and response choices 

 

Element Assessed 
Type of 

Variable 

Location in 

Questionnaire 
Response Choice 

1. Top Performance Leadership 
Likert like SII A Q 1-9 

Not at all = 4, very much = 1 save for 6 

and 8 which were reverse scored 

2. Immediate Performance 

Leadership 
Likert like SII B 1-5, 7 & 11 Not at all = 4, very much = 1 

3. Immediate Supervisor 

Objectivity 
Likert like SII B 6, 8-10,12 & 13 

Not at all = 4, very much = 1 save for 6 

and 8 which were reverse scored 

 

Section three had three questions designed to tap employee perception of the performance 

management system and their cognitive responses to it. Question one had a battery of nineteen 

items generally measuring perceived system orientation in terms of feelings of procedural justice 

following the descriptions of the construct by Cropanzano and Folger (1996), McFarlin and 

Sweeny (1992) and Williams (1998). Specifically, the items were structured to gauge not only 

the structural elements of procedure – consistency of application, freedom from bias, accuracy of 

evidence – but also the social aspects (quality and nature of interpersonal interaction during the 

process such as people feeling they have a say and are treated with dignity and respect in the 

decision making process and the manner in which decisions are communicated). Following 

Landy, Barnes and Murphy (1978) as cited in Cropanzano and Folger in Steers et al, 1996:75) 

and Dipboye and de Pontbriand (1981), the following issues were included to predict whether 

performance had been ―fairly and accurately evaluated‖: 

1. The opportunity for evaluees to express their feelings, in other words, participation of 

affected parties, 

2. The appraiser‘s knowledge of the appraisee‘s performance (that is, the use of objective 

criteria and established facts as the basis for appraisals), 

3. Joint discussion between the manager and the direct report of how the organisation‘s 

strategic goals may be adopted and adapted by the department and the individual, 

4. Joint decision by the manager and the subordinate on the action plan to achieve the 

individual goals, 

5. Agreement on specific time for formal checks to be made on progress towards the goals,  

6. Objectivity, consistence (universality) and objective links of performance to consequences,  

7. Relevancy of evaluations, 

8. Provision of explanations by the manager and why specific decisions have been taken and 
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9. The focus of the system (teamness and encouragement of criticism), and in-group 

favouritism. 

Question two consisting of a battery of eleven items measured member affective responses to the 

performance management system in place at the specific organisation. This sub-scale was 

constructed following Gomez-Mejia‘s (1990) employee affective responses to no feedback or 

irrelevant feedback and dysfunctional/functional feedback and some descriptive words for 

negative and positive affect developed by Watson et al‘ s (1988) measurement of affect. From 

these two sources the study included the following responses: 

1. Indifference, operationalised through disinterest, lack of concern, cynicism, apathy, 

apprehension and aloofness, 

2. Uncooperativeness operationalised through combativeness, aggressiveness, hostility, feelings 

of frustration and feelings of betrayal and 

3. Goal orientedness operationalised through cooperation, support, purposiveness, interest, 

comfort, feelings of assurance/happiness and enthusiasm, 

4. Dissatisfaction operationalised through feelings of discouragement, loss and abandonment.  

Satisfaction in an adaptation of Vroom (1964) as cited in Price (1997: 470) was defined as the 

degree to which employees have a positive affective orientation towards the unit (even construct) 

being measured. There are different facets of satisfaction from the literature but the concern 

(focus) of this study was performance leadership and the performance management 

system/process. The study did not, therefore, measure satisfaction globally but dimensionally 

which is permissible (Price, 1997). Five items out of six on the extrinsic scale of the Minnesota 

Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) – Weiss et al (1967) cited in Price (1997) – that coincided 

with the elements delineated from the literature as pertinent to performance management were 

adapted. These were: 

(1) The way a manager/supervisor/team leader handles his/her workers, 

(2) The competence of the supervisor in making decisions, 

(3) The way company policies are implemented, 

(4) The chances for employee advancement and 

(5) Recognition for good performance. 
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Two items were adapted from the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) of the Bowing Green State 

University, Ohio (Smith et al, 1969 as cited by Price, 1997). The JDI was revised by Roznowsk 

(1989) and found still versatile for present times. The two items to do with supervision and 

fairness of promotions (central elements of performance management) were: 

(1) Respondents were asked to think about the supervision they get on their jobs and indicate 

how each of the words or phrases provide describe it. The words and phrases listed were; 

impolite, praises good work, does not supervise enough. While the original JDI had yes, no 

and not sure for responses, this study changed them to ―not at all, a little, somewhat, quite a 

bit, very much‖. 

(2) In a similar format as (1) above, respondents had to think of opportunities for promotion. The 

descriptive words/phrases provided were; dead-end job, unfair promotion policy, regular 

promotions. 

All the thirty closed end items in section three (questions one and two) were scored on a four 

point scale ‗very much like‘ to ‗not at all‘ whose scoring depended on whether the phraseology 

was negative or positive. The omission of a neutral category was to ‗compel‘ respondents to 

make meaningful assessments of the system as this was deemed critical to the analysis and likely 

conclusions. Question three was an open ended one and sought participants‘ descriptive rating of 

the performance management system in existence at their organisations. 

Table 4.13 below summarises these questions and indicates their specific location in the survey 

instrument. 

Table 4.13: Location of Member Outcomes Dimensions in Questionnaire and response choices 

 

Element Assessed Type of Variable 
Location in 

Questionnaire 
Response Choice 

1. Member Perception of PMS 

Likert like SIII Q 1 (a-s) 

Very much like = 1, not at 

all = 4 for all save for c, d, f 

– j, o and s which were 

reverse scored. 

2. Member Affectivity to the PMS Likert like SIII Q 2 (a – k) 

Very much like = 1, not at 

all = 4 for all save for b, d, 

e, g, I and j which were 

reverse scored. 

3. Member Overall Rating of PMS N/A SIII Q3 
Open ended rating or 

description 
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Section four evaluated the societal culture which the individual respondents might carry with 

them to work and manifests as member (individual) culture. This culture has been found to 

directly influence organisational culture (Hodgetts et al, 2006). The items to measure member 

culture had their origins (by adoption or adaptation) in a threesome combination of Hofstede 

(1991), Bates (1984, 1990), Tromperaars (1993) and Bhagat et al (2002). Specifically: 

1. The two of the four dimensions (power distance and individualism/collectivism) 

developed by Hofstede (1980), 

2. Three of Trompennars‘ (1993) five dimensions (universalism-particularism, 

individualism-collectivism and achievement-ascription)  and  

3. Bhagat et al‘s (2002) fusion of verticalism-horizontalism with the individualism-

collectivism dimensions of Hofstede.  

Ten questions posed in six clusters were used and in each question, Trompenaars‘ vignettes were 

either adopted or using the vignette technique (Finch, 1987, Mason, 1994) short scenarios were 

painted taking into account the dimensions theorised by the above four cultural theorists. 

Respondents were then asked to choose from given alternative responses (some times 

diametrically opposed absolutes) how they would handle the depicted situation and how, from 

their knowledge of the organisation and its members, they ―knew‖ the majority of members 

would handle a similar situation.  

The first and second clusters had vignettes on whether a friend had a right to expect an 

undeserved decision in his or her favour from participants were followed by questions one and 

two and three and four respectively which tapped the tendency to (or away from) in-group 

orientation in decision making. Questions one three had three response choices; ―no right‖ = 1, 

―some right‖ = 2 and ―definite right‖ = 3. Questions two and four on whether one would wrongly 

favour a friend in the circumstances described had two response categories which in other words 

can be stated as; ―deny the friend a favour‖ = 1 and ―do the friend a favour‖ =2. A high total 

score for the four questions represented high levels of in-group orientation and a low score 

represented low levels of in-group orientation.  The third cluster had two vignette-like questions 

which described a situation while at the same time asking a question in one to four short 

sentences intended to tap power distance. The both had two response options with 1 = low power 

distance and 2 = high power distance. The fourth cluster had question five measuring power 

distance and question six measuring ascription. Question five had two response options; 
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―propensity to point out a manager‘s mistakes‖ = 1 signifying a small power distance and ―one 

should do the manager‘s biding to avoid travel‖ = 2 indicating high power distance. Question six 

together with questions seven and eight in the fifth cluster had vignettes designed to capture 

ascription versus achievement orientation (questions six and eight) and egalitarian task 

orientation (question seven). Specifically, question six measured ascription from the point of 

view of the extent to which leadership and followership are interchangeable given the task at 

hand and who had the merit not the formal position to accomplish the task. Question seven 

assessed egalitarian task orientation versus hierarchical person orientation with 1 = egalitarian 

task orientation and 2 = hierarchical person orientation. Question eight tapped ascription from 

the point of view of making managerial decision based on the goodness of performance of a 

specific individual as opposed to the age and longevity with the organisation of the individual in 

question. The responses were scored with ―performance as basis‖ =1 and means low ascription 

levels and ―age and longevity as basis‖ =2 and means high ascription levels. Lastly for section 

four, questions nine and ten which asked whether it was an individual or organisational 

responsibility to inter the remains of employees‘ family members remains and which position the 

specific organisations practiced sought to measure paternalistic orientation and practice. The two 

response scoring was ―personal matter‖ = 1 hence low paternalistic orientation and 

―organisational responsibility‖ = 2 hence high paternalistic orientation.  A total score of 2 for 

both questions signified low levels of paternalistic orientation and practice while a total score of 

four indicated high levels of paternalistic orientation and practice. Table 4.14 summarises the 

cultural orientations assessed, their types as variables of concern to the study, their location in 

the questionnaire and the response choices availed to the respondents. 

Table 4.14: Location of member culture dimensions in questionnaire and response choices 

 

Element Assessed 
Type of 

Variable 

Location in 

Questionnaire 
Response Choice 

1. Particularistic Orientation 

Categorical for 

questions  1 & 3 

and 

dichotomous for 

2 and 4 

SIV Q 1, 2, 3 & 4 

 Has a definite right = 3, has no right 

=1 for Q1 & 3, 

 Testify that not in city = 2, testify 

that in city = 1 for Q2 and 

 Yes = 2, no = 1 for Q4. 

2. Power Distance Dichotomous SIV Q 5 

Point out manager‘s weaknesses = 1, 

manager always right and if wrong one 

should do manager‘s biding avoid 

problems = 2 

3. Achievement/Ascription 

Orientation 
Dichotomous SIV Q 6 & 8 

Appoint knowledgeable surbodinate to 

lead special project over his/her manager 

= 1, retain substantive manager because 
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Element Assessed 
Type of 

Variable 

Location in 

Questionnaire 
Response Choice 

he/she can not be led by a subordinate 

regardless = 2 for Q 6; performance 

should remain criterion for decision 

making regardless of incumbent‘s age or 

longevity of service =1, one can not 

disregard longevity of service = 2 for Q 

8. 

4. Paternalistic Orientation 

Dichotomous 

SIV Q 7, 9 & 10 

 Good manager not only gets job 

done but also takes care of the 

information and equipment needs 

and leaves people free to do their 

part = 1, good manager gets 

subordinates working well together, 

knows the right answers, 

contionually guides and helps 

subordinates in solving problems 

ranging from work related to 

personal ones and is a father/mother 

figure =2 for Q 7 

 The `organisation should be 

responsible and should financially 

assit members to burry loved ones = 

2, rresponsibility lies with individual 

employees = 1 for Q 9, 

 For Q 10, choice was which of the 

two in Q 9 is closer to the 

organisation‘s policy. 

 

Section five of the survey instrument tapped biographic and socio-demographic details of the 

respondents namely for classification purposes: age (question one); race (question two); first 

language – which was a proxy for ethnic group (questions three and four); longevity of service 

with the organisation (question five); department (question six ) and formal educational 

attainment/level (question seven). It is noted that first language was preferred as a proxy of 

ethnic group because of the sensitivity surrounding asking for people‘s ethnic groups in of the 

countries under study. No question on the participants‘ gender was asked because of strong 

objections from one of the organisations studied in South Africa for legal reasons. Table 4.15 

summarises the information regarding the location of the classification questions. 

Table 4.15: Location of Member Biodata in Questionnaire and Response Choices 

 

Element Assessed Type of Variable 
Location in 

Questionnaire 
Response Choice 

1. Race Categorical SV Q 2 (a)-(f) 

Indian = 1, Coloured = 2, White 

= 3, Black = 4, Chinese = 5 and 

Other = 6 

2. First language Categorical 
SV Q 3 (a)-(l) & 

4 

tshiVenda = 1, isiNdebele = 2, 

isiZulu = 3, xiTsonga = 4, 

isiXhosa = 5, isiSwati = 6, 

Soujthern seSotho = 7, se 
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Element Assessed Type of Variable 
Location in 

Questionnaire 
Response Choice 

STswana = 8, Nothern seSotho = 

9, Afrikaans = 10, English = 11 

and sePedi =12 for Q 3. Q 4 

provided for Ugandan 

respondents to indicate their first 

language as this is not ordinarily 

provided in records and the list 

of languages numbering over 

fifty was too long to include in 

the questionnaire for 

respondents to tick off. 

3. Years worked with organisation N/A SV Q 5 
Open indication of how many 

years worked by responded 

4. Department at which working N/A Q 6 

Open indication of the 

department at which the 

respondent is working 

5. Education Categorical SV Q 7 (a & b) 

 ABET (1-4) or less than 

Matric grade 12 = 1, Matric 

grade 12 = 2, Diploma or 

Bachelor‘s degree = 3, 

Homours or Master‘s 

degree =4 and Doctoral 

degree = 5 in respect of Q 7 

(a) regarding South Africa 

 O‘level = 1, A‘level = 2, 

Diploma or Bachelor‘s 

degree = 3, Master‘s degree 

= 4 and Doctoral degree = 5 

in respect of Q 7 (b) 

regarding Uganda. 

 

4.4.3.2.  Validity and reliability of the questionnaire 

The above content span of the questionnaire was developed after abstraction of items relevant for 

the measurement of specific constructs from the literature and reports of previous research. The 

content validity of the items measuring specific concepts/constructs was, therefore, ascertained 

by a combination of methods. First, the dimensions and elements of each concept were 

delineated from a wide array of literature to ensure as wide an array of elements that capture the 

concept as possible was captured. Comparison of the items on the instrument to the relevant 

literature confirmed the items were integral components of the culture, leadership, performance 

management practice and member outcomes constructs.  Secondly, well-validated measures for 

performance management fairness, member affective responses to the system and member 

satisfaction with the system were incorporated. For example the original Job Descriptive Index 

(JDI) from which some items to measure performance management fairness were adapted had 

consistent convergent and discriminant validity using the multi trait-multi method matrix. 

Random split half correlation coefficients for promotions and supervision were 0.75 and 0.77 
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respectively and the correlations corrected to full length by Spearman Brown formula were 0.86 

and 0.87 respectively. These two items were considered up to date and relevant for this study 

following Hanish‘s (1992) evaluation of the scoring system using polychotomous item response 

theory – see Price (1997) – after which he declared the ―scoring procedure … still justified 

today‖ (382). Watson‘s study from which some of the performance management affect measures 

were adopted reported very high convergent and discriminant correlations (0.74 and 0.65), alpha 

reliabilities of 0.88 for positive affect and 0.87 for negative affect and test-retest coefficients of 

0.68 and 0.71 which have been describes as excellent (see Price, 1997: 438). The Minnesota 

Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) scale, from which some items regarding member satisfaction 

were adopted, had construct validity in its original tests and this was validated by comparison 

with extracts from the literature in this current study before inclusion. The median Hoyt internal 

reliability of 0.80 in the original study (Price 1997: 482) was impressive. Trompenaar‘s 

vignettes, adopted and/or adapted together with the Hoftedian measures and the dimensions of 

Bate and Bhagat have been widely used given the rigour they demonstrated in their original 

studies.  

To ensure that measures developed by the researcher for this study and the existing measures 

adapted to the situation remained valid and reliable, a rigorous pilot testing regimen was used to 

validate them. Hence, the questionnaire was pilot tested with groups of thirty people as similar as 

possible to the population of the study sample in each selected country. Because of the number 

of variables involved in the research, the questionnaire was understandably bulky at 32 pages by 

the time pilot testing was embarked on. This proved a hindrance as during the first pilot testing at 

MUBS, the size put off many people. Many exclaimed at the sheer size, a number who attempted 

to fill in the questionnaire did not complete all questions while the few who persevered to the 

end took more that one and a half hours to complete the instrument. It, therefore, became clear 

the instrument had to be reduced in size. Through editing, rephrasing and compression of certain 

sections and reduction of the number questions probing a specific variable to a minimum, the 

questionnaire was reduced to 24 pages. At the second pilot testing at UMI, 24 pages still proved 

too long and the problems encountered at MUBS again resurfaced. Yet further reduction in size 

threatened to mutilate the research to an extent of having to drop some variables. It was, 

therefore decided to break the research into three instruments: 
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A two page Basic Organisational Questionnaire (attached as a separate document for your 

reference) to serve as an entry point whose information was to serve as a basis for sampling, 

identification of documents needed among others, 

(a) A seven page Management Interview Schedule (attached as a separate document) used to 

gather information on the corporate planning process, the performance management 

process, links between the two processes and related information and 

(b) A thirteen-page performance management questionnaire (see appendix 2) to gather the 

core information about performance management practices, member culture and member 

affective responses to the performance management system and processes and to their 

managers. This instruments was tested at a third piloting exercise at MUBS and proved 

much more user friendly taking participants between thirty and forty five minutes to 

complete. 

After the piloting, the questionnaire was refined to ensure the questions and instructions were 

clear and data recording, validity and reliability robust. Omissions were plugged, the layout 

improved and some items weeded out to bring the length down so the questionnaire could be 

completed by respondents in about forty-five minutes. 

The final questionnaire was again administered to post graduate management students at the 

Makerere Business School in January and again in February of 2005 and a test-retest coefficient 

of 0.85 was obtained. These students were either employees or practicing managers. Consistency 

of items measuring the various constructs (leadership, culture, performance management practice 

and member outcomes) was also established during the test-retest exercise. The correlation 

between items measuring leadership was 0.76; for member‘s assessment of the system was 0.79 

for items measuring member affective responses to the system 0.88, and those for were above 

0.86. The instrument was, therefore, found reliable given its good stability and internal 

consistency. 

Before the instruments were administered in South Africa, they were moderated for relevance by 

the HR Consultant of SAB and the Education and Development Coordinator of Rand Water to 

ground certain terms to South African phraseology since the pilot testing was done in Uganda.  

Hence, for example, section V had questions two and three seeking responses regarding 
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population grouping from respondents in South Africa while for Uganda, the same information 

was sought by question four. In a similar vein, educational information for South Africa began at 

ABET (1-4) and less than a Matric Grade 12 and was sought by question 7 (a) while for Uganda 

it was O‘level and was sought by question 7 (b). Where for South Africa it was Matric Grade 12, 

for Uganda it was A‘level (Appendix 2). The returned questionnaires after administration to 

respondents were again factor analysed and factors extracted using principal components 

analysis following Kaiser‘s eigenvalue rule that specifies that factors with eigenvalues exceeding 

1.0 should be retained (Field, 2006). The resultant factors tested for reliability. It can thus be 

stated that the measures of this research were, well validated and reliable. 

  

4.4.3.3.  Interview Schedules 

 

Two interview schedules were used [Appendix 2 (b)]. The first was designed to tap 

organisational biographical information where it was not possible to glean this from the provided 

documents and/or the organisational website. The second schedule (the management interview 

guide – MIG) containing thirty nine questions was designed for interviews with the Chief 

Executives,  Human Resource, Training, Performance Monitoring and Corporate Planning senior 

and middle managers in the three organisations at which the research was done. The schedule 

was flexibly used in which case, whenever particular respondents provided information that was 

not envisages by the schedule and required follow up, this was done. As a result, some 

interviews did not exactly follow the thirty questions and secondly, a careful review of the 

interview transcripts shows variations from interview to interview. The MIG was, however, in 

general terms aimed at gathering information regarding: 

1. The corporate planning cycle and who participates in planning, 

2. Forums for participation and cascading of strategy, 

3. Which performance management processes and systems are in place, when they were 

launched, why and who was involved, 

4. Whether all organistional members were trained and continue to be trained in performance 

management, 

5. Funding of the performance management system and process, 
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6. Whether the performance management system is line driven and whether systems and 

processes are in place to ensure this is so and remains so, 

7. Investment in and facilitation of training and knowledge transfer and management, 

8. Whether and how team performance is reviewed and rewarded, 

9. Whether (and if so how) the soft elements (what Organ, 1988, 1990 dubbed discretionary 

cooperation/extras) of member contributions such as interpersonal skills, teamness inter alia 

are measured, 

10. Links between performance evaluation and consequences, 

11. Existence of formal mentorship mechanisms and 

12. Mechanisms for monitoring and evaluating the efficacy of the performance management 

process. 

Each interview typically lasted about one hour and was tape-recorded using a voice-activated 

recorder on two-hour micro tapes. The tapes were then transcribed verbatim by the researcher 

and typed in MS Word.  

4.4.3.4.  Archival material, documents and field notes  

Archival material was used to consider some contextual factors including national history and 

economic conditions. Hence potential availability of economic resources for performance 

management was important. Regarding organisations, Atkinson and Coffrey (1997) highlighted 

the importance of documentary reality in organisational fabric and the need to locate and study 

documents. The two scholars were appalled by the fact that ―researchers continue to produce 

(research) accounts of complex literate (organisational) worlds as if they were entirely without 

writing. (These worlds are, therefore) implicitly represented as devoid of written documents and 

other forms of recording‖ (45). In such instances, justice is not done to the quest to understand 

organisational phenomena. Indeed, Atkinson and his colleague went on to advise, ―if we  wish to 

understand how … organisations work and how people work in them, then we cannot afford to 

ignore their various activities as readers and writers … The collective organisation of work is 

dependent on the collective memory that written and electronic records contain‖ (46). Atkinson 

and Coffrey are not alone in this belief as Prior‘s (1997) perception of documents as better that 

interviews because they lie ―beyond the world of atomistic individuals‖ is consistent with the 

thrust of Atkinson and Coffrey‘s argument. Prior, like Atkinson and colleague posits documents 
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are produced in the course of social relations and should be accorded ―pride of place‖ in studies 

of interaction. Indeed, Prior continues, texts should not ―be regarded as a mere adjunct to the 

empirical analysis of subjects … (but) can constitute a starting point for qualitative analysis in 

their own right‖ (for a detailed look at Prior‘s views, see the full chapter in Silverman, 1997: 63 

– 79). This study followed the advice discussed above in respect of documentary material and 

collected hard and soft documents as data in their own right. In using this documentary evidence, 

the study did not take them as secondary data because ―such attitudes to documentary data are 

inappropriate and unhelpful … documentary materials should be regarded as data in their own 

right (as) they enshrine a distinctively documentary version of social reality‖ (47). This counsel 

not only shaped the study‘s general perspective to documents but also the analytic stances taken 

by the research as discussed in the data analysis techniques subsection shortly.  

 

The questionnaires and interview schedules used by the study as reported above were buttressed 

by analysis of documentary material – books, journals, news papers and commercial reports on 

country histories and economic indicators; organisational performance management records, 

rules, policies, regulations and government surveys (censuses, industrial surveys, labour force 

surveys inter alia). These documents were used as the source material for information regarding 

a number of study variables. Thus, the institutional framework variables (size of the national 

economy, labour legislation and regulations and presence and strength of trade unions and/or 

work councils) were gleaned from documentary material. Indeed, according to Price (1997) 

organisational ―size is generally measured by data from organisational records‖ (490). An 

extrapolation from this position led this study to safely measure even ‗national size‘ from 

national records or records about national parameters. Elements of culture were also gleaned 

from the documentary material, namely, handbooks, manuals, brochures among others. This 

approach was adopted given that from the Parsonian definition of culture (Johnson, 1960 as cited 

by Price, 1997) knowledge, ideology, rules, regulations, policy and history are written or (if we 

include tapes, disks and the internet) documented parts of culture. Elements of performance 

management practice were gleaned from organisational documents on HR and performance 

management. Specifically, human resource management manuals, performance management 

booklets, training guides, internal climate survey instruments/reports and annual reports were 

collected and used to fathom elements of performance management practice. Comparing these 
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documents with the questionnaire, interview and field notes the study was then able to draw a 

complete picture of performance management practice.  

From the foregoing, field notes have been mentioned as one of the methods by which 

information was gathered. To do this consistently, a field diary was used on all field visits to 

record information regarding: 

a) Ease of access to the required respondents, 

b) Elements of the organisational setting/environment, 

c) Context in which the interviews took place, 

d) Evidence of the weight attached to specific functions/offices/positions and 

e) Visible performance management information/evidence 

4.5. Reliability and Validity of qualitative data 

Reliability and validity of interview transcripts, field observation notes and documentary data 

were dealt with in keeping with the approach suggested by Alasuutari (1995), Peräkylä (1997), 

Silverman (1993) and Hammersley and Atkinson (1983). Following this advice, reliability is 

dealt with by ensuring high quality of field notes, tapes and transcripts and guaranteeing public 

access. Alasuutari specifically argued that in personal interviews, reliability ―depends on the 

documentation technique … compared to detailed note made by the interviewer, a tape recorder 

is a superior and exact device …‖ (43). Peräkylä (1997) posited a similar view when he argued 

that ―working with tapes and transcripts eliminates at one stroke many of the problems (of the) 

unspecified accuracy of field notes and with the limited public access to them (p.203 in 

Silverman, 1997). This study used tapes and like Sacks (1984) listened to them ―again and 

again‖ during transcription and used colleagues to sample and verify transcription accuracy as 

well as cross-checking specific segments that were difficult to transcribe due problems such as 

accent or inaudibility.  As a consequence of the rigorous scrutiny of transcripts, we attained 

highly accurate transcription. Moreover, because both the original tapes and their accurate 

transcripts were stored together, other researchers can access them ―and make of (them) what 

they (can) if, for example they (want) to … disagree with (the study)‖ (p. 26). The study ensured 

maximum inclusiveness of data by taking field note of the ―non-conversational‖ aspects of 

interviews such as ―the atmosphere of the situation, the friendliness or aloofness of informants 

(and/or other organisational members‖ to move the recording to the video end of the continuum 
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of exactness (figure 4.2 below) as advised by Alasuutari (1995) who had argued that because 

tapes record only the verbal parts of the interview, video cameras are a more exact device. All 

the relevant written documents that the interviewees referred to during the interview were also 

carefully collected and used concurrently with the transcripts.  

 Figure 4.2: Continuum of recording exactness 

 
In summary, therefore, reliability was assured by: 

1. Use of a state of the art voice activated recorder, 

2. High quality non-imitation one hour micro tape that apart from ensuring high quality sound 

minimised the need to change tapes during interviews eliminating information loss during 

change over or disruption of the flow of the interview, 

3. High quality of recordings attained by holding interviews in well secluded offices and 

positioning the recorder in good alignment to the interviewer and interviewee, 

4.  High quality of sound which was clearly audible during transcription, 

5. Collection of relevant documents mentioned by the interviewees in response to specific 

questions and 

6. Adequacy of transcripts given that a sample of transcripts were randomly sampled and 

verified by colleagues and specific segments of specific transcripts which were reported to 

have been problematic either because of difficult accents or voice pitch were cross-checked 

by a second person and in some cases a third until satisfaction regarding the wording was 

attained. 

The study satisfied the validity criteria set by the astute qualitative research scholars referred to 

above. First, the institutional character of the interviews and documents was assured by officially 

requesting to interview specific office holders and access specific documents. Second, during 

interviews documents referred to by the interviewees in response to specific questions were 

requested for and accessed. Third, relevancy of categorisation was assured by the fact that the 
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study asked to interview occupants of specific positions and interviewees were on the outset 

asked to indicate the positions they held, the role of their positions and units in performance 

management and requested to answer questions in their official capacity as holders of those 

positions and not in their personal capacity. Fourth, the results of the study are generalisable, not 

as descriptions of what organisations in Africa do (given that a small number of cases was 

interviewed and documents gathered from only five organisations) but as descriptions of what 

such organisations can do given that they create the same or a comparable array of cultural 

capital, interactional competences and leadership ecology.  This conclusion on generalisability is 

supported by the thesis that qualitative analysis based on small bases of interviews and 

documents or a small number of subjects as in case studies approaches ―the question of 

generalisability … from a different direction (that) of the concept of possibility … social 

practices that are possible … are the central objects … the possibility of various practices can be 

considered generalisable even if the practices are not actualised in similar ways across different 

settings‖ (Peräkylä: 214 and 215). Alasuutari (1995) added to this argument when he posited that 

―… in qualitative analysis, a great number of observation units and statistical thinking are neither 

needed nor possible‖ (12) as sometimes, there are lessons in unique cases such as the second 

World War, one cannot have many of them to observe or analyse. So as possibilities, are the 

practices reported by this study very likely to be generalisable (or even to have been generalised 

given certain conditions? ―There is no reason to think they could not be made possible by any 

competent (or incompetent?) member‖ of a modern organisation as Peräkylä might say.  

4.6.  Procedure for accessing and managing qualitative data 

First, data relating to country history, politico-economic situation and legal and institutional 

framework was gleaned from published sources. Second, the data at the organisational level such 

as performance evaluation instruments, performance management manuals, human resource 

management manuals, training manuals, corporate/business plans and reports, performance 

contracts, critical incident dairies and other relevant documentation were officially requested for 

from the chief executives or HRM unit heads and/or down loaded from the respective 

organisations‘ websites. Documentary review was then conducted on these documents and 

relevant data abstracted. Third, the basic organisational information questionnaire/interview 

schedule was administered to authorised officers of those organisations where biographical 
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information was not availed as part of the documents requested for. This questionnaire sought 

information concerning ownership, number of employees, installed capacity and capacity 

utilisation. Fourth, management interviews were conducted with the senior and middle managers 

in the HR, Training, Corporate Affairs and performance monitoring areas. In some cases, CEOs 

accepted to be interviewed instead of the Corporate Affairs managers. These interviews gleaned 

a wide spectrum of information as already summarised under interview schedules above. Fifth, 

questionnaires designed for acquisition of data from organisational members on the prevailing 

performance management practices and the impact of culture, leadership and other contextual 

factors were designed. Given the geographical spread of the survey, to maximise the response 

rate, the mail questionnaire method was modified. The researcher sought a covering letter from 

the management of the selected organisations indicating the importance of the study to the 

organisation and requesting the selected members to respond and return the questionnaires in 

sealed envelopes (provided) to specified offices. A second letter from the University of Cape 

Town Graduate School of Business introduced the researcher and explained the research 

including giving assurances of confidentiality. The questionnaires were then enclosed together 

with the two letters above discussed and a self addressed return envelop in envelopes addressed 

to specific respondents. The questionnaires in sealed envelopes were then distributed by the 

mailing offices of the selected organisations to the respondents. The permission and follow up 

letters have been appended as appendix 1 (a) – (p). 

4.7.   Methods of data summary, analysis, display and interpretation  

4.7.1. Preparation of data for analysis 

The data were prepared for analysis by editing, coding, categorising and entering into the 

computer. 

a) Preparation of questionnaire material 

Returned questionnaires were checked for incompleteness and inconsistencies. Following 

Sekaran (2000) questionnaires with 25 percent of the items unanswered were expunged while 

those with only three or less unanswered items were included. As a result of the retention of 

some questionnaires with certain items missing, the sample size for the particular items was 

reduced during analysis of the specific items. Inconsistencies corrected were corrected (for 
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example in cases where respondents would for instance if a respondent did not answer question 

two of section five on race but selected isiXhosa as his/her first language, then it was logical that 

the answer for race was ‗black‘.  

Because the questionnaires were pre-coded save for the open ended question three of section 

three of the questionnaire, the responses were directly keyed into the computer without the 

necessity for coding first.  To minimise mistakes during data entry, a 10% sample of 

questionnaires were randomly selected and re-entered by a second person to verify accuracy of 

the first entry. The data were then analysed using SPSS versions 10.0 and 15.0. 

b) Data exploration 

As a first step to analysis, the data were explored to check whether they met the basic 

assumptions of parametric analysis, that is, normality and homogeneity of variance. The 

assumption of normality was checked by looking at the distribution of the sample (the frequency 

distribution) using histograms and where the distribution shown evidence of existence of 

outliers, box plots were plotted to locate outlier cases that biased the mean which would then be 

located and where data entry or related mistakes were confirmed as causes, the specific entries 

were corrected otherwise, they were expunged. The shape of the distributions was quantified 

using measures of skewness and kurtosis.  To test whether the variances in the groups were 

equal, Levene‘s test of homogeneity of variance was used and where the test was significant at 

p≤.05, then the variances were significantly different (Field, 2006) and one of the non-parametric 

tests – the Welch Robust Test of Equality of Means, the Brown-Forythe test and the Kruskal-

Wallis test – was used depending on applicability.  

c) Preparation of interview transcripts, observation notes and documentary data for analysis 

The interview tapes were transcribed and notes drawn from organisational documents and 

records.  They were then summarised according to the thematic areas following the theoretical 

the framework developed at the beginning of and refined throughout the study. The summaries 

were developed using a combination of narration suggested by Propp (1975) and Wright, (1975); 

summary matrices suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994); as well as the approaches for 
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summarising qualitative data suggested by Van Dijik (1980), Van Dijk and Kintch (1983) and 

Van Dijk (1985). 

4.7.2. Analytic framework 

The literature indicates that cross-country, cross-cultural and/or inter-regional research tends to 

use a mix of the following in varying degrees (Branzei, 2002; Glazer and Beehr, 2002 and 

Zhenzhong  et al., 2002): 

1. Descriptive statistics to reduce and present results. 

2. Frequencies, means, standard deviations, correlations and hierarchical regression 

analyses. 

3. Multivariate analysis of covariance. 

The conceptual framework adopted by this study in addition to the method of data collection 

used necessarily shaped the analytical approach of the study. Methodological triangulation in 

data collection dictated a triangulated summary, presentation and analysis approach. As a 

consequence, the study used both quantitative and qualitative methods for data analysis. Since 

the study adopted methodological triangulation in data collection, the data analysis necessarily 

had to follow a multi-level, multi-dimensional analytical stance. Thus, the analysis that follows 

in chapter five onwards is at three levels, cross-national, national and organisational. Yet at these 

three levels, a three dimensional analysis – quantitative (based on survey returns), qualitative 

(based on interviews) and qualitative (based on documentary reality) – is done. An analytical 

matrix depicting the three levels and dimensions is presented as table 4.16. 

Table 4.16: Multi-level, multi-dimensional analysis of data 

 
Level Cross-national  National Organisational 

Data Type 

National and 

organisational 

documents, survey 

material and interview 

transcripts 

Documentary Survey Interviews Documentary 

Analysis 
Qualitative and 

Quantitative 
Qualitative  Quantitative Qualitative  Qualitative  

 S              Y            N            T            H             E            S             I             S 

Source: Developed by the author 
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From the above diagrammatic representation, the analytical approach of the study drew from 

techniques of various analytical schools – quantitative, qualitative and synthesis.  

4.7.3. Analysis of questionnaire material 

The structured questionnaires were analysed by use of various quantitative analysis tools. The 

main software used was SPSS statistical package versions 10 and 15. Determination of the 

goodness of the scales was then done by factor and reliability analyses.  First, validity of the 

scales was evaluated by factor analyzing the responses to the questions relating to each construct 

under study. Principal factor extraction with the varimax rotation method was then used to 

extract the emerging underlying factors per construct. The number of factors retained was 

determined using Casttell‘s (1966b) scree test hence factors from the inflection point on the 

curve and above were retained. To be certain that the retained factors qualified they were 

crosschecked against Kaiser‘s (1960) criterion of retaining items with factor loadings of 1 and 

above. We were cognizant, however, of Jolliffe‘s (1972, 1986) argument that the Kaiser cut off 

is stringent when the sample is greater than 250 suggesting a cut off point of > .7 eigenvalues. 

The items were then labelled basing an item-to-factor correlation. Scales with few items that 

could not be subjected to factor analysis were assessed for validity using correlation coefficients 

– retaining only those items that showed measurable correlation but did not correlate too highly 

(> 0.85)  following Field (2006).  

The emergent scales were tested for reliability using Cronbach‘s alpha ( ). We took into account 

both Kline‘s (1999) and Cortina‘s (1993) recommendations on determining the acceptable value 

of Cronbach‘s  for a scale to pass the reliability test. Indicating that while the generally 

acceptable value is .8, Kline recommended that for cognitive tests, a cut value of .7 is more 

realistic and for psychological concepts, an even lower value is expected and is acceptable. On 

his part, Cortina suggests that researchers should take into account the number of items on a 

specific scale before making a decision on value acceptability. This is because  increases as the 

number of items increases hence a scale with smaller  but with fewer items may be more 

reliable than one with a larger  but with more items this is because the formula for computing  

includes squaring the number of items. Following this discussion, in some cases, the study 

considered scales with lower than .7 reliable. Cortina (1993), Cronbach (1951) and Grayson 



 157 

(2004) cited in Field (2006) concur that a high  may be obtained with two different underlying 

structures one of which is moderately correlated while the other is uncorrelated. Additionally, a 

high  may be obtained simply because the subscale had too many items. They thus recommend 

application of tests separately to each subscale if a measure has many items. Following this 

recommendation, factor and reliability analyses were done separately for each subscale to ensure 

that each of the scales of this research are actually valid and reliable. The scale was then 

reconstituted to capture congruent conceptual bundles while remaining within acceptable 

reliability parameters before submitting the data for further analysis. The scale before 

exploratory analysis, the factor analysis outputs, the scale emerging from factor analysis, the 

reliability analysis outputs and the reconstituted scale are attached as appendices 3 (a), (b), (c), 

(d) and (e) respectively.  

4.7.3.1.  Descriptive statistics to reduce and present results 

The data for individual variables were described using descriptive statistics. Measures of central 

tendency and dispersions of the independent and dependent variables constituted the major 

methods used to describe the data. Specifically, the means, standard deviations, variance, 

skewness and kurtosis for the data were obtained. These data are reported in summary in chapter 

five and the details are attached as appendices 4 (a) to (h). For classification variables – 

population group, longevity of service with the organisation, ages, educational levels and 

departments of respondents – the frequency distributions (appendix 5) were obtained.  

4.7.3.2.  Inferential statistics 

Parametric and non-parametric models were used to investigate the associations between 

variables, differences among different sub-groups and how several independent variables might 

explain a dependent variable. Our preference was to use multivariate analyses unless it was 

untenable. Tabachnick and Fidell (1989) define multivariate analysis as analyzing multiple 

independent and dependent variables simultaneously while Grimm and Yarnold (2000) describe 

it as using a model with two or more dependent measures. Our preference for this method was, 

therefore, because these analyses ―examine several variables and their relationships 

simultaneously in contrast to bivariate analyses which examine relationships between two 

variables‖ (Sekaran, 2000:408). First, to investigate the multivariate associations between 



 158 

context, practice and member outcomes, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used 

given its superiority over the bivariate analysis of variance (ANOVA). Sekaran, 2000:409) 

supports our preference for MANOVA when he concludes that ―multiple ANOVA tests, using 

one dependent variable at a time would … bias the results, since the dependent variables are 

likely to be interrelated. MANOVA circumvents this bias by simultaneously testing all the 

dependent variables, cancelling out the effects of any intercorrelations among them‖. Field 

provides an excellent review of why MANOVA, in a study like ours, is superior to conducting 

several ANOVAs. Firstly, additional important information is generated by MANOVA for 

example the relationship between dependent variables which is missed by ANOVA since under 

the latter procedure, the dependent variables are entered separately. Secondly, ANOVA can only 

reveal whether groups differ on a single dimension yet samples may differ along a combination 

of dependent variables which MANOVA has the power to detect. In this sense, MANOVA is 

more robust than ANOVA. Thirdly, if ANOVA is used to locate differences between several 

groups (in our case four), then all the possible pair-wise comparisons must be made escalating 

Type I error into what is called family-wise or experiment-wise error which is the error rate 

across several statistical analyses of the same data. Type I error is simply concluding there is an 

effect when in fact there is none (Field, 2006). According to Field, Fischer‘s procedure requires 

that the acceptable probability for this error in a specific analysis is 0.05 or 5%.  For example for 

this particular study, using ANOVA instead of MANOVA would have entailed carrying out six 

comparisons – South African Breweries with Rand Water, South African Breweries with 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation, South African Breweries with Uganda Revenue 

Authority, Uganda Revenue Authority with Rand Water, Uganda Revenue Authority with 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation and Rand Water with National Water and Sewerage 

Corporation. Given that the significance level for each comparison is 0.05, that is a 5% 

probability of Type I error and following the formula for family-wise error given by 1 (0.95) ⁿ, 

independent comparisons for our analysis would result in a 1 – (0.95)⁶ hence we would have 1 – 

(.95 X .95 X .95 X .95 X .95 X .95) = 1 – .74 = .26 (26%) which is much higher than the 

acceptable level. Sekaran (2000:409) supports our preference for MANOVA. In cases where 

MANOVA was not possible for instance where only a bivariate comparison was possible due to 

the number of variables then the parametric ANOVA was used. Where assumptions of 

homogeneity of variance (Levene‘s and Box tests) were violated, one of the non parametric 
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Welch test, Brown-Forsythe procedure and Kruskal-Wallis test was used depending on 

appropriateness.   

The extent to which independent variables predicted dependent variables was investigated using 

multiple hierarchical regression (which enables entry of predictors in an order suggested by 

theory or the earlier exploratory analyses) was used.  

a) Multivariate and bivariate analyses of  variance  

In our variance analysis model, we used the parametric multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) and followed up significant MANOVA with discriminant analysis to identify the 

independent variables that discriminated the dependent variables of interest.  The main argument 

for following up significant MANOVA with discriminant analysis is that the omnibus 

MANOVA only reveals the overall effect not the specific differences between groups which can 

occur in various permutations. Regarding significant ANOVA, the cases that actually differed 

were identified using post hoc tests where possible. These tests carry out pair-wise comparisons 

(t-tests) of all different combinations of the groups under study to expose which groups actually 

differ and on which variable(s). Because such repeated manipulations on the same data escalate 

family-wise error as argued above, post hoc tests avoid this through correcting the level of 

significance. The Bonferroni corrections do this by dividing the acceptable level by the number 

of tests. So if in our case since we had six tests, this procedure corrects the level of significance 

from 0.05 to 
0.05

0.008
8

which is much more rigorous. Due to various considerations including 

attaining a fair trade off between the weaknesses and strengths of the various approaches, we 

used three post hoc tests concurrently; the Gamea-Howell procedure, Dunnett‘s t and Tukey‘s 

test. Because of the nature of our data (unequal sample sizes and the differing population 

variances in some cases) we selected the most powerful option in these circumstances – the 

Games-Howell procedure (Field, 2006). Following the same consideration, we also selected 

Dunnett‘s t which is robust in analyses whose populations differ and keeps a tight control of 

Type I error. Moreover, Dunnett‘s t is the only multiple comparison that allows testing of means 

against a control mean (in our case comparing the means of three organisations against the fourth 

one). Lastly on post hoc tests, we also selected Tukey‘s test which apart from controlling Type I 

error rigorously, is robust in dealing with large numbers of means, when population sizes and 
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variances are similar. This test has, however, been criticised for its ultra-conservatism which can 

lead rejection of real differences between means. 

The effect sizes of significant ANOVAs were established given that significant effects (results) 

do not necessarily mean an important (or big) effect exists. This is because a significant effect 

may be very small (not important) but is significant only because large samples were used (Field 

ibid.). Conversely, a result whose significance level is > .05 may not mean there is no effect (that 

is, that it is zero) but that there is an effect which is not big enough and hence may be a chance 

finding. To support this position, Field cites Cohen‘s (1990) postulation that non-significant 

results should never be read as ―no difference between means‖ or ―no relationship between 

variables‖ and that null hypotheses can never be true since for example, even a difference 

between 10 and 10.0001 is a difference. This is why in our analysis, rather than relying on 

simply the levels of significance, we sought to establish the effect size of each significant 

relationship given that this is an objective and standardized measure of the magnitude of the 

observed relationship. Indeed, as Weinfurt (2000) indicates, ―the significance test tells whether 

the variance in the dependent variable explained by the independent variable is significantly 

different from zero. An equally important question, however, concerns how much variance is 

explained. In statistical parlance, this is an example of effect size. There are two types of effect 

sizes: raw (or unstandardised) and standardized‖ (p. 324). In this research, we computed the 

standardized effect size because of the additional benefit gained by computing the standardized 

effect size – standardization enables comparison across different studies that may have even 

employed different variables and scales of measurement. Further, the utility of effect size is 

exemplified by the fact that it can be assessed even for non-significant results. Cohen (1988, 

1992) again cited by Field (2006) provided what is now the established benchmark for effect 

magnitude with .1 meaning a small effect (1%), .30 meaning a medium effect (9%) and .50 

meaning a large effect (25%). Since SPSS does not provide an effect size for some of the 

procedures such as one-way ANOVA, we manually computed the Omega (w) statistic which 

arrived at using the formula; 

 

( )
²

M M R

T R

SS df MS
w

SS MS  

Where (Field, 2006): 
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the variation explained by the model (also known as the between group effect),

the degrees of freedom for the effect,

the measure that extrapolates to the population by catering for the u

M

M

R

SS

df

MS nsystematic 

             variation, i.e., the variation explained by extraneous variables and

the total amount of variation in the data.TSS

 

 

This statistic measures the overall effect of the ANOVA and is computed from omega squared 

(w²) which though based on the sum of squares, uses the variance explained by the model and 

the error variance. Omega squared is, therefore, less biased than the r² (usually called eta squared 

- η²) which is the most frequently reported (Maxwell and Delaney, 1990) and computes effect 

size based on the sum of squares from the sample without adjusting for the fact that the 

estimation is for the effect size in the population. The most commonly used formula in many 

studies stated as; 

 

is,therefore, not appropriate.
M

T

SS
R
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²  

 

The data that violated the equality of covariance and the homogeneity of variance assumptions 

during the MANOVA procedure were further examined using non-parametric tests (the Kruskal-

Wallis H, the Welch F and the Brown-Forsythe F). Those data that were not amenable to a 

multivariate analysis were subjected to the bivariate parametric analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

and if they violated the homogeneity of variance assumption they were analysed using non-

parametric analysis.  

b) Follow up discriminant analysis  

The MANOVA tests returned significant associations between member culture and country and 

member culture by organisation. Following Field (2006), the significant MANOVA results were 

followed up using the parametric discriminant analysis technique to discover which specific 

dependent variables contributed most the differences between organisations. The major argument 

for this follow up is that after the omnibus MANOVA, the overall effect may be revealed. It may 

be that there is a difference between the means of the groups but between which groups and 

caused by which specific variables is not clear, only by the omnibus test. Additionally, there are 
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many permutations along which groups can differ and the following possible differences are 

provided by Field (Ibid.);  

1 2 3 1 3 1 2 3 1 3 22...  or  or  or  nX X X X X X X X X X X X X

There is, therefore, need to apply a different test to reveal the specific differences. Moreover, 

often times the relationships between the independent and dependent variables are the ones 

fathomed to the exclusion of real life relationships between dependent variables whose 

interactions together with the effect of independent variables in unison create the eventual 

outcome. Ignoring the interactions between dependent variables misses important information. 

Discriminant analysis solves this problem as it investigates the nature of these relationships and 

separates (discriminates) groups using dependent instead of independent variables. This 

highlights how groups may differ not only because of the influence of independent variable but 

because of a combined effect of both the independent and a constellation of dependent variables. 

If the DFA procedure identifies specific combinations of dependent variables (called variates) as 

significant, this means the specific combination significantly discriminates (separates) groups. 

The standardized discriminant function coefficients point to how each dependent variable 

contributes to the observed difference(s) with high scores signifying high importance and the 

valence of the value indicates the direction of contribution. The discriminant analysis procedure 

calculates the underlying linear combinations (called variates or factors or latent variables) that 

pinpoint where differences lie. SPSS uses the mathematical procedure of maximization such that 

the first discriminant function is the linear combination of the dependent variables that 

maximizes the difference between groups. Additionally, the standardized discriminant function 

coefficients vary within ±1 and the closer to 1 a variable‘s coefficient is, the more contributory 

the variable is to the variance observed. This conclusion is in line with  Bargman‘s, (1970) 

postulation as cited in Field (2006) that ―when some dependent variables have high canonical 

variate correlations while others have low ones, then the ones with high correlations contribute 

most to group separation (as) they represent the relative contribution of each dependent variable 

to group separation‖ (612). Lastly, we examined the group centroids which are simply the mean 

variate (factor) scores for each group. A negative value attached to the largest centroids indicates 

the specific variable corresponding to that value is responsible for maximum variance. Put 
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another way, the centroids highest centroids with opposed valence indicate the specific point at 

which the groups differ. 

c) Multiple regression analysis 

Following the variance analyses above and theoretical dictates that showed some links between 

variables, we assessed the predictive power of selected independent variables using the Enter 

option of the multiple regression procedure under SPSS. The Enter method is the closest to and 

offers similar advantages as hierarchical regression which was our preferred model (Field, 2006). 

In the first place, this method allows the researcher to enter predictors in order of importance 

guided by past research findings and theory which is not possible under the stepwise method 

which takes away this power from the researcher and hands it over to computer mathematics. 

Secondly, in business research, one rarely encounters completely unrelated predictors hence the 

decision on how to enter them is critical and this affects the results. Thirdly, the process 

computer mathematics uses to select predictors in the stepwise method is problematic as it first 

selects the predictor that most correlates with the dependent variable, partials out the percentage 

explained by the first predictor and proceeds to search from the remaining predictors one that 

explains the biggest percentage of the unexplained proportion. By partialing out the percentage 

explained by the first predictor, SPSS (and indeed any other statistical package) is in fact using 

semi-partial correlations for all the subsequent predictors as in each subsequent step, the 

assessment is based on which predictor explains the biggest proportion of the remaining portion. 

Field (Ibid.) excellently illustrates this problem by explaining it ―in plain English‖ as follows 

―imagine that the predictor can explain 40% of the variation in the outcome variable; then there 

is still 60% left unexplained. The computer searches for the predictor that can explain the biggest 

part of the remaining 60% (so it is not interested in the 40% that is already explained). In 

statistical terms you can think of this like a partial correlation in that the computer correlates 

each predictor with the outcome while controlling for the effect of the first predictor (yet they) 

are not controlled for the outcome itself‖ (p. 161). As a result of this approach, analyses that use 

stepwise regression suffer suppressor effects, that is, subsequent predictors may record an effect 

only because the effects of another variable are held constant. There is, therefore, a high 

likelihood of a research that uses stepwise regression making a Type II error by omitting a 
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predictor that actually predicts the dependent variable. Field citing Wright (1997) concludes his 

advice against using stepwise regression except for exploratory purposes thus: 

―Many writers argue that this (method) takes many important methodological decisions out of the hands 

of the researcher … the models derived by computer  often take advantage of random sampling variation 

and so decisions about which variables should be included will be based upon slight differences in their 

semi-partial correlation. However, these slight statistical differences may contrast dramatically with the 

theoretical importance of a predictor to the model. For this reason stepwise methods are best avoided 

except for exploratory model building. When there is a sound theoretical literature available, then base 

your model upon what past research tells you. Include any meaningful variables in the model in their 

order of importance‖ (p. 161). 

 

In the regression analysis the author tested the tenability of the assumption of independent errors 

using the Durbin-Watson statistic which tests whether adjacent residuals (differences between 

the values predicted by a model and the values observed in the data) are uncorrelated or 

independent. For this assumption to be tenable values should be close to 2 with those less than 1 

and greater than 3 a cause for concern (Field, 2006). Additionally, the study sought to establish 

the cross-validity of the predictive power of the independent variables to test whether the models 

generalize to a wider population. Because SPSS derives R²adj using Wherry‘s equation which 

lacks cross-validation power (Stevens, 1999; Field, 2006), Stein‘s cross validation formula 

proposed by both Stevens and Field was used. Wherry‘s equation as reported in Stephens 

(1999:275) is given by; 

( )
(1 )

( 1)

n x
R

n k
²ˆp ² , where ˆp is the estimate of ρ, the population multiple correlation 

coefficient outputted by SPSS. This equation tells us nothing about how well a regression model 

would predict the outcome given an entirely different data set (Field, 2006). Indeed, Stevens 

cites (p.275) Draper and Smith (1981:92) holding that the idea that ―the so called adjusted r 

a)(R² ), can be used to compare equations fitted not only to a specific set of data but also to two 

or more entirely different sets of data‖ is untenable because ―the value of this (Wherry‘s) statistic 

for (such a) purpose is … not high‖. Stephens went on to buttress the argument against Wherry‘s 

equation by citing Herzberg‘s (1969:4) postulation that ―in application, the population regression 

function can never be known and one is more interested in how effective the sample regression 

function is in other samples. A measure of this effectiveness is c, r the sample cross-validity. For 

any given regression function c, r will vary from validation sample to validation sample. The 

average value of c, r will be approximately equal to the correlation, in the population, of the 
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sample regression function with the criterion. This correlation is the population cross-validity,    

ρ c . Wherry‘s formula estimates ρ rather than ρ c ‖. Due to this shortcoming of Wherry‘s formula, 

we cross-validated all our regression analyses, using Stein‘s cross validation formula proposed 

by both Stevens (1999:275) and Field (2006) as the formula that ought to be used if one is 

―interested cross-validity predictive power‖. This formula is given by;  

adj 

1 2 1
R (rendered by Stephens as ) 1 1

1 2

n n n
R

n k n k n
² pˆ² ²  

 

Where: 

n is the number of cases and 

k is the number of predictors in the model. 

 

The regression results were reported following the American Psychological Association‘s 

guidelines for reporting multiple regression analysis results. 

4.7.4. Analysis of interview transcripts, open ended elements of the questionnaires, field 

observation notes, media articles and organisational documents including electronic 

material 

 

In the qualitative analysis, because the data were in the form of  interview transcripts, open 

ended elements of the questionnaires, field observation notes and organisational hard and 

soft/electronic documents which are not standardised data forms, they were sorted, organised, 

categorised, typologised, conceptualised, refined and interpreted to form enable the construction 

of classification categories. These categories were in more meaningful patterns amenable to 

further analysis. Further, bits of the data were attached to the appropriate categories by means of 

narrative summaries, matrices and networks.  

Generallt, Miles and Huberman‘s (1994) ―classic set of analytic moves‖ and their twenty six 

―tactics for generating meaning (and) testing or confirming meaning (and) suggestions for 

avoiding bias and ensuring quality of conclusions‖ (pp. 245 – 280) together with van Dijk‘s 

(1980) five reduction rules formed the main element employed in handling the qualitative data. 

Hence given the qualitative data at hand, we did the following wherever applicable: 

1. Reduction or purification through selection, summary and paraphrase. At this stage the 

following treatment was accorded the material; 
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(a) The data were thematised following the study‘s theoretical framework and the questions 

asked, 

(b) The observations were then combined into typologies or taxonomies of performance 

management practices in existence 

(c) Links (if any) were constructed between the typologies  

2. Display by direct quotations, matrices, graphs, charts and networks. 

3. Delineation of characteristics specific to particular documents/organisations. 

4. Assessment of what sort of orientation informed the work and associated skills that went into 

the creation and use of specific documents and the systems and processes the documents 

report. 

5. An examination of their formal and functional properties, how they are stored and retrieved, 

who participates in their production and to whom they are circulated and by whom. 

6. Formulation of a ‗documents network‘ to gauge or examine the 

relationships/links/connections (or lack thereof) between the various documents. 

7. Traced the ‗performance management trail‘ – how the system was launched, who were 

involved, temporal stability (changes in approaches, documents used inter alia over time). 

8. Traced the dimensions of similarity and difference for different periods in the same 

organisation and across organisations in one country and across countries. 

9. Assessed what the specific documents mediate and what they are meant to mediate. 

10. Assessed which elements of the records ‗fit‘ with what interview data, what questionnaire 

data and what theory and how. 

11. Delineation of meanings by argumentation and comparison with the theoretical positions 

posited at the beginning of the study.  

12. Testing the meanings delineated in (11) above for their validity using relation flow charts or 

networks or matrices. 

 

4.7.5. Data interpretation and integration 

 

The data gleaned from questionnaires, interview transcripts, field notes and hard and soft 

organisational documents were interpreted by reference to the theoretical framework that guided 

the study, findings of previous research and relevant literature. The open-ended elements of 

questionnaires were used in paraphrase or quotations not only as illustrations in the interpretation 
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of the statistically analysed questionnaire data but also to compare with the data from interview 

transcripts, field notes and documents. In the case of interview transcripts, documents and field 

notes; references to and extracts from the data were used as clues alongside the ―macro-

observations‖ made during the purification of raw data. Comparisons with quantitative data were 

also made in addition to using quotations as examples to illustrate interpretation. Lastly, special 

cases were discussed in detail.  

Regarding integration of the quantitative and qualitative findings, we followed the triangulatory 

approach for integrating data generated by the use of both the quantitative and qualitative 

methods mentioned in section 4.2 above. Following Denzin (1978) cited by Erzberger and Kelle 

(2003), we used the between method triangulation approach of relating the results of data 

collected separately using different methods. We used various threads (logical 

relations/inferences) between propositions to connect the theoretically reviewed literature 

leading to hypotheses and the empirical data generated by the two methods to test the theoretical 

propositions. We thus proceeded inductively where the results converged (generated similar 

findings), deductively were the results complemented each other and abductively where 

divergent findings emerged to arrive at specific inferences. We thus, scrutinized the data sets 

generated by the two methods for consistence between the performance management contexts, 

practices and member outcomes quantified from the survey responses and as depicted by the 

subjective interpretations of the players revealed by the interviews or as captured in 

organisational documentation. Convergence is used here to mean a condition where the 

quantitative and qualitative data led to the same conclusion thus mutually validating each other; 

complementation to mean the two methods highlighting different aspects and opening up new 

perspective that generate a better and fuller overall picture as opposed to that generated by each 

method singly and divergence to mean the two methods leading to seemingly contradictory or 

actually contradictory findings (Erzberger and Kelle, 2003). 

The quantitative data are analysed, displayed and interpreted in detail in chapter five and the 

qualitative data in chapter six. Data integration, explanation of findings and drawing of 

conclusions as well as pointing out gaps that need to be filled by subsequent research is done in 

chapter seven.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 

PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF 

QUANTITATIVE DATA 

5.1.   Introduction  

As reported in chapter four, this study adopted methodological triangulation in data collection 

leading to a triangulatory analytical approach that integrates survey, interview and archival data. 

This chapter analyses quantitative data generated from the survey questionnaire returns. The 

qualitative information generated through in-depth interviews and review of 

documentary/archival material specifically to solve objective one and partially objective four and 

propositions one and two, is analysed in chapter six. This chapter is divided into four parts. The 

First part presents the univariate analysis including frequency distributions for the personal data 

or classification variables, response rate, usable responses and respondent characteristics. The 

second part presents descriptive statistics including measures of central tendency and dispersion 

for the independent and dependent variables. The third part presents the multivariate and 

bivariate analyses of variance and the follow up discriminant analyses while the fourth part 

presents the multiple regression analyses used to assess the predictive power of relevant 

independent variables with respect to specified dependent variables. The third and fourth parts 

thus test the hypotheses in respect of the four research objectives set in chapter one. These 

objectives entailed firstly, verification of country socio-economic, regulatory and cultural 

variability. Secondly, assessment of whether country socio-economic, regulatory and cultural 

variability engenders internal organisational context and performance management practice 

variability. Thirdly, establishment of whether variation in performance management practices is 

associated with member outcomes variability. Fourthly, the study aimed to develop explanatory 

and analytical models and frameworks associating successful PM with goodness of fit between 

PM practice and context including whether a supportive context can actually be generated.   

These objectives were translated into six hypotheses and two propositions. This chapter 

addresses the results regarding the six hypotheses formulated in chapter three and objectives 1, 2 

and 3 albeit partially in some respects owing to the mixed methods design of this study. 

Specifically, the information to answer objective one was mainly generated through a literature 
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review on national cultural, economic and regulatory differences in chapters two and three. 

Interpretation of this information is made in chapter six and deductions posited in chapter seven. 

Thus in this chapter, objective one is partially covered to the extent that hypothesis one tackled 

national differences in culture and leadership which constitute part of the national context. 

However, this hypothesis which postulated significant differences in organisational member 

culture and performance leadership due to differing national contexts mainly furthered objective 

two. This objective was also partially furthered by each of hypotheses two [(a) positive 

association between paternalistic orientation and PM empowerment and (b) inverse relationship 

between in-group orientation and PM empowerment); three (positive association between 

leadership and PM practice); four (to the extent that it covers the explanatory power of member 

culture and performance leadership in respect of PM practice) and five (to the extent that it 

assesses some elements of internal context and PM practice). Objective three was effected 

through hypotheses four and five postulating associations between culture/leadership as well as 

leadership/procedural justice with PM practice and member outcomes as well as hypothesis six 

on a perceived system orientation-affect nexus. The results regarding hypothesis one are treated 

under sections 5.4.1.1 to 5.4.1.3. The specific data summaries are provided in tables 5.28 

(MANOVA for cultural differences); 5.29 (post-hoc tests for cultural differences); 5.30/5.31 

(discriminant analysis for cultural differences); 5.32 (MANOVA for performance leadership) 

and 5.33 (post-hoc tests for performance leadership). Data related to hypothesis two are reported 

in tables 5.13 (discriptives for member culture), 5.15 (discriptives for PM empowerment) and 

5.34 (MANOVA for member culture and PM empowerment) under sections 5.3.1 (b), 5.3.2 (a) 

and 5.4.1.4 respectively while those on hypothesis three are assessed in sections 5.4.1.5 and 

5.4.1.6. The data summaries on the specific variables bound by hypothesis three are in tables 

5.35 (MANOVA for leadership and empowerment); 5.36 (MANOVA for leadership and team 

performance); 5.37 (MANOVA for leadership and procedural justice) and 5.38, 5.39 and 5.40 

(discriminant analyses for immediate performance leadership, executive evenness and 

performance management prioritisation respectively). The study handles the data regarding 

hypothesis four in section 5.4.2.1 whose tables 5.42, 5.43, 5.44, 5.45, 5.46 and 5.48 summarise 

the regression results for leadership and culture on hardware support/member capacitation, 

review information utility, objectivity, fairness, perceived system orientation and member affect 

for PM practice respectively. The separate regressions of leadership on perceived system 
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orientation and member affect for PM practice are reported in tables 5.47 and 5.49 respectively. 

The analysis of the postulated relationships in hypothesis five is under section 5.4.2.2 (a) to (g) 

whose tables 5.50 to 5.56 summarise the data on the leadership/procedural justice-performance 

management practice relationship. The results related to hypothesis six (a) regarding the positive 

relationship between leadership and member outcomes and (b) on a perceived system 

orientation-affect nexus are reported, analysed and interpreted in (a) section 5.4.1.7 and 5.4.2.2 

(h)-(i) and (b) 5.4.1.8 and 5.4.2.3 respectively. The data summaries regarding these postulates are 

in tables (a) 5.41 (MANOVA for leadership and member outcomes) as well as 5.57 to 5.62 

(regression of leadership separately and then jointly with procedural justice on member 

outcomes) and (b) 5.63/5.64 (regression and ANOVA for perceived system orientation on affect 

respectively). 

As indicated above, objective one was only partially answered through the data generated by 

hypothesis one. It is thus further tackled using the qualitative information generated in its partial 

pursuit as well as in the pursuit of propositions one and two in chapter six. It should be noted that 

the archival and interview material in chapter six also enriches the accomplishment of objectives 

two and three (also tackled by quantitative survey material) in as far as this information included 

aspects on internal context, PM practice and member outcomes contained in these objectives. 

Objective four on abstraction and model building is handled in chapter seven. Next the study 

delves into univariate analysis prior to launching a presentation, analysis and interpretation 

following the lines summarised above. 

5.2.   Univariate Analysis 

Frequency distributions were obtained for all the personal data or classification variables. These 

data were tapped by straight single questions as is clear from section V of the survey 

questionnaire attached as Appendix 2 (a). 

5.2.1. Response rate and usable responses 
 

The sample selected for the study was 1,010 employees drawn from four organisations. In South 

Africa, the study sampled a total of 463 employees; 198 from South African Breweries and 265 

from Rand Water. From Uganda, 243 employees were drawn from NWSC 304 from Uganda 

Revenue Authority totalling 569 employees. From the sample of 1,010 employees selected for 
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the study, 267 (26.44%) responded and 250 responses (24.75%) were usable. Of the usable 

responses, 22.4 percent (56) were from South African Breweries, 19.6 percent (49) were from 

Rand Water Board, 24.8 percent (62) were from National Water and Sewerage Corporation and 

33.2 percent (83) were from Uganda Revenue Authority.  

5.2.2. Respondent characteristics 
 

a) Respondents’ Departments 

Frequencies for the number of respondents from the various departments are shown in tables 5.1 

to 5.4. It can be seen from table 5.1 that the highest number of respondents for the South African 

Breweries, Newlands Brewery survey are from packaging (30%), followed by brewing at 25% , 

Warehouse and logistics (13%), Manufacturing (11%), Engineering (9%), Human Resources 

(5%), Quality Control (5%) and Finance (2%). 

 

Table 5.1: SAB Respondents’ Department 

 
Department  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Warehouse and Logistics 

Brewing 

Manufacturing 

Packaging 

Human Resource Services 

Engineering 

Quality 

Finance  

Total  

7 

14 

6 

17 

3 

5 

3 

1 

56 

13 

25 

11 

30 

5 

9 

5 

2 

100 

13 

25 

11 

30 

5 

9 

5 

2 

100 

13 

38 

49 

79 

84 

93 

98 

100 

100 

 

This frequency distribution appears skewed in favour of certain departments notably packaging, 

brewing and warehouse and logistics giving a picture of un-representativeness to a casual 

observer. The actual picture, however, is that South African Breweries, Newlands Brewery 

operate a lean structure around the core functions of brewing and packaging which employ the 

bulk of personnel. The larger number of respondents from the core functions and the small 

response from the support functions is indicative of the fact that the population of core 

departments is in reality larger than support departments. This picture of largeness of core 

departments was replicated in the response of all the other organisations – Rand Water, National 

Water and Sewerage Corporation and Uganda Revenue Authority as the frequencies below 

show. For Rand Water, the distribution is 35% Engineering, 25% Bulk Water Production and 
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Distribution, 14% Scientific Services, 12% Marketing, 10% Strategic Human Capital, and 4% 

Finance as depicted in table 5.2. 

Table 5.2: RAND Respondents’ Department 

 

Department  Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Engineering 

Strategic Human Capital 

Bulk water Production & Distribution 

Finance 

Marketing 

Scientific Services 

Total  

17 

5 

12 

2 

6 

7 

49 

35 

10 

25 

4 

12 

14 

100 

35 

10 

25 

4 

12 

14 

100 

35 

45 

70 

74 

86 

100 

100 

 

The frequencies for National Water and Sewerage Corporation are 23% KW Commercial, 19% 

KW Water Production, 15% KW Sewerage Disposal, 11% HQ Engineering, 8% KW Technical 

Services, 8% HQ Commercial Services, 5% KW Human Resources, 5% HQ Management 

Services, KW General Manager‘s Office and 3% HQ Finance and Accounts – table 5.3. For 

Uganda Revenue authority as shown in table 5.4 the distribution is as follows; 35% Customs and 

Excise, 30% Domestic taxes, 15% Corporate Services, 10% Tax Investigations and Compliance, 

6% Legal and Board Affairs and 4% Commissioner General‘s Office. The figures for these two 

organisations too do not show a different pattern. Indeed for National Water and Sewerage 

Corporation, the largeness of response is in favour not only of the core functions but also of 

Kampala Water, a semi-autonomous field operator against Head Quarters. 

Table 5.3: NWSC Respondents’ Department 

 
Department  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Headquarters   

3 

2 

5 

7 

 

2 

3 

5 

14 

12 

6 

62 

 

5 

3 

8 

11 

 

3 

5 

8 

23 

19 

15 

100 

 

5 

3 

8 

11 

 

3 

5 

8 

23 

19 

15 

100 

 

5 

8 

16 

27 

 

30 

35 

43 

66 

85 

100 

100 

Management Services 

Finance and Accounts 

Commercial Services 

Engineering Services 

Kampala Water 

General Manager‘s Office 

Human Resources 

Technical Services 

Commercial Services 

Water Production 

Sewerage Disposal 

Total 
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Table 5.4: URA Respondents’ Department 

 
Department  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Commissioner General Office 

Customs and Excise 

Domestic Taxes 

Tax Investigations & Compliance 

Corporate Services 

Legal and  Board Affairs 

Total  

3 

29 

25 

8 

12 

6 

83 

4 

35 

30 

10 

14 

7 

100 

4 

35 

30 

10 

14 

7 

100 

4 

39 

69 

79 

93 

100 

100 

 

b) Demographic description of respondents 

Four demographic descriptors (language group, race, age and education) were used in this study. 

Language group and race were considered critical elements for capturing the cultural orientations 

of respondents given that a major element of performance management context in the study is 

culture. Language and race were included following the thesis that societal culture has a major 

and direct impact on organisational culture or even the responses of individuals to organisational 

phenomena (House et al, 2004). Moreover, a major criticism of studies on the effect of culture is 

the failure to get responses from a good mix of groups within the studied entity. This has been 

the enduring criticism of Hofstede‘s study at IBM in South Africa were it has been maintained 

that he sampled white males. This study hence had to ensure a racial and language mix reflective 

of the demographic hews of the societies in which the selected organisations are domicile. The 

frequencies for the races of the respondents from South Africa and the two organisations selected 

from there (South African Breweries and the Rand Water Board) where race is a potent 

analytical category are summarised in table 5.5 below and the details appended under appendices 

5 [a] (i) and 5 [b] (i) and (ii).  

Table 5.5: Aggregate and organisational distribution of respondents by race in South Africa¹ 

 
 Black White Coloured Indian Chinese Total 

South Africa 
Count 34 33 26 11 1 105 

% 32.4 31.4 24.8 10.5 1.0 100 

South Africa 

Breweries 

Count 19 18 17 1 1 56 

% 33.9 32.1 30.4 1.8 1.8 100 

Rand Water 
Count 15 15 9 10 0 49 

% 30.6 30.6 18.4 20.4 0 100 

¹ Distribution by race was not applied to Uganda where all respondent were from one race, black that is predominant in the country 

The evidence from table 5.5 above  is that from South African Breweries, 33.9% were black, 

32.1% white, 30.4% coloured, 1.8% Indian and 1.8% Chinese while from Rand Water, the 

picture was 30.6% black, 30.6% white, 18.4% coloured and 20.4% Indian indicating the study 
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was able to tap responses from a representative array of the different ‗cultural‘ groups. It can be 

sees from the table 5.5 that in South Africa, by race, the black and white population groups 

constituted the biggest number of individuals in the samples followed by coloureds for South 

African Breweries and Indians for Rand Water which reflects the organisational demographic 

mileux. The researcher used first language as a proxy for nationality which is used here in the 

political economy sense to denote what is commonly referred to as ethnicity. Ethnicity was 

considered important for purposes of tapping member cultural orientation. The frequencies for 

the South African organisations subsume coloureds and Indians under the two language groups 

Afrikaans and English that are commonly used by these population groups but exclude Chinese 

as there was only one Chinese respondent. From table 5.6 it is clear that the research was able to 

tap responses from a representative array of nationality groups in both countries. The details of 

this information can be gleaned from appendices 5 (a) and (b).  
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Table 5.6: First language¹ distribution per organisation² 

 

 

Country South Africa Uganda 

Language 

A
fr

ik
a

a
n

s 
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o
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7
 

A
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M
a
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i 

R
u
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u

k
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b
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T
o
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l 

Unit 

Aggregate 
Count 33 29 15 8 2 5 1 2 1 105 

% 34.4 30.2 15.6 8.3 2.1 5.2 1.0 2.1 1.0 100 

South 

African 

Breweries 

Count 19 17 14 3 - 1 1 - - 55 

% 34.5 30.9 25.5 5.5 - 1.8 1.8 - - 100 

Rand 

Water 

Count 14 12 1 5 2 4 - 2 1 41 

% 34.1 29.3 2.4 12.2 4.9 9.8 - 4.9 2.4 100 

  

Aggregate 
Count 36 26 31 13 12 11 4 3 2 4 142 

% 25.4 18.3 21.8 9.2 8.5 7.7 2.8 2.1 1.4 2.8 100 

NWSC3 Count 16 12 11 5 4 4 2 2 2 1 59 

% 27.1 20.3 18.6 8.5 6.8 6.8 3.4 3.4 3.4 1.7 100 

URA4 Count 20 14 20 8 8 7 2 1 - 3 83 

% 24.1 16.9 24.1 9.6 9.6 8.4 2.4 1.2 - 3.6 100 

¹ First language was a proxy for ethnic group 

²Note that there are different language groups in the two countries 
3National Water and Sewerage Corporation 
4Uganda Revenue Authority 
5This includes all Luo languages (Acholi, Lango, Alur and d‘Padhola) in Uganda 
6This includes a number of dialects (Rukiga, Runyankore, Runyoro and Rutoro) in Uganda 

7Includes the Gishu and Samia groups
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c) Respondents’ formal academic qualifications 

From the frequencies on education reported in table 5.7(a) from the details in appendices 

5[b](i) to (iv), it can be noted that in South African Breweries, 19.6% of the respondents 

had elementary education, 33.9% had a high school education, 33.9% had a diploma or a 

bachelor‘s degree and 12.5% had an honours or master‘s degree. At Rand Water, 10.2% 

had an elementary education, 18.4% a high school education, 61.2% a diploma or 

bachelors‘ degree and 10.2% an honours or masters degree. The educational picture at 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation was 24.2% elementary education, 25.8% high 

school education, 46.8% a diploma or bachelors‘ degree and 3.2% a masters degree while 

at Uganda Revenue Authority it was 4.9% elementary education, 11% high school 

education, 72% a diploma or bachelors‘ degree and 12.2% a masters degree. These 

results indicate that the respondents from all the four organisations had sufficient formal 

educational background to grasp the issues under study and respond appropriately. 

However a comparative analysis shows that Uganda Revenue Authority was the most 

academically educated organisation followed by Rand Water, National Water and 

Sewerage Corporation and South African Breweries.  

 
Table 5.7 (a): Respondents’ Educational Levels 

 

Country Organisation Statistics 

ABET (1-4)/ 

 < Matric 

12/O’level 

 

Matric Grade 

12/A’level 

 

 

Diploma/ 

Bachelor’s 

Degree 

 

 

Honours/ 

Master’s 

Degree 

 

Total 

S
o

u
th

 

A
fr

ic
a
 South African 

Breweries 

Count 11 19 19 7 56 

% 19.6 33.9 33.9 12.5 100 

Rand Water 
Count 5 9 30 5 49 

% 10.2 18.4 61.2 10.2 100 

U
g

a
n

d
a
 

NWSC¹ 
Count 15 16 29 2 62 

% 24.2 25.8 46.8 3.2 100 

URA² 
Count 4 9 59 10 82 

% 4.9 11 72 12.2 100 

¹National Water and Sewerage Corporation 

²Uganda Revenue Authority 

 

The above profile was further examined along the split between respondents with and 

educational level equal or less than high school and those with an education equal or 

higher than a diploma. The results reported in table 5.7(b) below indicate that Uganda 

Revenue Authority has the highest number of staff having attained a diploma level and 

above at 84.1%, followed by Rand Water at 71.4%, National Water at 50% and South 
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African Breweries at 46.5% in which case more than one half of respondents had an 

educational qualification below the diploma level. 

Table 5.7 (b): Break down of educational distribution into ≤ high school and ≥ diploma 

 
 ≤ high 

school 
≥  diploma 

South African Breweries 53.5 46.5 

Rand Water 28.6 71.4 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation 50 50 

Uganda Revenue Authority 15.9 84.1 

 

d) Respondents’ length of service 

On longevity of service with the organisation, at South African Breweries, 39.3% of the 

respondents had worked for the organisation for between one and five years,  14.3% six 

to ten years, 14.3 % eleven  to fifteen years, 32.1% sixteen to twenty years and none for 

more than twenty years. At Rand Water, 46.8% of the respondents had worked for the 

organisation for between one and five years,  36.2% six to ten years, 14.9 % eleven  to 

fifteen years, 2.1% sixteen to twenty years and none for more than twenty years. The 

longevity of service picture at National Water and Sewerage Corporation was that 31.1% 

of the respondents had worked for the organisation for between one and five years,  

19.7% six to ten years, 26.2% eleven  to fifteen years, 14.8% sixteen to twenty years and 

8.2% for more than twenty years. The Uganda Revenue Authority picture revealed a 

different pattern as 31.7% of the respondents had worked for the organisation for between 

one and five years, 35.4% six to ten years, 32.9 % eleven to fifteen years and none had 

worked for more than 15 years. It is clear that the respondents having worked that long 

had sufficient knowledge of the context and practices at the studied organisations. 

However, it appears Uganda Revenue Authority‘s employees has worked for the shortest 

period of the four organisations while National Water and Sewerage Corporation had 

some employees who had worked longer than those from the other three organisation. 

These results are reported in table 5.8 (a) and appended under appendix 5 (b). 

An additional descriptive variable (tenure – permanent or contract employment) was 

unearthed at NWSC with a smaller percentage of the respondents on permanent 

employment terms while a sizeable percentage are on contract. NWSC runs a dual tenure 
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system with employees employed before the year 2000 on permanent and pensionable 

basis and those recruited after working on contracts renewed every two years. 

Table 5.8 (a): Respondent’s length of service with organisation 

 

Country Organisation Statistics 
1 – 5 

years 

 

 

6 – 10 

years 

 

11 – 15 

years 

16 – 20 

years 

> 20 

years 

 

Total 

South 

Africa 

South African 

Breweries 

Count 22 8 8 18 - 56 

% 39.3 14.3 14.3 32.1 - 100 

Rand Water 
Count 22 17 7 1 - 47 

% 46.8 36.2 14.9 2.1 - 100 

Uganda 

NWSC¹ 
Count 19 12 16 9 5 61 

% 31.1 19.7 26.2 14.8 8.2 100 

URA² 
Count 26 29 27 - - 82 

% 31.7 35.4 32.9 - - 100 

¹National Water and Sewerage Corporation 

²Uganda Revenue Authority 

 

A further break down of the above data reported in table 5.8 (b) below shows that Rand 

Water has the least experienced respondents at 83% equal to or below ten years of service 

followed by Uganda Revenue Authority at 67.1%. National Water and Sewerage 

Corporatio had the most experienced staff at 49.2% followed by South African Breweries 

at 46.4%. It should also be pointed out that from table 5.8 (a) above, it is clear that all 

Uganda Revenue Authority respondents have worked for not more than fifteen years with 

the organisation. 

 
Table 5.8 (b): Break down of length of service in years distribution into ≤ 10 and ≥ 11 

 
 ≤ 10 (%) ≥ 11 (%) 

South African Breweries 53.6 46.4 

Rand Water 83 17 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation 58.8 49.2 

Uganda Revenue Authority 67.1 32.9 

 

e) Respondents’ age 

By age, the distribution for South African Breweries was 1.8% of respondents under 20, 

23.6% 20 – 30, 32.7% 31 – 40, 30.9% 41 – 50, 10.9% 51 – 60 and none over 60. For 

Rand Water, the age distribution was none under 20, 12.2% 20 – 30, 44.9% 31 – 40, 

30.6% 41 – 50, 10.2% 51 – 60 and 2% over 60. The age pattern of the National Water 

and Sewerage Corporation respondents was as follows; none were under 20, 27.4% were 

20 – 30, 37.1% 31 – 40, 33.9% 41 – 50, 1.6% 51 – 60 and none over 60. Lastly, at 
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Uganda Revenue Authority, the distribution by age was none under 20, 10.8% 20 – 30, 

68.7% 31 – 40, 16.9% 41 – 50, 3.6% 51 – 60 and none over 60.  These results are 

reported in table 5.9 (a) and appended at appendices 5 (a) and (b). 

 
Table 5.9 (a): Respondent’s Age 

 
Level Statistics < 20 20-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 > 60 Total 

Overall Aggregate 
Count 1 45 120 67 15 1 249 

% 0.4 18.1 48.2 26.9 6.0 0.4 100 

South Africa Aggregate 
Count 1 19 40 32 11 1 104 

% 1.0 18.3 38.5 30.8 10.6 1.0 100 

South African Breweries 
Count 1 13 18 17 6 - 55 

% 1.8 23.6 32.7 30.9 10.9 - 100 

Rand Water 
Count - 6 22 15 5 1 49 

% - 12.2 44.9 30.6 10.2 2.0 100 

Uganda Aggregate 
Count - 26 80 35 4 - 145 

% - 17.9 55.2 24.1 2.8 - 100 

National Water & 

Sewerage Corporation 

Count - 17 23 21 1 - 62 

% - 27.4 37.1 33.9 1.6 - 100 

Uganda Revenue 

Authority 

Count - 9 57 14 3 - 83 

% - 10.8 68.7 16.9 3.6 - 100 

 

A further scrutiny of the above age profile reveals that Uganda Revenue Authority has 

the youngest employees with 79.5% of the respondents aged 40 or less compared to 

National Water‘s 64.5%,  South African Breweries‘ 58.1% and Rand Water‘ 57.1%. 

Nationally, Uganda‘s respondents at 73.1% below 40 were younger than South Africa‘s 

at 66.7%. This breakdown is reported in table 5.9 (b). 

 
Table 5.9 (b): Break down of age distribution into ≤ 40 and ≥ 41 

 
 ≤ 40 (%) ≥ 41 (%) 

Overall aggregate 66.7 33.3 

South African aggregate 71.8 28.2 

South African Breweries 58.1 41.9 

Rand Water 57.1 42.9 

Uganda’s aggregate 73.1 26.9 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation 64.5 35.5 

Uganda Revenue Authority 79.5 20.5 

 

In summary, the profiles indicate that Uganda Revenue Authority had the youngest and 

most academically educated respondents but also one of the least experienced. South 

African Breweries on the other hand had the oldest and least educated but also the most 

experienced. 



 180 

5.3. Descriptive statistics: central tendencies and dispersions 

Measures of central tendency and dispersions of the independent and dependent variables 

constituted the major methods used to describe the data. Additionally, reliability of the 

various sub-scales was established. 

  

5.3.1. Contextual variants 
 

a) Performance leadership 

Factor analysis was performed on the seventeen performance leadership items and four 

factors emerged. Following Cronbach (1951) and Cortina (1993) both cited by Field 

(2000), reliability analysis was conducted separately for each subscale to avoid a high  

simply because the subscale had too many items. The reliability of the two factors with 

more than two items was acceptable at Alpha of 0.79 and 0.88. The correlation 

coefficient of the third factor with two items was moderately high (r = 0.45). Table 5.10 

below reports the results. The factor analysis outputs for performance leadership are 

appended as appendix 3[b](i) and the reliability outputs are at appendix 3[d](i) to (iv). 

 
Table 5.10: Reliability of leadership subscales 

 

Leadership 

factors  

Number 

of items 

Average inter-item correlation (r for 

2 item factors) 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

(items > 2 items 

Immediate 8 0.47 0.88 

Evenness 5 0.43 0.79 

Priority 2 0.45 - 

 

Performance leadership measured the extent to which immediate supervisors provided 

leadership conducive to performance, top management were open and even on 

performance related issues and the top leadership honestly prioritised performance 

management. Table 5.11 below summarises the descriptive statistics for the performance 

leadership subscales whose details are in appendix 4 (a). 

Table 5.11: Descriptive statistics for leadership subscales 

 

Group Leadership  N 
Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

None 

Immediate 250 4 – 39 21.55 7.87 0.31 -0.77 8 39 

Evenness 250 5 – 24 15.3 4.72 -0.08 -0.76 5 24 

Priority 250 2 – 10 5.24 2.21 0.29 -0.74 2 10 

 

South  

Africa 

Immediate 105 4 – 39 22.5 7.9 0.11 -0.68 8 39 

Evenness 105 5 – 24 15 4.57 0.23 -0.72 6 24 

Priority 105 2 – 10 5.29 2.15 0.29 -0.56 2 10 

 



 181 

Group Leadership  N 
Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

Uganda 

Immediate 145 4 – 39 20.84 7.79 0.46 -0.72 8 37 

Evenness 145 5 – 24 15.52 4.84 -0.28 -0.69 5 24 

Priority 145 2 – 10 5.2 2.27 0.31 -0.84 2 10 

 

SAB 

Immediate 56 4 – 39 20.87 6.33 0.20 -0.12 8 36 

Evenness 56 5 – 24 13.1 3.79 0.71 0.42 6 23 

Priority 56 2 – 10 5 2 0.13 -0.87 2 10 

 

RAND 

Immediate 49 4 – 39 24.43 9.08 -0.26 -0.97 8 39 

Evenness 49 5 – 24 17.16 4.45 -0.39 -0.27 6 24 

Priority 49 2 – 10 5.63 2.29 0.32 -0.57 2 10 

 

NWSC 

Immediate 62 4 – 39 19.35 7.19 0.61 -0.39 8 35 

Evenness 62 5 – 24 13.63 4.66 -0.06 -0.79 5 23 

Priority 62 2 – 10 4.73 2.48 0.48 -1.15 2 10 

 

URA 

Immediate 83 4 – 39 21.95 8.09 0.33 -0.89 8 37 

Evenness 83 5 – 24 16.94 4.49 -0.48 -0.37 6 24 

Priority 83 2 – 10 5.57 2.04 0.37 -0.36 2 10 

 erocs latot naeM٭in the lower half of the scoring range indicates a performance management conducive leadership orientation. (Scale: 

1 = Very much like to 4 = Not at all) 

 

Generally, the means for two of the three subscales (immediate performance leadership 

and open evenness) are just above the mid-point of the scoring range while those of the 

third subscale (prioritisation of performance management) are below the scoring range 

mid-point. The skew for immediate leadership and prioritisation is positive and just 

above zero in both cases while that for evenness in negative and just below zero (-0.08) it 

appears from a global perspective that immediate performance leadership and evenness 

are poor while performance management is taken as a major priority by the management 

of the organisations under study. The South African data maintain this general trend 

while for Uganda, the trend is broken with immediate performance leadership (mean = 

20.84) and performance management prioritisation (mean = 5.2) appearing positively 

managed while performance management is not a priority (mean = 15.52). At 

organisational level, the results are mixed. South African Breweries and National Water 

and Sewerage Corporation positively handle all the three. The means for South African 

Breweries are;  immediate performance leadership = 20.87, open evenness = 13.1 and 

performance management prioritisation  = 5 while for National Water and Sewerage 

Corporation they are, 19.35, 13.63 and 4.73 respectively. On the contrary, Rand Water 

and Uganda Revenue Authority return negative results for immediate performance 

leadership and evenness (mean = 24.43 and 17.16 respectively for Rand Water and 21.95 

and 16.94 for Uganda Revenue Authority). These two organisations, however, seem to 

take performance management as a priority (mean = 5.63 and 5.57 respectively).  



 182 

b) Member culture 

Factor analysis was performed on the ten items of member culture resulting into four 

subscales (factors); in-group orientation, paternalism, power distance and ascription. A 

separate reliability analysis was done on each of the subscales and one scale with more 

than two items (in-group orientation) returned an acceptable alpha of 0.75. Of the other 

three factors with two items appendix 3[d] (v) to (viii) each, only one (paternalism) 

returned an acceptable correlation coefficient (r = 0.67). The retained two factors 

exhibited strong statistical parameters (factor loadings, inter-item correlations and item-

total correlation). Table 5.12 below presents the results. The factor analysis outputs are 

appended as appendix 3[b](ii) and the reliability outputs are at. 

Table 5.12: Reliability of member culture subscales  

 
Member culture 

factors 

Number of 

items 

Average inter-item correlation (r for 2 

item factors) 

Cronbach’s Alpha (items > 

2 items) 

In-group 4 0.42 0.75 

Paternalism 2 0.67 - 

 

The summary of the descriptive statistics for the retained member culture subscales are 

presented in table 5.13 below and the details are in appendix 4 (b). 

 

Table 5.13: Descriptive statistics for member culture subscales  

 

Group Member culture  N 
Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

None 
In-group 250 4 – 8 6.1 1.49 -0.09 -1.36 4 8 

Paternalism 250 2 – 4 3.81 0.53 -2.75 6.25 2 4 

 

South  

Africa 

In-group 105 4 – 8 5.8 1.45 0.11 -1.23 4 8 

Paternalism 105 2 – 4 3.85 .49 -3.36 9.93 2 4 

 

Uganda 
In-group 145 4 – 8 6.3 1.49 -0.24 -1.39 4 8 

Paternalism 145 2 – 4 3.77 0.56 -2.45 4.74 2 4 

 

SAB 
In-group 56 4 – 8 5.82 1.56 0.16 -1.37 4 8 

Paternalism 56 2 – 4 3.98 0.134 -7.48 56 3 4 

 

RAND 
In-group 49 4 – 8 5.78 1.33 -0.01 -1.09 4 8 

Paternalism 49 2 – 4 3.71 .68 -2.1 2.72 2 4 

 

NWSC 
In-group 62 4 – 8 6.59 1.41 -0.55 -1.01 4 8 

Paternalism 62 2 – 4 3.69 .62 -1.87 2.31 2 4 

 

URA 
In-group 83 4 – 8 6.12 1.53 -0.02 -1.49 4 8 

Paternalism 83 2 – 4 3.84 .51 -3.14 8.79 2 4 

 fo flah rewol eht ni erocs latot naeM٭the scoring range indicates a cultural orientation conducive to performance management. [Scale: 

(1) In-group orientation ; (a) 1 = No right to 3 = Has a definite right (b) 1 = Would favour a friend to 2 = Would not favour a friend (2) 

Paternalism; (a) 1 = Use of performance criteria regardless to 2 = Use of social considerations (b) 1 = Burial is a personal 
responsibility to 2 = The organisation beares some responsibility for burial] 
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The characteristics of the data as described in table 5.13 above show a pattern of low in-

group orientation in South Africa (mean = 5.8 for SA, 5.82 for SAB and 5.78 for RAND) 

and high in-group orientation for Uganda (mean = 6.3 for UG, 6.59 for NWSC and 6.12 

for URA. It is clear the means for South Africa are below 6, the midpoint of the scoring 

range while those for Uganda are above this midpoint. For paternalistic orientation, all 

groups returned means above 3, the scoring range midpoint (mean = 3.98 for SAB, 3.7 

for RAND, 3.69 for NWSC and 3.84 for URA). Accompanied by small standard 

deviations in all cases, the impression given by the paternalistic orientation and practice 

data is that all the organisations studied have paternalistically oriented staff and practice 

paternalism. 

5.3.2. Performance management practice 

Performance management practice was studied from a six dimension perspective – 

performance management empowerment, management of individual performance, 

management of team performance, character of performance communication, procedural 

justice and performance review degree. 

a) Performance management empowerment 

The factor analysis of the ten performance management empowerment items produced 

three factors. The factor analysis outputs are appended at appendix 3[b](iii). The first two 

factors (Hardware support and performance management enlightenment) produced 

acceptable reliability parameters,  = 0.86 and 0.70 respectively. The third factor 

(software support was unreliable at  = 0.33 and was dropped. The reliability analysis 

worksheets are appended at appendix 3[d](ix) to (xi). Table 5.14 below summarises the 

analyses. 

 
Table 5.14: Reliability of performance management empowerment subscales 

 

Performance 

management 

empowerment  

Number of 

items 

Average inter-item correlation (r 

for 2 item factors) 

Cronbach’s Alpha (items > 

2 items 

Hardware Support 3 0.67 0.86 

Enlightenment 3 0.44 0.69 
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The characteristics of the performance management empowerment data are described in 

table 5.15 below and the detailed outputs are in appendix 4 (c). 

 
Table 5.15: Descriptive statistics performance management empowerment subscales 

 

Group 

Performance 

management 

empowerment  

N 
Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

None 
Hardware Support 250 3 – 15 6.87 3 0.45 -0.68 3 15 

Enlightenment 250 3 – 15 9.4 2.85 -0.56 -0.43 3 15 

 

South  

Africa 

Hardware Support 105 3 – 15 6.7 3.08 0.63 -0.38 3 15 

Enlightenment 105 3 – 15 7.6 3.24 0.59 -0.36 6 15 

 

Uganda 
Hardware Support 145 3 – 15 6.99 3 0.33 -0.84 3 15 

Enlightenment 145 3 – 15 10.73 1.54 -0.77 0.62 6 13 

 

SAB 
Hardware Support 56 3 – 15 6.3 2.64 0.57 -0.35 3 12 

Enlightenment 56 3 – 15 6.67 2.67 0.57 -0.09 3 14 

 

RAND 
Hardware Support 49 3 – 15 7.16 3.49 0.50 -0.78 3 15 

Enlightenment 49 3 – 15 8.67 3.51 0.33 -0.89 3 15 

 

NWSC 
Hardware Support 62 3 – 15 6.56 2.55 0.42 -0.76 3 12 

Enlightenment 62 3 – 15 10.79 1.71 -0.94 0.63 6 13 

 

URA 
Hardware Support 83 3 – 15 7.31 3.28 0.19 -1.03 3 15 

Enlightenment 83 3 – 15 10.68 1.42 -0.59 0.62 6 13 

 yreV dna eerga ylgnortS) 1 :elacS٭much) to 4 (Strongly disagree and Not at all) 

 

The sum of the mean total scores indicates that the organisations‘ staff members are 

relatively well capacitated to do their jobs in respect of the necessary tools and equipment 

(mean = 6.3 for SAB, 7.16 for RAND, 6.56 for NWSC and 7.13 for URA, all below the 

scoring midpoint of 9). The South African Breweries members are enlightened regarding 

performance management (mean = 6.67, SD = 2.67) and the Rand Water members are 

just marginally enlightened (mean = 8.67, SD = 3.51). The data from Uganda, however, 

paint a poor picture regarding the enlightenment of organisational members on 

performance management (mean = 10.79 and 10.68 and SD = 1.71 and 1.42 for NWSC 

and URA respectively). 

b) Management of individual performance 

The fifteen items of the management of individual performance construct revealed four 

underlying factors; management of individual failure (  = 0.96), management of 

individual excellence (  = 0.91), post review information utility (  = 0.84) and 

prevalence of individual formal written feedback (  = 0.35). This last factor was thus 
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dropped from further analysis. The factor analysis worksheets are attached as appendix 

3[b](iv) while the reliability analysis worksheets are at appendix  3[d](xii) to (xv). Table 

5.16 below summarises the analyses. 

Table 5.16: Reliability of management of individual performance subscales 

 

Management of individual 

performance factors 

Number of 

items 

Average inter-item 

correlation (r for 2 item 

factors) 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

(items > 2 items 

Management of individual failure 4 0.87 0.96 

Management of individual excellence  4 0.73 0.91 

Review information utility 4 0.57 0.84 

 

The characteristics of the data were described using the mean, mode, median, standard 

deviation, variance, range and kurtosis [appendix 4 (d)] and are summarised in table 5.17 

below. 

Table 5.17: Descriptive statistics management of individual performance subscales 

 

Group 
Management of 

individual performance  
N 

Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

None 

Management of 

individual failure 
248 4 – 20 13.98 5.18 -0.43 -1.11 4 20 

Management of 

individual excellence  
250 5 – 20 14 4.48 -0.41 -0.81 5 20 

Review information 

utility 
250 7 – 21 16.42 3.6 -0.55 0.57 7 21 

 

South  

Africa 

Management of 

individual failure 
103 4 – 20 13.44 5.1 -0.31 -1.14 4 20 

Management of 
individual excellence  

105 5 – 20 12.9 4.78 -0.34 -1.11 5 20 

Review information 

utility 
105 7 – 21 14.48 3.39 -0.11 -0.62 7 21 

 

Uganda 

Management of 
individual failure 

145 4 – 20 14.38 5.22 -0.53 -1.05 4 20 

Management of 

individual excellence  
145 5 – 20 14.84 4.09 -0.33 -0.92 5 20 

Review information 
utility 

145 7 – 21 17.83 3.07 -1.05 0.61 8 21 

 

SAB 

Management of 

individual failure 
56 4 – 20 12.7 4.85 -0.19 -0.92 4 20 

Management of 

individual excellence  
56 5 – 20 12.3 4.3 -0.44 -1.26 5 17 

Review information 
utility 

56 7 – 21 13.3 3.04 0.25 -0.64 8 20 

 

RAND 

Management of 

individual failure 
47 4 – 20 14.29 5.32 -0.54 -1.19 4 20 

Management of 
individual excellence  

49 7 – 21 13.59 5.23 -0.43 1.09 5 20 

Review information 

utility 
49 4 – 20 15.84 3.28 -0.68 0.61 7 20 

 

NWSC 
Management of 

individual failure 
62 4 – 20 11.56 5.22 0.28 -126 4 20 
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Group 
Management of 

individual performance  
N 

Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

Management of 
individual excellence  

62 4 – 20 14.77 4.37 -0.41 -0.86 5 20 

Review information 

utility 
62 5 – 20 16.11 2.96 -0.59 0.52 8 21 

 

URA 

Management of 

individual failure 
83 4 – 20 16.48 4.13 -1.23 1.1 4 20 

Management of 

individual excellence  
83 5 – 20 14.89 3.88 -0.24 -1.05 6 20 

Review information 

utility 
83 7 – 21 19.1 2.47 -2 3.99 10 21 

mlA) 1 dna ecnellecxe dna eruliaf rof (reven tsomlA) 5 ot (syawla tsomlA) 1 = elacS٭ost certainly) to 5 (No chance) for review   

           information utility 

    

High means and negatively skewed data are noted for Rand Water and Uganda Revenue 

Authority for all the three sub scales management of individual failure and excellence 

and utilization of performance review information (mean = 14.29, 13.59 and 15.84 for 

RAND and  16.48, 14.89 and 19.1 for URA). Coupled with negative skews for all the 

subscales, these data are indicative of dysfunctional management of individual 

performance at these two organisations. The results for South African Breweries and 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation are mixed. At South African Breweries, 

management of individual failure is poor (mean = 12.7) while management of individual 

excellence and utilization of performance review information are well done (mean = 12.3 

and 13.3). At National Water and Sewerage Corporation, it is instead management of 

individual failure which is well done (mean = 11.56) while management of individual 

excellence and utilization of performance review information are poorly handled (mean = 

14.77 and 16.11 respectively).  

c) Management of team performance 

The eleven items of management of team performance returned four factor on factor 

analysis – management of team failure (  = 0.86), management of team excellence (  = 

0.73), team participation in goal setting (  = 0.5) and presence of team review (  = 0.33). 

The factor and reliability analysis outputs are appended at appendices 3[b] (v) and 3[d] 

(xvi) – (xx) respectively. Due to the illogical combination and unreliability of the last two 

subscales, the researcher reconstituted them to capture the necessary theoretical facet 

without violating internal consistency. As a result, only one item was left under each of 
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these factors following theoretical propositions. Table 5.18 below reports the reliability 

of the management of team performance subscales. 

Table 5.18: Reliability of management of team performance subscales 

 

Management of team performance 

factors  

Number of 

items 

Average inter-item 

correlation (r for 2 item 

factors) 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

(items > 2 items 

Management of team failure 3 0.7 0.86 

Management of team excellence 3 0.48 0.73 

Presence of team review 1 - - 

Presence of team reward 1 - - 

 

Descriptive statistics for the reconstituted management of team performance subscales 

are summarised in table 5.19 below. The details can be found in appendix 4 (e). 

Table 5.19: Descriptive statistics management of team performance subscales 

 

Group 

Management of 

team 

performance  

N 
Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

None 

Management of 

team failure 
248 3 – 15 11.1 3.09 -0.59 -0.62 3 15 

Management of 

team excellence 
248 3 – 15 10.15 3.04 -0.54 -0.01 3 15 

Presence of team 

review 
250 1 – 4 3.6 089 -2.19 3.36 1 4 

Presence of team 

reward 
250 1 – 5 3.15 1.6 -0.06 -1.63 1 5 

 

South  

Africa 

Management of 

team failure 
103 3 – 15 8.8 2.75 0.25 -0.35 3 14 

Management of 

team excellence 
103 3 – 15 10.1 3.13 -0.69 0.09 3 15 

Presence of team 

review 
105 1 – 4 3.14 1.21 -0.94 -0.85 1 4 

Presence of team 

reward 
105 1 – 5 2.78 1.44 0.41 -1.23 1 5 

 

Uganda 

Management of 

team failure 
145 3 – 15 12.74 2.14 -1.49 3.06 5 15 

Management of 

team excellence 
145 3 – 15 10.19 2.99 -0.42 -0.07 3 15 

Presence of team 

review 
145 1 – 4 3.94 0.23 -3.94 13.69 3 4 

Presence of team 

reward 
145 1 – 5 3.41 1.66 -0.41 -1.57 1 5 

 

SAB 

Management of 

team failure 
56 3 – 15 8.69 2.55 -0.08 -0.21 3 13 

Management of 56 3 – 15 9.18 2.59 -0.97 0.16 3 12 
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Group 

Management of 

team 

performance  

N 
Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

team excellence 

Presence of team 

review 
56 1 – 4 2.64 1.29 -0.22 -1.69 1 4 

Presence of team 

reward 
56 1 – 5 1.95 0.90 1.18 1.78 1 5 

 

RAND 

Management of 

team failure 
47 3 – 15 8.94 2.99 0.47 -0.58 4 14 

Management of 

team excellence 
47 3 – 15 11.2 3.36 -1.16 0.89 3 15 

Presence of team 

review 
49 1 – 4 3.71 0.79 -2.6 5.47 1 4 

Presence of team 

reward 
49 1 – 5 3.73 1.35 -0.6 -1.03 1 5 

 

NWSC 

Management of 

team failure 
62 3 – 15 12.27 0.96 -1.04 -0.12 10 13 

Management of 

team excellence 
62 3 – 15 10.18 2.92 -0.51 0.22 3 15 

Presence of team 

review 
62 1 – 4 3.92 0.27 -3.16 8.23 3 4 

Presence of team 

reward 
62 1 – 5 2.26 1.43 0.89 -0.61 1 5 

 

URA 

Management of 

team failure 
83 3 – 15 13.09 2.65 -1.69 2.29 5 15 

Management of 

team excellence 
83 3 – 15 10.2 3.08 -0.37 -0.19 3 15 

Presence of team 

review 
83 1 – 4 3.96 0.19 -5.1 24.2 3 4 

Presence of team 

reward 
83 1 – 5 4.28 1.25 -1.76 1.87 1 5 

m yreV) 1 dna ecnellecxe dna eruliaf rof (reven tsomlA) 5 ot (syawla tsomlA) 1 = elacS٭uch) to 4 (Not at all) for team review and 
team reward. 

South African Breweries appears to have sound management of team failure and team 

reward practices given that the means for these two constructs are below the scoring 

range midpoint (Mean = 8.69 for team failure and 1.94 for team reward). However, the 

organisation‘s management of team excellence and team review seem to be wanting 

(Mean = 9.18 and 2.64 respectively. The situation at Rand Water is similarly positive for 

management of team failure (mean = 8.94) but negative for management of team 

excellence (mean = 11.2), team review (mean = 3.7) and team reward (mean =3.73). 

While Uganda Revenue Authority is wanting on all the four team performance practices 

(mean = 13.09, 10.2, 3.96 and 4.28 respectively) National Water and Sewerage 

Corporation fares well only on team reward (2.26) the other three ( team failure, team 



 189 

excellence and team review falling short of what is considered good practice (mean = 

12.27, 10.18 and 3.92). 

d) Performance communication 

The ten items of performance management communication produced four factors after 

factor analysis {appendix 3[b](vi)}. The reliability worksheets are under appendix 

3[d](xxi) – (xxiv). Only three factors met the reliability criteria, r = 0.74,  = 0.72 and r = 

0.51 for personal electronic, personal face to face and impersonal communication 

respectively. Table 5.20 below summarises the results. 

Table 5.20: Reliability of performance communication subscales 

 

Performance communication 

factors   

Number of 

items 

Average inter-item 

correlation (r for 2 item 

factors) 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

(items > 2 items 

Personal electronic communication 2 0.74 - 

Personal face to face communication 3 0.47 0.72 

Impersonal communication 2 0.51 - 

 

The descriptive statistics outputs for these subscales are annexed at appendix 4(f) and 

summarised in table 5.21. 

 

Table 5.21: Descriptive statistics for performance communication subscales 

 

Group 
Performance 

communication  
N 

Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

None 

Personal electronic 

communication 
250 4 – 10 9 1.68 -1.7 1.89 4 10 

Personal face to face 

communication 
250 3 – 15  8.9 3.39 0.09 -0.85 3 15 

Impersonal 

communication 
250 2 – 10 7.4 2.28 -0.63 -0.54 2 10 

 

South  

Africa 

Personal electronic 

communication 
105 4 – 10 9 1.75 -1.73 1.89 4 10 

Personal face to face 

communication 
105 3 – 15  8.98 4.04 -0.12 -1.35 3 15 

Impersonal 

communication 
105 2 – 10 7.28 2.54 -0.47 -1.06 2 10 

 

Uganda 

Personal electronic 

communication 
145 4 – 10 9.02 1.64 -1.69 1.97 4 10 

Personal face to face 

communication 
145 3 – 15  8.86 2.83 0.47 -0.27 3 15 

Impersonal 

communication 
145 2 – 10 7.64 2.08 -0.74 0.01 2 10 

 

SAB 
Personal electronic 

communication 
56 4 – 10 9.18 1.29 -1.44 0.74 6 10 
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Group 
Performance 

communication  
N 

Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

Personal face to face 

communication 
56 3 – 15  7.43 3.86 0.29 -1.04 3 15 

Impersonal 

communication 
56 2 – 10 7.7 2.05 -0.7 -0.15 3 10 

 

RAND 

Personal electronic 

communication 
49 4 – 10 8.82 2.15 -1.52 0.7 4 10 

Personal face to face 

communication 
49 3 – 15  10.76 3.52 -0.57 -1.3 4 15 

Impersonal 

communication 
49 2 – 10 6.79 2.94 -0.12 -1.62 2 10 

 

NWSC 

Personal electronic 

communication 
62 4 – 10 9.06 1.84 -1.82 2.04 4 10 

Personal face to face 

communication 
62 3 – 15  8.59 3.04 0.59 -0.19 4 15 

Impersonal 

communication 
62 2 – 10 7.71 1.99 -0.65 -0.09 3 10 

 

URA 

Personal electronic 

communication 
83 4 – 10 8.98 1.49 -1.56 1.81 4 10 

Personal face to face 

communication 
83 3 – 15  9.06 2.67 0.41 -0.26 3 15 

Impersonal 

communication 
83 2 – 10 7.59 2.15 -0.79 0.07 2 10 

 Scale: 1 (Very much) to 4 (Not at all)٭

 

The mean total scores in all cases save personal face to face communication for South 

African Breweries (mean = 7.43) are in the upper half of the scoring range indicating a 

precarious performance management communication situation in the four organisations. 

Indeed, the general negative skew indicates that the organisations generally did not have 

good performance management communication practices except in the case of personal 

face to face communication at South African Breweries. 

e) Procedural justice 

Table 5.22 below summarises the reliability of the nine subscales generated by the factor 

analysis of the twenty nine (29) procedural justice items. Factors one to six; objectivity 

(  = 0.84), fairness (  = 0.83), standards abidance (r = 0.89), supervisory humaneness (r 

= 0.78), prior standards specification (  = 0.52) and active redress system (r = 0.65) 

satisfied the reliability criteria. On a casual glance at the reliability figures for prior 

standards specification and active redress system, it appears they are lower than required. 

However, Kline (1999) who suggested figures around and above 0.7 (0.65 to 0.84) and 

other notably Cortina (1993) also recommended that the cut off values ought to be 
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contextualised. Firstly, with psychological constructs, slightly lower values can 

realistically denote reliability because of the diversity of the facets they measure. 

Secondly, subscales with a large number of items tend to produce higher alphas 

compared to those with a smaller number of items. In our case, prior standards 

specification had only four items and an alpha of 0.51 is reasonable. The r of 0.65 for the 

active redress system subscale is very close to the recommended 0.7. The factor analysis 

worksheets for procedural justice are in appendix 3[b](vii) and the reliability analysis 

worksheets are in appendix 3[d](xxv) – (xxxii). 

Table 5.22: Reliability of procedural justice subscales 

 

Procedural justice factors 
Number of 

items 

Average inter-item 

correlation (r for 2 item 

factors) 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

(items > 2 items 

Objectivity 7 0.43 0.84 

Supervisory fairness 6 0.47 0.83 

Standards abidance 2 0.89 - 

Supervisory humaneness 2 0.79 - 

Prior standards specification 4 0.2 0.52 

Active redress system 2 0.65 - 

 

The characteristics of the procedural justice data are described in table 5.23 below and 

the detailed worksheets have been appended as appendix 4(g). 

Table 5.23: Descriptive statistics for procedural justice subscales 

 

Group 
Procedural 

justice 
N 

Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

None 

Objectivity 250 7 – 34 19.02 6.7 0.21 -0.76 7 34 

Supervisory 

fairness 
250 6 – 28 15.99 5.36 0.14 -0.85 6 28 

Standards 

abidance 
248 2 – 10 5.08 2.58 0.54 -0.98 2 10 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
250 2 – 9 4.84 1.89 0.12 -0.89 2 9 

Prior standards 

specification 
249 2 – 10  5.26 1.82 0.10 -0.54 2 10 

Active redress 

system 
249 2 – 9 5.8 2.34 -0.09 -1.21 2 9 

 

South  

Africa 

Objectivity 105 7 – 34 19.45 6.79 0.13 -0.68 7 33 

Supervisory 

fairness 
105 6 – 28 15.93 5.38 0.22 -0.92 6 28 

Standards 

abidance 
105 2 – 10 5.11 2.55 0.52 -0.99 2 10 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
105 2 – 9 4.51 1.85 0.31 -0.71 2 9 

Prior standards 

specification 
104 2 – 10  4.56 1.91 0.93 0.77 2 10 

Active redress 

system 
104 2 – 9 5.32 2.20 0.19 -0.99 2 9 
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Group 
Procedural 

justice 
N 

Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

Uganda 

Objectivity 145 7 – 34 18.7 6.65 0.27 -0.79 7 34 

Supervisory 

fairness 
145 6 – 28 16.04 5.37 0.08 -0.78 6 28 

Standards 

abidance 
143 2 – 10 5.06 2.6 0.56 -0.96 2 10 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
145 2 – 9 5.08 1.89 -0.02 -0.93 2 9 

Prior standards 

specification 
145 2 – 10 5.76 1.58 -.43 -.42 2 8 

Active redress 

system 
145 2 – 9 6.15 2.37 -0.31 -1.17 2 9 

SAB 

Objectivity 56 7 – 34 18.14 5.6 0.2 -0.27 7 33 

Supervisory 

fairness 
56 6 – 28 14.5 4.83 0.38 -0.63 6 24 

Standards 

abidance 
56 2 – 10 4.55 2.22 0.98 0.07 2 10 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
56 2 – 9 4.48 1.63 0.14 -1.03 2 8 

Prior standards 

specification 
55 2 – 10 4.16 1.7 1.57 3.81 2 10 

Active redress 

system 
55 2 – 9 4.56 1.95 0.63 -0.35 2 9 

RAND 

Objectivity 49 7 – 34 20.9 7.74 -0.19 -0.95 7 33 

Supervisory 

fairness 
49 6 – 28 17.55 5.58 0.07 -1.06 7 28 

Standards 

abidance 
49 2 – 10 5.76 2.76 0.06 -1.37 2 10 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
49 2 – 9 4.55 2.09 0.37 -0.76 2 9 

Prior standards 

specification 
49 2 – 10 5.00 2.06 0.43 -0.34 2 10 

Active redress 

system 
49 2 – 9 6.16 2.18 -0.34 -0.69 2 9 

NWSC 

Objectivity 62 7 – 34 17.02 6.02 0.53 -0.38 7 31 

Supervisory 

fairness 
62 6 – 28 14.58 5.37 0.46 -0.62 6 27 

Standards 

abidance 
62 2 – 10 4.74 2.83 0.64 -1.08 2 10 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
62 2 – 9 4.56 1.96 0.34 -0.81 2 9 

Prior standards 

specification 
62 2 – 10 5.24 1.50 -.25 -.53 2 8 

Active redress 

system 
62 2 – 9 6.11 2.44 -0.29 1.23 2 9 

URA 

Objectivity 83 7 – 34 19.99 6.84 0.05 -0.88 7 34 

Supervisory 

fairness 
83 6 – 28 17.13 5.13 -0.16 -0.47 7 28 

Standards 

abidance 
81 2 – 10 5.3 2.4 0.61 -0.78 2 10 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
83 2 – 9 5.47 1.75 -0.21 -0.73 2 9 
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Group 
Procedural 

justice 
N 

Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

Prior standards 

specification 
83 2 – 10  6.14 1.54 -.70 .09 2 8 

Active redress 

system 
83 2 – 9 6.2 2.34 -0.33 -1.13 2 9 

Scale: 1 (Very much) to 4 (Not at all) for the first two subscales, and a mixture of 1 (Strongly agree) to 4 (Strongly disagree) and 1 

(Very much like) to 4 (Not at all) for the last two scales. 

 

The pattern is that the means of the global data are relatively low for all the subscales 

indicating procedurally just practices. Indeed, all the subscales exhibit a positive skew 

save for active redress system which is negative for all organisations save South African 

Breweries prior standards specification and active redress system for National Water and 

Sewerage Corporation and Uganda Revenue Authority as well as active redress system 

for Rand Water confirming the presence of generally just practices. A close examination 

of the nationally and organizationally grouped data shows some differences. Analysed by 

country, South Africa appears to have good procedural justice practices as all the six 

subscales returned means below the scoring range mid points (mean = 19.45, 15.93, 5.11, 

4.51, 4.56 and 5.35). In all case these means are coupled with positive skews. Uganda on 

the other hand is weak on active redress systems (mean = 6.15, skewness = -0.31). By 

organisation, South African Breweries returned means below the mid points of the 

scoring ranges of all the sub scales all coupled with positive skews indicating its practices 

were procedurally just in as far as ensuring objectivity, supervisory fairness, standards 

abidance, supervisory humaneness, prior standards specification and an active redress 

system. Rand Water does well on, standards abidance (mean = 5.76), supervisory 

humaneness (mean = 4.55) and prior standards specification (5.00) but the situation is 

rather negative regarding objectivity (mean = 20.9), supervisory fairness (mean = 17.55) 

and existence of an active redress system (mean = 6.16). At National Water and 

Sewerage Corporation, all the subscales returned means below the scoring range mid 

points except existence of an active redress system (mean = 6.11, skewness = - 0.29) 

indicating that while the organisation ensures objectivity, supervisory fairness, standards 

abidance, supervisory humaneness and prior standards specification it lacks an active 

redress system. Regarding the Uganda Revenue Authority (URA) three subscales 

objectivity, standards abidance and supervisory humaneness are below the scoring range 

mid points and three (supervisory fairness, prior standards specification and active 

redress system are above the mid points of their respective scoring ranges. This is a rather 
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mixed picture where URA ensures objectivity, standards abidance and supervisory 

humaneness while at the same time lacks or is poor regarding supervisory fairness, prior 

standards specification and active redress system. This result is rather intriguing and 

further scrutiny is done in the sections that follow using other analytical techniques. 

f) Performance review degree or extent of multisource rating 

The performance review degree or extent of multisource setting construct originally had 

seven items which were clustered into three factors by factor analysis (Appendix 

3[b](viii). On reconstitution, one factor (customer review had a commendable Alpha 

(0.85) while peer review (a two item factor) exhibited a good correlation coefficient (r = 

0.77). the last factor (upward review) is a one item one. The reliability analysis 

worksheets are appended as appendix 3[d] (xxxiii) – (xxxv). Table 5.24 below exhibits 

the reliability summaries while table 5.25 below shows the descriptive statistics and 

appendix 4(h) details the worksheets for the descriptive statistics for the review degree 

(extent of multi-source rating) construct. 

Table 5.24: Reliability of performance review degree (extent of multisource rating) subscales 

 

Performance review degree factors 
Number of 

items 

Average inter-item 

correlation (r for 2 item 

factors) 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

(items > 2 items 

Customer review 3 0.66 0.85 

Peer review 2 0.77 - 

Upward review 1 - - 

 
Table 5.25: Descriptive statistics for performance review degree (extent of multisource rating)  

      subscales 

 

Group 
Performance 

review degree 
N 

Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

None 

Customer review 
250 3 – 15 8.45 3.18 0.28 -0.43 3 

15 
 

Peer review 250 4 – 10 8.75 1.77 -1.26 0.49 4 10 

Upward review 250 2 – 5 3.97 1.06 -0.54 -0.104 2 5 

 

South  

Africa 

Customer review 105 3 – 15 7.07 3.13 0.66 0.11 3 15 

Peer review 105 4 – 10 8.58 1.87 -1.15 0.19 4 10 

Upward review 105 2 – 5 3.74 1.05 -0.18 -1.21 2 5 

 

Uganda 

Customer review 145 3 – 15 9.46 2.83 0.34 -0.54 3 15 

Peer review 145 4 – 10 8.88 1.68 -1.35 0.77 4 10 

Upward review 145 2 – 5 4.14 1.04 -0.85 0.61 2 5 

 

SAB 
Customer review 56 3 – 15 6.39 2.3 0.18 -0.96 3 11 

Peer review 56 4 – 10 8.02 2.04 -0.77 -0.6 4 10 
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Group 
Performance 

review degree 
N 

Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

Upward review 56 2 – 5 3.36 0.98 0.29 -0.86 2 5 

 

RAND 

Customer review 49 3 – 15 7.84 3.74 0.4 -0.64 3 15 

Peer review 49 4 – 10 9.22 1.42 -1.69 1.74 5 10 

Upward review 49 2 – 5 4.18 0.96 -0.84 -0.4 2 5 

 

NWSC 

Customer review 62 3 – 15 9.4 2.65 0.21 -0.19 4 15 

Peer review 62 4 – 10 9.1 1.5 -1.43 0.79 5 10 

Upward review 63 2 – 5 4.02 1.18 -0.71 -1.09 2 5 

 

URA 

Customer review 83 3 – 15 9.49 2.96 0.41 -0.73 3 15 

Peer review 83 4 – 10 8.71 1.79 1.26 0.55 4 10 

Upward review 83 2 – 5 4.23 0.92 -0.87 -0.35 2 5 
(lla ta toN) 4 ot (ekil hcum yreV dna hcum yreV fo erutxim A) 1 :elacS٭ 

 

The descriptive statistics in the above table indicate relatively high means generally 

negative skews for National Water and Sewerage Corporation and Uganda Revenue 

Authority for all the three sub scales, customer review (mean = 9.4 and 9.49 respectively) 

peer review (mean = 9.1 and 8.71 respectively) and upward review (mean = 4.02 and 

4.23 respectively). This is indicative of failure to uptake these performance review 

approaches by the two organisations. The picture at South African Breweries is mixed 

with the organisation implementing customer review and upward review (mean = 6.39 

and 3.36) and failing on peer review (mean = 8.02, skewness = -0.77). Rand Water also 

presents us with a mixed picture, implementation of customer review (mean = 7.84) and 

lacking peer review (mean = 9.22, skewness = - 1.69) and upward review (mean = 4.18, 

skewness = -0.84).  

5.3.3. Member outcomes 

The member outcomes construct had two dimensions on which factor analysis was done 

separately following Cronbach (1951) who advised that in cases where a construct in not 

unidimensional, factor analysis should be done on each dimension separately. Both 

dimensions returned one factor each, perceived system orientation (  = 0.73) and affect 

(  = 0.94). Because perceived system orientation had only four items, an alpha of 0.73 

and inter-item correlation of 0.4 are remarkable. The item-total statistics, especially the 

corrected item-total correlations which lie between 0.45 and 0.63 show good internal 

consistency. The detailed factor analysis outputs are at appendices 3[b](ix) and (x) while 

the reliability analysis outputs are at appendices and 3[d](xxxvi) and (xxxvii). Table 5.26 
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below shows the scale reliability statistics while table 5.27 describes the characteristics of 

the data detailed in appendix 4 (i). 

Table 5.26: Reliability of member outcomes scales 
 

Member outcomes factors 
Number of 

items 

Average inter-item 

correlation (r for 2 item 

factors) 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

(items > 2 items 

System orientation 4 0.41 0.73 

Affect  11 0.59 0.94 

 

Table 5.27: Descriptive statistics for member outcomes scales 
 

Group 
Member 

outcomes 
N 

Scoring 

Range 
Mean٭ SD Skewness Kurtosis Min Max 

None 

System 

orientation 
250 4 – 16  10.62 3.59 -0.15 -1.08 4.00 16.00 

Affect  250 11 – 44  29.34 8.7 -0.17 -0.79 11 44 

 

South  

Africa 

System 

orientation 
105 4 – 16 10.85 3.42 -0.24 -0.99 4 16 

Affect  105 11 – 44  30.7 7.9 -0.18 -0.50 12 44 

 

Uganda 

System 

orientation 
145 4 – 16 10.46 3.71 -0.09 -1.14 4 16 

Affect  145 11 – 44  28.34 9.15 -0.09 -0.98 11 44 

 

SAB 

System 

orientation 
56 4 – 16 10.54 3.31 -0.04 -0.98 4 16 

Affect  56 11 – 44  27.59 7.02 -0.28 -0.32 12 44 

 

RAND 

System 

orientation 
49 4 – 16 11.20 3.53 -0.49 -0.83 4 16 

Affect  49 11 – 44  34.27 7.4 -0.39 -0.68 19 44 

 

NWSC 

System 

orientation 
62 4 – 16 9.69 3.90 0.31 -1.15 4 16 

Affect  62 11 – 44  22.08 7.6 0.65 -0.02 11 42 

 

URA 

System 

orientation 
83 4 – 16 11.02 3.48 -0.39 -0.81 4 16 

Affect  83 11 – 44  33.02 7.19 -0.44 -0.34 17 44 
(lla ta toN) 4 ot (ekil hcum yreV) 1 :elacS٭ 

 

The picture for member outcomes is generally negative given generally high means 

coupled with negatively skewed data. Only National Water and Sewerage Corporation 

has positive results for perceived system orientation and affect given means below the 

respective scoring range mid points (9.69 and 22.08 respectively) both with positive 

skews (0.31 and 0.65 respectively). South African Breweries is marginally above the 

scoring range mid points (mean = 10.54 and 27.59 respectively) and in both cases the 

negative skews are very close to zero at – 0.04 and – 0.28 respectively. It appears the 
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perceived system orientation at South African Breweries is neither strongly negative nor 

strongly positive. It is informative to note that the affect results for this organisation as 

was the case for National Water and Sewerage Corporation just seen above also take the 

same trend as the perceived system orientation data. A further analysis may shed more 

light on whether perceived system orientation is a critical factor in explaining member 

affectivity towards the performance management system. Both Rand Water and Uganda 

Revenue Authority clearly return negative perceptions regarding system orientation as 

well as member affectivity to the system (mean = 11.20 and 34.27 respectively for Rand 

Water and 11.02 and 33.02 respectively for Uganda Revenues Authority). In both cases 

the data are negatively skewed. The trend is unidirectional for both constructs in both 

organisations again tending to confirm our suspicion that there are associations between 

the two concepts. 

5.4. Inferential Statistics 

Parametric (both bivariate and multivariate) and non-parametric models were used to 

investigate the associations between variables, differences among different sub-groups 

and how several independent variables might explain a dependent variable. First, to 

investigate the multivariate associations between context, practice and member outcomes, 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used given its superiority over the 

bivariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) as discussed in chapter 4 above. In cases where 

MANOVA was not possible for instance where only a bivariate comparison was possible 

due to the number of variables then the parametric ANOVA was used. Where 

assumptions of homogeneity of variance (Levene‘s and Box tests) were violated, one of 

the non parametric Welch test, Brown-Forsythe procedure and Kruskal-Wallis test was 

used depending on appropriateness.  The extent to which independent variables predicted 

dependent variables was investigated using multiple hierarchical regression (which 

enables entry of predictors in an order suggested by theory or the earlier exploratory 

analyses). The superiority of this method is discussed in much detail under methodology 

in chapter four. 
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5.4.1. Multivariate and bivariate analyses of variance  

In the variance analysis model of this research, the parametric multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) was employed and where significant, followed up with 

discriminant analysis to identify the independent variables that discriminated the 

dependent variables of interest.  The main argument for following up significant 

MANOVA with discriminant analysis is that, as discussed in more detail under section 

4.7.3 (ii) in chapter four, the omnibus MANOVA only reveals the overall effect not the 

specific differences between groups which can occur in various permutations. The data 

that violated the equality of covariance and the homogeneity of variance assumptions 

during the MANOVA procedure were further examined using non-parametric tests (the 

Kruskal-Wallis H, the Welch F and the Brown-Forsythe F). Where the MANOVA 

procedure was untenable (like in cases where only two variables had to be contrasted), 

the ANOVA procedure was employed. Where significant ANOVA results were obtained, 

post hoc tests were done to identify which cases differed on which specific dimensions. 

These tests, again discussed in detail under the methodology chapter four above, carry 

out pair-wise comparisons (t-tests) of all different combinations of the groups under study 

to expose which groups actually differ and on which variable(s). The effect sizes of 

significant ANOVAs were also established using the Omega (w) statistic because as 

already explained under methodology, significance alone does not impute importance 

rather it is effect size that helps establish this. If the data subjected to ANOVA violated 

the homogeneity of variance assumption they were analysed using the non-parametric 

tests mentioned under MANOVA above. The MANOVA worksheets are appended as 

Appendix 6 and the parametric and non parametric bivariate analysis of variance outputs 

as Appendix 8. Parametric and non-parametric tests revealed significant associations 

between some facets of the micro- context and micro context as well as some non-

significant associations. Given that the sample sizes of this research differed, in the 

preliminary analysis, assumption of equality of covariance matrices for all the test groups 

was tested and where this assumption was not tenable, non-parametric tests were 

conducted. Where the multivariate analysis of variance was significant, follow up 

discriminant analysis (outputs appended as appendix 7) was conducted to fathom which 

particular factors were influential in the variances observed. 
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5.4.1.1. The impact of national and organisational contexts on member 

culture 

Box‘s test was non-significant for the test of the aggregate variance between the South 

African and Ugandan organisations in member culture and country (p = .78) as well as 

between the individual organisations (p = 0.5). Levene‘s test of equality of variances for 

in-group orientation in the countries and organisations was also non-significant given the 

ρ values of .22 and .28 respectively. However, the same test for paternalistic orientation 

in the organisations and the two countries was significant (ρ = .008 and .042 

respectively). Thus, the covariance matrices as well as the variances for in-group 

orientation are roughly equal and hence the assumptions of equality of covariance 

matrices and homogeneity of variance were satisfied. For the paternalistic orientation 

data the homogeneity of variance assumption was violated. Additionally, Box‘s test was 

also non-significant for the test between member culture and country (p = 0.78) while it 

was significant for the test between member culture and organisation (p =.05). In the first 

case, the covariance matrices are equal and the assumption is tenable while in the second 

case, the covariance matrices are significantly different and the equality of covariance 

matrices assumption has been violated. Further analysis was performed on the data that 

violated one or both assumptions using non-parametric means. The results whose detailed 

outputs are appended at appendices 6 (a) – (b) and 8 (i) – (ii) are reported in table 5.28 

below. 

   Table 5.28: National and organisational member cultural variation 

 
Member culture factors Country ¹  Organisation² 

In-group orientation 

 

FAC_1 CLT 

(7.69)** 

[1.52] 

―7.74‖ ** 

‗7.74‘ ** 

(3.83)* 

[1.28] 

―4.1‖ ** 

‗3.89‘ * 

Paternalism 

 

FAC_2 CLT 

(.031) 

[4.17] 

{.00} 

―.09‖ 

‗.09‘ 

(2.49) 

[6.43]*** 

{6.72} 

―2.42‖ 

‗2.39‘ 

¹ Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of member culture factors by country is 6.88 while Pillai‘s trace is 0.11. 

² Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of member culture factors by organisation is 17.2 and Pillai‘s trace is 

0.2 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001; (F): Parametric ANOVA test; [LF]: Levene test statistic 

{H}: Non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test statistic; ―W‖: The Welch robust test of equality of means; ‗BF‘ : 

Brown-Forsythe robust test of equality of means 

 



 200 

The effect size (omega or w) for the variable that returned significant differences (in-

group orientation) was small at 0.2 for both the between countries and the between 

organisations differences. The computations are appended under appendices 9 (i) and (ii). 

Post hoc tests for country to establish were the differences occurred were not possible 

because there were less than three countries. To determine among which groups the true 

differences lie, post hoc tests for organisation on in-group orientation were done since 

four organisations were being studied. Some significant differences exist as shown by the 

results summarised in table 5.29 and appended in detail under the ANOVA outputs at 

appendix 8 (ii).   

Table 5.29: Post hoc tests for in-group orientation by organisation 

 

(I) Organisation (J) Organisation Mean difference (I-J) 

South African Breweries 

Rand Water 
(.04) 

[.04] 

NWSC 
(- .78)* 

[- .78]* 

Uganda Revenue Authority 

(-.30) 

[-.30] 

{-.30} 

Rand Water 

South African Breweries 
(-.04) 

[-.04] 

NWSC 
(-.82)* 

[-.82]* 

Uganda Revenue Authority 

(-.34) 

[-.34] 

{-.34} 

National Water & Sewerage 

Corporation (NWSC) 

South African Breweries 
(.78)* 

[.78]* 

Rand Water 
(.82)* 

[.82]* 

Uganda Revenue Authority 

(.48) 

[.48] 

{.48} 

Uganda Revenue Authority 

South African Breweries 
(.30) 

[.30] 

Rand Water 
(.34) 

[.34] 

NWSC 
(-.48) 

[-.48] 

* p < .05; (Tukey HSD); [Games-Howell]; {Dunett‘s t} 

 

From the results, it is clear there is a consistent pattern of significant differences between 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation and South African Breweries as well as Rand 

Water along in-group orientation using all the three methods – Tukey HSD, Games-
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Howell and Dunnett‘s t. The same tests do not return a significant difference between 

Uganda Revenue Authority and the other three organisations. 

5.4.1.2. Follow up discriminant analyses of significant impacts of macro 

context variables on member cultures variables 

The MANOVA tests returned significant associations between member culture and 

country and member culture by organisation. Following Field (2006) as discussed under 

methodology in chapter four, these significant results were followed up using the 

parametric discriminant analysis technique to discover which specific dependent 

variables contributed most the differences between organisations. Thus the major 

argument for this follow up as discussed in chapter four is that after the omnibus 

MANOVA, the overall effect may be revealed. It may be that there is a difference 

between the means of the groups but between which groups and caused by which specific 

variables is not clear, only by the omnibus test. Additionally, there are many 

permutations along which groups can differ. There is, therefore, need to apply a different 

test to reveal the specific differences. Moreover, often times the relationships between the 

independent and dependent variables are the ones fathomed to the exclusion of real life 

relationships between dependent variables whose interactions together with the effect of 

independent variables in unison create the eventual outcome. Ignoring the interactions 

between dependent variables misses important information. Discriminant analysis solves 

this problem as it investigates the nature of these relationships and separates 

(discriminates) groups using dependent instead of independent variables. This highlights 

how groups may differ not only because of the influence of independent variable but 

because of a combined effect of both the independent and a constellation of dependent 

variables. The important statistics for interpretation are the standardized discriminant 

function coefficients which point to how each dependent variable contributes to the 

observed difference(s) with high scores signifying high importance and the valence of the 

value indicates the direction of contribution. Additionally, the standardized discriminant 

function coefficients vary within ±1 and the closer to 1 a variable‘s coefficient is, the 

more contributory the variable is to the variance observed. Lastly, the group centroids 

which are simply the mean variate (factor) scores for each group were examined. A 

negative value attached to the largest centroids indicates the specific variable 
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corresponding to that value is responsible for maximum variance. Put another way, the 

highest centroids with opposed valence indicate the specific point at which the groups 

differ. 

i) Discriminant analysis of member culture by country 

The covariance matrix for the discriminant analysis of member culture by country 

[detailed results attached as appendix 7 (i)] shows that in-group orientation and 

paternalistic orientation change from one country to the other. While this relationship is 

small in absolute terms (r = .11 for South Africa and .12 for Uganda) in Uganda‘s case it 

is negative. This means in South Africa, as in-group orientation increases, so does 

paternalistic orientation while in Uganda, an increase in in-group orientation is associated 

with a reduction in paternalistic orientation. The findings are summarised in table 5.30. 

Table 5.30: Discriminant analysis of member culture factors by country 

 

Function 

% 

variance 

explained 

Wilk’s 

Lambda 
Sig. 

Standardised 

coefficients 
Structure matrix Group centroids 

In-

group¹ 
Paternal² 

In-

group¹ 
Paternal² South Africa Uganda 

 

1 

 

100 .969 .021 .994 .139 .990 .112 - .209 .150 

¹ In-group orientation 

²Paternalistic orientation 

 

From the above table, we can report the following; 

 In-group orientation significantly accounts (ρ = .02) for 100% of the significant 

member culture differences between the two countries shown in the MANOVA 

results. This is confirmed by the fact that the standardized discriminant function 

coefficient (0.994) and  the structure matrix coefficient (.990) are both very close to 1 

and are much larger than those of the other variable in the equation paternalistic 

orientation (0.14 and .112 respectively).  

 From the group centroids which have opposite valences, we find that in-group 

orientation differentiates South Africa (–.209) from Uganda (.150).  

  



 203 

ii) Discriminant analysis of member culture by organisation 

The pattern of the changing relationship between member culture factors from 

organisation to organisation as shown in the covariance matrix for this analysis appendix 

7 (ii) indicates that the largest relationship between these factors is in South African 

Breweries (r = 0.22), followed by Uganda Revenue Authority (r = 0.12), Rand Water (r = 

– 0.02) and National Water and Sewerage corporation (r =   – 0.06). It is clear also that 

while this relationship is positive for South African Breweries and Uganda Revenue 

Authority, it is negative for Rand Water and National Water and Sewerage Corporation. 

This means while in South African Breweries and Uganda Revenue Authority, an 

increase in in-group orientation is associated with an increase in paternalistic orientation, 

the reverse is the case for Rand Water and National Water and Sewerage Corporation. 

The nature of contribution of each dependent variable to the differences between the 

organisations found through the multi variate analysis of variance reported above is 

summarised on table 5.31.  

Table 5.31: Discriminant analysis of member culture factors by organisation 

 

Function 

% 

variance 

explained 

Wilk’s 

Lambda 
Sig. 

Standardised 

coefficients 
Structure matrix Group centroids 

In-

group¹ 
Paternal² 

In-

group¹ 
Paternal² SAB³ Rand⁴ NWSC⁵ URA⁶ 

 

1 

 

66.2 .927 .005 .907 .42 .913 .408 - .241 - .110 .370 - .052 

 

2 

 

33.8 .975 .043 - .408 .913 - .420 .907 .062 - .302 - .008 .143 

¹ In-group orientation, ²Paternalistic orientation, ³ South African Breweries, ⁴ Rand Water, ⁵ National Water and 

Sewerage Corporation and ⁶ Uganda Revenue Authority. 

From the table, the following can be noted: 

 The first function shows in-group orientation significantly accounts for 66.2% of the 

variance between the organisations on member culture (ρ = 0.005) while the second 

function in which paternalistic orientation is the biggest contributor significantly 

contributes 33.8% (ρ = 0.043).   

 From the standardized discriminant function coefficients for the first function (which 

as discussed in chapter four is the most important), in-group orientation (.907) again 

has a greater contribution than paternalistic orientation (-.408). Inversely, for the 
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second function in-group orientation with a coefficient of .42 contributes less than 

paternalistic orientation which returned a coefficient of .913.  Indeed, in both cases, 

the contribution of the important variable is closer to 1 than the variable contributing 

less which is in both cases again only about 0.4, below the 0.5 threshold for largeness.  

 Since both functions significantly contribute to group differences and theory suggests 

that large coefficients should not be ignored (Bargman, 1970) and in our case the 

second function‘s coefficients are not only large but they are also significant at the ρ 

= .043 level, we find that both in-group orientation and paternalistic orientation 

contribute to the differences observed between the organisations but in-group 

orientation more so. This finding is confirmed even by a different method, the 

structure matrix [appendix 7 (ii)] where in-group orientation returned coefficient of 

.913 while paternalistic orientation was still a lower .42.  

 From the group centroids we can explain the differences between the organisations as 

follows: 

o Under function 1, in-group orientation significantly explains the variance 

between National Water and Sewerage Corporation (.37) and South 

African Breweries (–.241), Rand Water (–.110) and Uganda Revenue 

authority (–.052). Since function 1 is the most important in discriminant 

analysis (Field, 2006), we find that it is largely responsible for the found 

differences between the organisations. 

o Under function 2, paternalistic orientation significantly explains the 

variance between Rand Water (-.302) and National Water and Sewerage 

Corporation (–.008) on the one hand and Uganda Revenue Authority (.143) 

and South African Breweries (.062) on the other. The magnitude of 

separation between South African Breweries, National Water and 

Sewerage Corporation and Uganda Revenue Authority is, however, small 

under this function and only the difference between Rand Water and the 

other three organisations is larger. 
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5.4.1.3. Variation between the countries and organisations in performance 

leadership 

Box‘s test was non-significant for the test of the variation between the countries in 

performance leadership (p = .12). Levene‘s test of equality of variances for the same data 

was also non-significant (p = .93 for immediate leadership, .62 for executive evenness 

and .42 for performance management prioritisation). This means for the comparisons of 

countries data, the covariance matrices as well as the variances are roughly equal and 

hence the assumptions of equality of covariance matrices and homogeneity of variance 

were satisfied.  To the contrary, Box‘s test was significant for the tests between 

leadership factors and organisation (p =.003), while Levene‘s test was not significant for 

only executive evenness (p = .23) and significant for immediate leadership (p = .01) and 

performance management prioritisation (.03). In this case, the covariance matrices are 

significantly different and the homogeneity of variance assumption has been violated 

save for executive evenness against organisation. Further analysis was performed on the 

data that violated one or both assumptions using non-parametric means. The results 

detailed at appendices 6 (c) – (d) and 8 (iii) are summarised in table 5.32. 

Table 5.32: Impact of macro-context on leadership 

 
Leadership factors Country¹ Organisation² 

Immediate leadership  

 

FAC_1 LED 

[.01] 

(4.23)** 

[4.06]** 

{11.2}* 

―3.74‖ ** 

‗4.22‘** 

Executive evenness 

 

FAC_2 LED 

[.25] 
(14.21)*** 

[1.47] 

Prioritisation of 

performance management 

 

FAC_3 LED 

[.64] 

(2.44) 

[3.1]* 

{7.05} 

―2.25‖ 

‗2.39‘ 

¹ Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of leadership factors by country is 10.3 while Pillai‘s trace is 0.25. 

² Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of leadership factors by organisation is 39.94** while Pillai‘s trace is 

  0.174**. 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001; (F): Parametric ANOVA test; [LF]: Levene test statistic 

{H}: Non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test statistic; ―W‖: The Welch robust test of equality of means; ‗BF‘: 

Brown-Forsythe robust test of equality of mean 
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For the tests that satisfied the assumptions, Pillai‘s trace for immediate leadership, 

executive evenness, performance management prioritisation against country was non-

significant (p = 0.11) indicating that there was no significant association between the 

country in which performance management is practiced and the character of performance 

leadership.  

To specifically gauge between which organisations and on which leadership factors 

significant differences occur, post hoc multiple comparisons were conducted. From the 

results [ under ANOVA outputs in appendix 8 (iii)] summarised in table 5.33 below, it is 

clear from Tukey‘s HSD (Honest significant difference) test, the Games-Howell 

procedure and Dunnett‘s test that certain organisations are significantly different from 

some others on immediate performance leadership and executive even openness while 

there was no significant difference on honest performance management prioritization. 

Looking at Tukey‘s test first, we can note that comparing each organisation to all the 

others some organisations are significantly different on the first two factors while others 

are not. Specifically, starting with immediate performance leadership; Rand Water is 

significantly different from National Water and Sewerage Corporation [mean difference 

(MD) = 5.07, p < .05], the Games-Howell procedure as well as the Dunett t revealed the 

same pattern. On executive openness and evenness, South African Breweries is 

significantly different from Rand Water (MD = -4.02, p < .001) and from Uganda 

Revenue Authority (MD = -3.79, p < .001); National Water and Sewerage Corporation is 

significantly different from Rand Water (MD = -3.53, p < .001) as it is significantly 

different from Uganda Revenue Authority (MD = -3.31, p < .001). There is no significant 

difference between South African Breweries and National Water and Sewerage 

Corporation on this factor. The same pattern is confirmed by the Games-Howell 

procedure as well as Dunett‘s test hence the similarity in the coefficients and their 

significance levels for these varied tests. It can be concluded that the organisations do not 

differ on honest executive prioritization of performance management. The effect size for 

the relationship between immediate performance leadership and organisation is 0.2 while 

that for organisation against executive evenness is 0.4. The computation is appended as 

under appendices 9 (iii) and (iv) respectively. The effect size for prioritization was not 
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computed since there was no significant difference on this variable. Using the benchmark 

for effect size, the above statistics represent small (immediate leadership) to moderate 

(executive openness) effects since they are below the .5 threshold for a large effect. This 

means the effect of openness which is slightly below .5 is larger than that of immediate 

leadership.
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Table 5.33: Post hoc multiple comparisons between organisations on the leadership factors 

 

 
(I) 

Organisation 
South African Breweries (SAB) Rand Water 

National Water & Sewerage 

Corporation (NWSC) 
Uganda Revenue Authority (URA) 

Leadership 

Factors 

(J) 

Organisation 

Rand 

Water 
NWSC URA SAB NWSC URA SAB 

Rand 

Water 
URA SAB 

Rand 

Water 
NWSC 

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

LEAD_FACT 1 

Mean 

difference 

(I-J) 

(-3.72) 

[-3.72] 

(1.35) 

[1.35] 

(-1.24) 

[-2.43] 

{-1.24} 

(3.72) 

[3.72] 

(5.07)* 

[5.07]* 

(2.48) 

[2.48] 

{2.48} 

(-1.35) 

[-1.35] 

(-5.07)* 

[-5.07]* 

(-2.59) 

[-2.59] 

{-2.59} 

(1.24) 

[1.24] 

(-2.48) 

[-2.48] 

(2.59) 

[2.59] 

Executive  

openness-

evenness 

LEAD_FACT 2 

Mean 

difference 

(I-J) 

(-4.02)* 

[-4.02]* 

(-.48) 

[-.48] 

(-3.79)* 

[-3.79]* 

{-3.79} 

(4.02)* 

[4.02]* 

(3.53)* 

[3.53]* 

(.22) 

[.22] 

{.22} 

(.48) 

[.48] 

(-3.53)* 

[-3.53]* 

(-3.31)* 

[-3.31]* 

{-3.31}* 

(3.79)* 

[3.79]* 

(-.22) 

[-.22] 

(3.31)* 

[3.31]* 

Prioritisation of 

Performance 

Management 

LEAD_FACT 3 

Mean 

difference 

(I-J) 

(-.61) 

[-.61] 

(.29) 

[.29] 

(-.55) 

[-.55] 

{-.55} 

(.61) 

[.61] 

(.91) 

[.91] 

(.07) 

[.07] 

{.07} 

(-.29) 

[-.29] 

 

(-.91) 

[-.91] 

(-.84) 

[-.84] 

{-.84} 

(.55) 

[.55] 

(-.07) 

[-.07] 

(.84) 

[.84] 

 * p < .05; (Tukey HSD); [Games-Howell]; {Dunett‘s t} 
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5.4.1.4. The relationship between member culture and performance management 

empowerment 

 

The relationship between member culture variables and performance management empowerment 

was investigated following the literature that posits African organizations as plagued by in-group 

and paternalistic orientation that negatively impact on management practice including 

performance management empowerment. For the associations between differences in in-group 

orientation and paternalistic orientation on the one hand and hardware support on the other, the 

multivariate analysis of variance results are reliable given that both Box‘s and Levene‘s tests are 

non significant meaning the assumption of equality of covariance matrices and equality error 

variances across groups are tenable meaning Pillai‘s trace is accurate. In both the above mentioned 

cases Pillai‘s trace is non-significant for in-group orientation against hardware support with a 

coefficient of 0.059 and a ρ of 0.066 and for paternalistic orientation (r = 0.006, ρ = 0.815). 

For the associations between member culture factors (in-group orientation and paternalistic 

orientation) and performance management enlightenment, however, the Levene test statistic was 

significant (LF = 3.00, ρ = 0.019 and LF = 3.424, ρ = 0.034 respectively) indicating that the 

assumption of equality of error variance across groups has been violated. A non-parametric test 

was therefore necessary and we the Welch as well as Brown-Forsythe robust tests of equality of 

means for the comparison between in-group orientation and performance management 

enlightenment and the Kruskal-Wallis test statistic for the paternalistic orientation against 

performance management enlightenment comparison. The robust tests were selected for the first 

comparison because the data was amenable to them and they are a convenient alternative as they 

are selected concurrently in one ANOVA while the Kruskal-Wallis test requires a different 

procedure. Moreover, ―these two techniques make adjustments to F and the residual degrees of 

freedom which combats the problems arising from violations of the homogeneity of variance 

assumption‖ (Field, 2006:347). For the comparison between paternalistic orientation and 

performance management enlightenment, robust tests could not be conducted because at least one 

group had the sum of case weights less than or equal to 1 as so we opted for the Kruskal-Wallis 

test. The details of the results of these investigations [appended at appendices 6 (e) – (f) and 8 (iv) 

are summarised table 5.34. 
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Table 5.34: Relationship between member culture and performance management empowerment 

 

Performance empowerment factors 
In-group 

orientation¹ 

Paternalistic 

orientation² 

 

Hardware support 

 

[0.226] [0.006] 

Performance management enlightenment 

(2.76)* 

[3.00]* 

―2.88‖ * 

‗2.89‘ * 

[3.424]* 

{1.08} 

¹ Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of performance empowerment factors by in-group orientation is 10.74 while 

Pillai‘s trace is 0.059. 

² Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of performance empowerment factors by paternalistic orientation is 6.768 while 

Pillai‘s trace is 0.006. 

* p < .05; (F): Parametric ANOVA test; [LF]: Levene test statistic and {H}: Non-parametric  

Kruskal-Wallis test statistic; ―W‖: The Welch robust test of equality of means; ‗BF‘:  

Brown-Forsythe robust test of equality of means 

 

From table 5.34, it is clear that both the Welch and Brown-Forsythe F-ratios for the in-group 

orientation – performance management effect were significant (Welch F = 2.88, ρ = 0.026; 

Brown-Forsythe F = 2.89, ρ = 0.023) indicating that there is a significant association between 

differences in in-group orientation and performance management enlightenment. The Kruskal-

Wallis test result for the paternalistic orientation – performance management enlightenment effect 

was non-significant (H = 1.08, ρ = 0.582) meaning there is no significant effect. 

5.4.1.5. Relationship between leadership and performance management 

empowerment, management of team performance and procedural justice 

Relationship between performance leadership variables and three performance management 

practice dimensions was investigated. Specifically, investigations centred on the relationship 

between the three performance leadership variable; immediate performance leadership executive 

openness-evenness and prioritization of performance management by top management on the one 

hand and performance management empowerment, management of team performance and 

procedural justice. No effect sizes were computed for these series of analyses since significant 

MANOVA were followed up with discriminant analysis while for the non-parametric tests since 

post hoc analyses were not requested, no Z scores were generated and hence it was impossible to 

compute effect sizes using the formula: 

Z
r

N
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Where Z is the z score produced by SPSS and N is the sample size (Field, 2006). This 

computation may, however, be done by follow up studies to establish the actual effect size. 

a) Relationship between leadership and performance management empowerment 

Investigations were conducted into the associations between differences in immediate performance 

leadership, even executive openness and honest executive prioritisation of performance 

management on the one hand and hardware support and performance management enlightenment 

on the other. The results of these investigations are reported in the table 5.35 below and appended 

in detail under appendices 6 (g) – (i) and 8 (v) – (vi). 

Table 5.35: Relationship between leadership and performance management empowerment 

 

Performance management empowerment 

factors 

Immediate 

performance 

leadership¹   

Even executive 

openness²   

Prioritization of 

performance 

management³ 

Hardware support 
[1.6]* 

{41.067} 
[1.124] [1.14] 

Performance management enlightenment 
[1.69]* 

 
[1.023] [2.25] 

¹ Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of performance management empowerment factors by immediate 

  performance leadership is 101.82 while Pillai‘s trace is 0.29. 

² Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of performance management empowerment factors by Even executive  

  openness organisation is 48.198 while Pillai‘s trace is 0.194. 

³ Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of performance management empowerment factors by prioritization of  

   performance management is23.54 while Pillai‘s trace is 0.052. 

* p < .05; (F): Parametric ANOVA test; [LF]: Levene test statistic and {H}: Non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test 

statistic. 

Because our samples were unequal, Box‘s test of equality of covariance matrices was important in 

determining whether this assumption was tenable for any tests carried out. For all the between the 

three leadership and the two performance management empowerment factors relationships, Box‘s 

test (101.82, 48.198 and 23.54 respectively) was non significant hence the assumption was 

tenable. Pillai‘s trace (0.29, 0.194 and 0.052 respectively) was also non-significant. This means 

there is no significant difference between the organisations studied occasioned by the impact of 

differences in leadership on performance management empowerment. It is noteworthy, however, 

that Levene‘s test of equality of error variances for the relationship between immediate 

performance leadership and performance management empowerment was significant (hardware 

support: F = 1.601, ρ = 0.029; performance management enlightenment: F = 1.691, ρ = 0.17) 

meaning error variances of the empowerment variables are not equal across groups in this 

particular contrast. We, therefore, carried out non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis analyses of variance 
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and still confirmed that there is no significant difference generated by the impact of the association 

between the differences in immediate performance leadership on hardware support as well as 

performance management enlightenment. 

b) Relationship between leadership and management of team performance 

There were no significant associations between leadership differences among the organisations 

and management of team performance except for executive evenness and team review whose non-

parametric Kruskal-Wallis test was significant (H = 36.51, ρ = 0.009). This means there were 

significant associations between differences in executive evenness plus openness and team review. 

The results are summarised in table 5.36 and appended in detail as appendices 6 (j) to (l) and 8 

(xix) – (xxiv). 

Table 5.36: Relationship between leadership and management of team performance 

 

Management of team performance  factors 

Immediate 

performance 

leadership¹ 

Even executive 

openness² 

Prioritization of 

performance 

management³ 

Management of team excellence 

(1.084) 

[1.57]* 

{32.39} 

(.752) 

[0.63]  
[1.06] 

 

Management of team failure 

 

[1.22] [1.17] [1.54] 

Team review 

(0.89) 

[5.07]***   

{25.14} 

[5.32]*** 

{36.51}** 

(.80) 

[2.91]**  

{7.17} 

 

Team reward 

 

[1.43] [1.31] [0.68] 

¹  Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of management of team performance  factors by immediate performance  

   leadership is 248.63 while Pillai‘s trace is 0.48. 

² Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of management of team performance factors by even executive openness 

   is 206.98 while Pillai‘s trace is 0.31 

³ Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of management of team performance factors by prioritization of performance 

   management is 70.98 while Pillai‘s trace is 0.09 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001; (F): Parametric ANOVA test; [LF]: Levene test statistic 

{H}: Non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test statistic; ―W‖: The Welch robust test of equality of means; ‗BF‘: Brown-

Forsythe robust test of equality of means 

 

c) Relationship between leadership and procedural justice 

The multivariate analysis of variance revealed highly significant associations between variations 

in the leadership factors (immediate performance leadership, even executive openness and 

performance management prioritisation) and variations in the dependent variable, procedural 

justice (objectivity, fairness, standards abidance, supervisory humaneness, prior standards 
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specification and active redress system). For the associations between immediate performance 

leadership and the six procedural justice factors, Pillai‘s trace was 1.59, ρ = 0.000, for even 

executive openness the results were Pillai‘s trace = 0.643, ρ = 0.003 and for prioritisation of 

performance management, Pillai‘s trace = 0.304, ρ = 0.007. The detailed results [appended at 

appendices 6 (m) to (o) and 8 (xiv) are reported in summary in table 5.37. 

Table 5.37: Relationship between leadership and procedural justice 

 

Procedural justice factors 

Immediate 

performance 

leadership¹ 

Even executive 

openness² 

Prioritization of 

performance 

management³ 

Objectivity 

(32.49)*** 

[1.588]*  

{201.91}***  

[0.91] [0.36] 

 

Fairness  

 

[1.29] [1.47] [1.23] 

Standards abidance 

(.79)  

[1.53]*  

{29.231} 

1.57] [0.88] 

 

Supervisory humaneness 

 

[1.43] [0.87] [0.80] 

 

Prior standards specification 

 

[1.44] [0.84] [0.83] 

 

Active redress system 

 

[1.28] [0.91] [0.73] 

¹ Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of procedural justice factors by immediate performance leadership is 465.74  

  while Pillai‘s trace is 1.59***. 

² Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of procedural justice factors by even executive openness is while 510.82 while  

   Pillai‘s trace is 0.643*** 

³ Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of procedural justice factors by prioritization of performance management is 

  103.44 while Pillai‘s trace is 0.304*** 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001; (F): Parametric ANOVA test; [LF]: Levene test statistic 

{H}: Non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test statistic. 

Because the Levene test statistic was significant for the relationship between immediate 

performance leadership and objectivity (LF = 1.588, ρ = 0.031) as well as with standards abidance 

(LF = 1.532, ρ = 0.043) we had to conduct follow up analyses. First, we tried separate ANOVAs 

and for objectivity, significant associations were revealed (F =32.496, df 31, ρ = 0.000) and for 

standards abidance, no significant associations were revealed (F = 0.78, ρ = 0.793). For 

objectivity, however, the Levene test result was significant (LF = 1.603, ρ = 0.03) meaning even 

the ANOVA results could not be trusted while for standards abidance, the Levene test statistic was 

non-significant (LF =1.486, ρ 0.058) and we can rely on the ANOVA conclusion that there are no 

associations between differences in immediate leadership and standards abidance. For objectivity, 
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a mandatory Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted and for standards abidance, since the Levene 

significance level was borderline (ρ = 0.058), a Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted just to be 

doubly sure. 

For the associations between immediate performance leadership and objectivity, significant results 

were obtained when a non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis analysis was conducted (H = 201.91, ρ = 

0.000). Indeed both the Mann-Whitney test using the asymptotic method and Monte Carlo method 

return the highest level of significance confirming that differences in immediate performance 

leadership had significant effects of the objectivity of performance management practice in the 

organisations studied. The Kruskal-Wallis test of immediate performance leadership against 

standards abidance was non-significant (H = 29.231, ρ = 0.581) confirming the earlier conclusion 

that there are no significant associations between these variables. 

For all the other tests comparing effects on procedural justice factors of differences in executive 

even openness and executive prioritisation of performance management, it can be seen from the 

table above that Box‘s and Levene‘s tests were non-significant all the comparisons meaning the 

equality of covariance matrices and error variances assumptions are tenable and the highly 

significant Pillai‘s trace in all these cases are accurate. From this, we conclude that there are 

highly significant associations between differences between immediate performance leadership 

and fairness, supervisory humaneness, prior standards specification and active redress system. We 

also conclude that there are highly significant associations between differences in executive even 

openness and objectivity, fairness, standards abidance, supervisory humaneness, prior standards 

specification and active redress system. Lastly, we can conclude that there are highly significant 

associations between differences in prioritisation of performance management and objectivity, 

fairness, standards abidance, supervisory humaneness, prior standards specification and active 

redress system. 

5.4.1.6. Follow up discriminant analysis of procedural justice by immediate leadership, 

executive evenness  and prioritisation of performance management 

(a) Discriminant analysis of procedural justice factors by immediate leadership 

The results of the discriminant analysis of procedural justice by immediate leadership indicate that 

objectivity [function 1 (ρ = .000)] significantly explains 83.5% of the variance between 

organisations on this plane of analysis. Given that prior standards specification has the second 
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largest absolute standardised coefficient under function one (the most important function for 

interpretation as discussed above) and its valence is negative, (– .104), then the differences 

between the organisations observed by the MANOVA procedure was most influenced by the 

difference between objectivity and prior standards specification as this is the point at which the 

biggest difference was observed by the discriminant analysis procedure. The results are 

summarised in table 5.38 and the details attached as appendix 7 (iii). 

Table 5.38: Discriminant analysis of procedural justice factors by immediate leadership 

 

Function 
% variance 

explained 

Wilk’s 

Lambda 
Sig. 

Standardised coefficients Structure matrix 
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1 

 

83.5 .075 .000 .997  – .104 .046 .025 .992 .249 .200 .064 

 

2 

 

6.3 .429 .012  .187 .664  – .740  – .244 .074  – .659 – .386 .512 

 

 

From the above results we note that under function 2, fairness (ρ = 0.012) significantly explains 

6.3% of the difference observed between organisations. It also had the largest absolute 

standardized coefficient of – 0.74, under this function and a large structure matrix coefficient of – 

.659 confirming that fairness plays an important part in explaining the differences observed by 

MANOVA. Whereas function 1 is the most important, following Bargman (1970) the large values 

under function 2 are important and should not be ignored. Since for the second variate, prior 

standards specification plays an even greater role than under the first function (standardized 

discriminant function coefficient .664), we maintained the second function in the explanation. This 

means the significant association between immediate leadership and procedural justice returned by 

the MANOVA is due to the difference between objectivity and prior standards specification for 

function 1 and between fairness and prior standards specification for function 2. Put another way, 

the significant differences observed between the organisations can be explained by the different 

manifestations of objectivity and fairness on the one hand and prior standards specification on the 

other in the organisations studied. The SPSS outputs of this analysis are appended as appendix 7 

(iv).  
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(b) Discriminant analysis of procedural justice factors by executive evenness   

To further understand the relative contribution of the various procedural justice factors to the 

variance reported in the MANOVA a discriminant analysis of procedural justice factors by 

executive evenness was carried out. The detailed results appended as appendix 7 (v) are 

summarised in table 5.39 below. 

 
Table 5.39: Discriminant analysis of procedural justice factors by executive openness and evenness 

 

Function 
% variance 

explained 

Wilk’s 

Lambda 
Sig. 

Standardised coefficients Structure matrix 
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1 

 

57.0 .486 .001 .535  .385 .301 .256 .769 .702 .623 .421 

 

2 

 

19.5 .714 .802  – .494 .417  – .626  – .398  – .390  .097 – .257 .617 

 

From the results in table 39 above, it is noted that: 

 Objectivity contributes 57%, fairness 19.5% and standards abidance 11% of the differences 

occasioned by the interactions between procedural justice and executive evenness.   

 Only objectivity significantly contributes to the variance (ρ = .001) since the contribution of 

fairness and standards abidance is not significant (ρ = .802 and .99 respectively). 

 From the standardized discriminant coefficients of the first function, objectivity (.535) has a 

significant, large and, therefore, important contribution again followed by fairness (.385) and 

prior standards specification (.301) although the contributions of fairness and standards 

specification are not significant. Under function 2, we note that though not significant, the 

largest contribution is made by prior standards specification (r = .626), followed by objectivity 

(r = - .494). 

 From the structure matrix, a somewhat different arrangement of the magnitude of contribution 

by the variables emerged. Objectivity (ρ = .001) maintained its position as the most 

contributing factor to group separation (r = 0.77) again followed by fairness (r = 0.70) but in 

third place and with a large coefficient was active redress system (r = 0.62) not prior standards 

specification as observed under the standardized canonical discriminant function coefficients 
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reported above. Like under the standardized coefficient results, the structure matrix results 

indicate that although fairness and active redress system make large contributions to group 

separation their contribution is not significant. 

 Bearing in mind that only the first variate is significant we can conclude that objectivity plaid a 

significant and important role in the variance observed but from the structure matrix and 

following Bargman (1970) and Marxwell (1985) we may conclude that objectivity 

significantly contributes most but fairness, prior standards specification and active redress 

system are important though not significant contributors.  

(c) Discriminant analysis of procedural justice factors by performance management 

prioritisation 

The detailed report of the discriminant analysis of procedural justice factors by performance 

management prioritisation is attached as appendix 7 (v). The summary discriminant results are 

reported under table 5.40 below from which we note that function 1 (to which objectivity is the 

largest and significant contributor followed by fairness), accounts for 71.8% of the observed 

variance.  From the standardized coefficients of function 1, we note that objectivity (r = .61, ρ = 

.003) and fairness (r = .52, ρ = .003) both make large contributions since their values are close to 

1. It is, therefore, necessary to retain both dependent variables in the set of discriminants since 

their standardized weights are of similar magnitudes. Under function 2 which was not significant, 

supervisory humaneness makes the biggest contribution (r = .785), followed by fairness (r = .521) 

and prior standards specification (r = – .536). 

Table 5.40: Discriminant analysis of procedural justice factors by prioritisation of PM 
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1 

 

71.8 ..719 .003 .612  .521 .015 .309 – .074 .820 .760 .458 .093 .436 

 

2 

 

11.6 .905 .923  – .233 .625 .785  – .536 – .269 – .138  .339 – .110  .680  – .358 
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Using another approach (the structure matrix columns in table 5.40 above) to examine the 

relationship between dependent variables and discriminate the variates, we confirm what we noted 

above on function 1 that objectivity (r = .82) has the largest contribution followed by fairness (r = 

.76) which coefficients are even closer to 1 and are of similar magnitude. It is interesting to note 

from the structure matrix that active redress system propounded by theory as important indeed 

seems to have a substantial contribution to variate 1 since it has a coefficient of 0.5 against this 

variate which is large. Function 2 maintained supervisory humaneness as the largest contributor (r 

= .68) but rearranged prior standards specification (r = – .358) into second largest and fairness (r = 

.339) as the third largest. 

Combining the findings arising from the standardized coefficients and the structure matrix and 

taking into account large coefficients under the second function which as a rule cannot  be 

ignored, we can conclude that objectivity (r = .612, ρ = .003) makes the largest significant 

contribution followed by fairness (r = .51, ρ = .003) but prior standards specification (r = .309, ρ = 

.003) makes a moderate contribution while supervisory humaneness (r = .785, ρ = .923) makes a 

large but non-significant contribution to the observed differences. 

5.4.1.7. Relationship between leadership and member outcomes 

 

The multivariate and bivariate analyses of variance both parametric and non-parametric revealed 

no significant associations between differences in immediate performance leadership, even 

executive openness and performance management prioritisation on the one hand and perceived 

system orientation and affect on the other. The results [appended as appendices 6 (s) – (t) and 8 

(xxv) – xxvi)] are reported in table 5.41. 

Table 5.41: Relationship between leadership and member outcomes 
 

Member attitudinal outcomes factors 

Immediate 

performance 

leadership¹ 

Even executive 

openness² 

Prioritization of 

performance 

management³ 

Perceived system orientation 
[1.913]** 

{38.555} 
[1.573] [0.208] 

Affect 
[1.264] 

{36.838} 
[0.986] 

[1.772] 

{6.305} 

¹ Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of member attitudinal outcomes factors leadership factors by immediate 

  performance leadership is 94.61 while Pillai‘s trace is 0.2582 

² Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of member attitudinal outcomes factors leadership factors by even executive  
  openness is 55.83 while Pillai‘s trace is 0.178 

³ Box‘s test statistic for the contrast of member attitudinal outcomes factors by prioritization of performance 

   Management is 13.79 while Pillai‘s trace is 0.023 

** p < .01; (F): Parametric ANOVA test; [LF]: Levene test statistic; {H}: Non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test statistic 
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5.4.1.8. Relationship between perceived system orientation and affect 

For this particular relationship the investigation tested whether or not there were significant mean 

differences on member affect for performance management among the four organisations studied 

given the perceived system orientations of these organisations. The bivariate analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) was, therefore, used since this kind of investigation is not amenable to the multivariate 

analysis of variance of variance (MANOVA). The details of this analysis can be gleaned from the 

worksheets appended at appendices 8 (xxvii) and (xxviii). From the above results the Levene test 

of homogeneity statistic was not significant (p = .93) meaning the assumption of homogeneity of 

variance was met and hence we interpreted the ANOVA results rather than the non parametric 

Welch and Brown-Forsythe results. The results indicate that perceived system orientation had a 

significant effect on member affect for performance management (F = 5.09, p = .000). The size of 

the effect (w) of perceived system orientation on affect [appended at appendix 9 (v)] was 0.5. It 

can thus be concluded that there was a significant and large effect of perceived system orientation 

on member affect for performance management, F (12,  236) = 5.091; p = .000; w = .5. 

5.4.2. Multiple regression analysis 

 

Following the variance analyses above and theoretical dictates that showed some links between 

variables, we used the hierarchical regression model to assess the predictive power of various 

independent variables. The detailed discussion of the superiority of this model is under chapter 

four. The regression results are reported following the American Psychological Association‘s 

guidelines for reporting multiple regression. The statistics reported here are the constants; the 

unstandardised regression coefficients ( ib ) and their standard errors (S  B); the standardized 

regression coefficients ( i ) and their t-values and the general statistics (R², R² adjusted , ∆R², F and 

∆F). Because a hierarchical regression was done, the constants; the beta values and their standard 

errors; the standardized regression coefficients and their t-values are reported at stage of the 

hierarchy ―so that readers of (our) work can construct the full regression model if they need to‖ 

(Field, 2006:207). Lastly, all the regression analyses were cross-validated using Stein‘s cross 

validation formula to ascertain how well the findings could be extrapolated to the population. A 

detailed discussion of this process and why it is important occurred in the methodology in chapter 

four. 
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5.4.2.1. Regression of context variables on performance management practice and 

member outcome variables 

 

In the multivariate model to investigate the predictive power of contextual variables on the 

practice and member outcome variables, a series of hierarchical regressions were performed. The 

combinations of variables initially entered were based on the indications in the theory and 

exploratory analysis and subsequent series of regressions were done if the results pointed in 

specific directions for example where some initially entered variables proved redundant, then a 

follow up analysis omitting then was done. Analyses revealed associations between some 

contextual factors and practice as well as member outcome factors. The observed R
2
 was cross 

validated using Stein‘s formula to gauge the fit of the study‘s regression models to different 

samples. The regression outputs are appended as appendix 10. 

a) Effects of performance leadership and member culture variables on hardware support 

(member capacitation) 

 

The results of the regression performed to ascertain which of the performance and member culture 

variables best predicted the hardware support given to members to meet their assigned tasks are 

reported in table 5.42.  

Table 5.42:  Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and member culture variables on hardware  

                         support: Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard errors (S  B); standardized  

                         regression coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

 

 

Leadership and member culture factors 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

 

Constant 

 

4.845   (0.545) 4.098   (0.690) 3.458   (1.578) 

Immediate performance leadership 
0.094   (0.024) 

[.244]   {3.962}** 

0.07  (0.027) 

[.181]    {2.535}* 

0.071  (0.028) 

[.183]   {2.554}* 

Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 
 

0.051   (0.099) 

[.037]   {0.513} 

0.046   (0.099) 

[.033]   {0.460} 

Executive even openness  
0.066    (0.049) 

[.102]   {1.342} 

0.065   (0.049) 

[.102]   {1.322} 

In-group orientation   0.070    (0.126) 

[.035]   {0.556} 

Paternalistic orientation   
0.063   (0.335) 

[.012]   {0.189} 

R² .06 .071 .072 

 

R² adjusted  .056 .060 .053 
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Leadership and member culture factors 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

∆R²  .012 .001 

F (1,   248) =15.698*** (2,   246) = 6.286*** (2,   244) = 3.814*** 

∆F 15.698*** 1.545 .171 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 2.122 

 

From the above statistics, immediate performance leadership significantly accounts for 6% of 

hardware support. However, when the other leadership factors (honest executive prioritization of 

performance management and executive even openness) are factored into the equation (model 2), 

this value increases to 7.1%. If immediate leadership accounts for 6%, we can tell that the other 

two account for only 1.1% which is even non-significant. The adjusted R² (denoted R²adj) gives us 

how well our model (model 1 since it is the only highly significant one) generalizes to the 

population from which the sample was drawn. The difference between R² and R²adj is only 0.4% 

which is small shrinkage. In short, if the model was applied to the population instead of the 

sample, it would account for 0.4% less variance in the outcome. As discussed in detail in chapter 

four, because SPSS derives R²adj using Wherry‘s equation and owing to the shortcomings of 

Wherry‘s formula, all the regression analyses were cross-validated using Stein‘s formula which is 

more robust in extrapolating to the population. Hence for the significant model in this analysis, 

R²adj is 0.056, a value very close to the observed R² of 0.06 indicating the cross-validity of the 

model is very good, that is, the shrinkage in explanatory power would be small across different 

samples. The detailed computation is attached under appendix 11 (i). 

From the results in table 5.42 above, it can be noted from the ∆F statistics that from an F ratio of 

15.698 for model 1 which is highly significant (ρ < .001). The addition of more predictors (model 

2) severely shrinks ∆F to 1.547 which is in any case non-significant meaning it is not useful to add 

new predictors. The highly significant F ratio of 15.698 (ρ = .000) suggests the improvement due 

to the model is greater than the inaccuracy in the model since the ratio is greater than 1. The 

Durbin-Watson statistic of 2.122 suggests the assumption of independent errors since even though 

it is greater than 2, it is close to 2 and not extreme (< 1 or > 3). A scrutiny of the regression plots in 

the outputs showed that the assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity were roughly met and 

from the normality charts [appendix 10 (i)] the assumption of normality was also roughly met. 
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b) Effects of leadership and member culture on review information utility 

 

In a second analysis, a hierarchical regression was performed to gauge which performance 

leadership and member culture variables best predicted the utilization of performance review 

information also known as performance review follow up. The results of this regression are 

reported in table 5.43. 

Table 5.43:  Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and member culture variables on review 

                         information utility: Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard errors (S  B);    

                         standardized regression coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

          

 

Leadership and member culture factors 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 15.059   (0.660) 13.586   (0.827) 12.495    (1.89) 

Immediate performance leadership 
0.063    (0.029) 

[.244]   {2.200}* 

0.016   (0.033) 

 [.034]   {.472} 

0.016  (0.033) 

[.035]   {.480} 

Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 
 0.063   (0.118) 

[.039]   {0.528} 

0.056   (0.119) 

[.035]   {0.472} 

Executive even openness  0.143   (0.059) 

[.186]    {2.416}* 

0.144  (0.059) 

[.189]   {2.425}* 

In-group orientation   0.059   (0.151) 

[.024]   {0.024} 

Paternalistic orientation   0.209   (0.402) 

[.033]   {0.033} 

R² .019 .052 .053 

adjusted²R  .015 .040 .034 

∆R²  .033 .002 

F 4.842* 4.468** 2.746* 

∆F 4.842* 4.219* .207 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 1.1 

 

The above statistics show that immediate performance leadership significantly accounts for a 

small 1.9% of review information utility. Addition of executive honest prioritization of 

performance management and executive even openness to the equation under model 2 improves 

the explanatory power by 3.3% from 1.9% to 5.2%. It is instructive that of the two variables added 

to the equation, it is executive even openness which is significant (B = .143, SE B = .059, βi = 

.186, ρ = .016) meaning it is the main contributor to the predictive power of the model. Addition 

of member culture variables under model 3 only improves the situation minimally (by 0.2%).  It is, 

therefore, not useful to add member culture to the regression equation. Comparing the R² and 

R²adj per model, the shrinkage in explanatory power is 0.4% for model 1, 1.2% for model 2 and 
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1.9% for model 3. This shrinkage shows that were the model applied to the population rather than 

the sample model 1 would have the best fit as it would account for 0.4% less variance than it does 

in the sample. Model 2 was cross-validated using Stein‘s formula since it is significant and 

explains a bigger percentage (5.2%) than model 1 and its shrinkage is not large at 1.2% and found 

the obtained R²adj value of .025 is quite distant from the observer R² of .052 meaning the model 

fares badly across different samples. The detailed computation is attached under appendix 11 (ii). 

The F ratio for model 1 is 4.842 which is significant at the < .05 level (ρ = .029) while model 2‘s F 

ratio is 4.468 significant at ρ = .004. The addition of two new variables (executive honest 

prioritization of performance management and executive even openness) to the model does not 

shrink the F statistic by much yet the significance improves from .029 to .004. In fact, even the ∆F 

statistics show the same pattern – minimal shrinkage of ∆F from 4.842 to 4.219 and improvement 

of the ∆F significance level from .029 to .016. Given the R² statistics, it is worthwhile applying 

model 2. The Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.1 signifies that the assumption of independent errors is 

tenable. Finally, the F ratio for all the three models is greater than 1 and significant indicating the 

F result is not by chance and the improvement in explanatory power due to the model is greater 

than the model‘s inaccuracies. Indeed since for model 2 F is highly significant (ρ = .004) and there 

is a severe shrinkage in F to 2.746 and of the significance level to .20 on addition of member 

culture variables under model 3, our conclusion that model 2 represents the best fit is buttressed. 

The regression and normality plots at appendix 10 (ii) indicate that the data for this analysis 

satisfied the basic assumptions for multiple regression given the random spread of the points on 

the residual plots and the fact that the points that veer off the normal p-p plot are not very distant 

from the line. 

c) The effects of performance leadership and member culture on objectivity 

 

The regression of performance leadership and member culture variables on objectivity revealed 

that two leadership factors and all member culture factors were redundant in respect to predicting 

objectivity. The results of the assessment of the joint effects of performance leadership and 

member culture on objectivity are reported in table 5.44. 
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Table 5.44:  Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and member culture variables on objectivity:  

                         Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard errors (S  B); standardized regression   

                         coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

          

 

Leadership and member culture factors 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 2.764   (0.576) 2.208   (0.731) 4.45   (1.665) 

Immediate performance leadership 
0.754  (0.025) 

[.886]   {30.02}** 

0.735   (0.029) 

[.863]   {25.261}*** 

0.735   (0.029) 

[.0865]  {25.176}*** 

Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 
 0.139   (0.105) 

[.046]  {1.327} 

0.151   (0.105) 

[.050]  {1.436} 

Executive even openness  0.016    (0.052) 

[.011]  {.306} 

0.011    (0.052) 

[.008]   {0.209} 

In-group orientation   -0.087   (0.133) 

[-.019]   {- 0.019} 

Paternalistic orientation   - 0.486   (0.353) 

[-.041]   {- 1.375} 

R² .784 .787 .789 

²adjustedR  .783 .784 .784 

∆R²  .002 .002 

F 901.693*** 302.124*** 181.937*** 

∆F 901.693*** 1.289* 1.140 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 1.704 

From the above statistics, immediate performance leadership accounts for 78.4% of objectivity 

and addition of executive honest prioritization of performance management and executive even 

openness under model 2 and in-group orientation and paternalistic orientation under model 3 in 

each case improves the explanatory power by a meagre 0.2% which is in both cases non-

significant. The shrinkage in explanatory power (R² - R²adj) for the three models is small (0.1%, 

0.3% and 0.5% respectively) indicating very good generalisability for all the models. Cross 

validating following Stein [appendix 11 (iii)], it was found that R²adj was 0.784 which mirrored 

the observed R² value for model 1 which was 0.784 indicating a superb cross validity for this 

model. 

Additionally, all the three F ratios are greater than 1 and highly significant ruling out a by chance 

occurrence and the existence of serious inaccuracies. The shrinkage of the F statistic between 

models 1 and 2 and worse between models 2 and 3 shows it is not useful to move the analysis 

beyond model 1. Finally, the Durbin- Watson statistic of 1.704 is within acceptable range and its 

closeness to 2 means the assumption of independent errors is certainly tenable. The regression and 
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normality plots appended under appendix 10 (iii) indicate the satisfaction of the linearity, 

homoscedasticity and roughly the normality assumptions. 

d) Effects of leadership and member culture on fairness 

 

Unlike under the regression of performance leadership and member culture variables on 

objectivity, in the regression of the same contextual variables on fairness revealed that only one 

leadership factor was redundant in respect of predicting fairness. All member culture factors, 

however, were again redundant. The results of the assessment of the joint effects of performance 

leadership and member culture on fairness are reported in table 5.45.  

Table 5.45:  Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and member culture variables on fairness:  

                         Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard errors (S  B); standardized regression  

                         coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

          

 

Leadership and member culture factors 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 
10.120   (0.840) 

 

7.043    (1.021) 

 

7.267   (2.334) 

 

Immediate performance leadership 
0.274   (0.034) 

[.429]   {7.472}*** 

0.172   (0.041) 

[.270]   {4.233}*** 

0.176   (0.041) 

[.275]   {4.292}** 

 
Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 
 

0.275    (0.146) 

[.122]   {1.885} 

0.271   (0.147) 

[.120]   {1.847} 

Executive even openness  
0.249   (0.073) 

[.235]   {3.436}** 

0.243   (0.073) 

[.228]   {3.320}** 

In-group orientation   
-0.296   (0.187) 

[.042]   {0.755} 

Paternalistic orientation   
0.141   (0.495) 

[-.330]   {- 0.598} 

R² .184 .257 .260 

²adjustedR  .180 .248 .245 

∆R²  .073 .003 

F 55.825*** 28.360*** 17.132*** 

∆F 55.825*** 12.124*** .473 

** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 1.873 

 

The above statistics indicate that immediate performance leadership accounts for 18.4% of 

fairness. Adding executive even openness and honest executive prioritization of performance 

management under model 2 improves the explanatory power by 7.3% to 25.7% while adding in-

group orientation and paternalistic orientation (model 3) to the equation only helps a meagre 
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0.03% a confirmation that in-group orientation and paternalistic orientation are inimical to 

fairness. This is in line with the correlations pattern reported earlier which was negative between 

these predictor variables and the outcome. The generalisability of the models if applied to the 

population is good as the shrinkage in predictive power is only 0.4%, 0.9% and 1.5% respectively 

for models 1, 2 and 3. Model 2 which explains a good percentage of the outcome and is highly 

significant was cross-validated [appendix 11 (iv) and it was established that the R²adj was 0.227, 

only 2.1 percentage points away from the observed R² of 0.248 indicating a good cross-validity as 

this shrinkage is not severe. The Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.873 (within the acceptable range and 

very close to 2) means the assumption of independent errors is has certainly been satisfied. 

Cross-checking other assumptions, it was noted that the points on the scatter plots for the three 

predictors in the model were randomly and evenly dispersed throughout the plots, a pattern 

indicative of satisfaction of the assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity. The bell shaped 

curve over the histogram and the fact that all the observed points fall exactly on the line of the 

normal p-p plot [appendix 10(iv)] indicates that the distribution for the data was normal. 

e) Effects of leadership and member culture on perceived system orientation

From the regression statistics reported in table 5.46 below, it is evident that immediate 

performance leadership explains 20.7% of perceived system orientation. Inclusion of honest 

executive prioritization of performance management and executive even openness into the 

equation (model 2),  improves the explanatory power by 3.5% to 24.2% and inclusion of the 

member culture variables has a mere 1.2% effect to 25.4% proportion explained.  

These results indicate that model 1 (that is, immediate performance leadership) explains 20.7% of 

perceived system orientation.  When we added the other two leadership factors – honest executive 

prioritization of performance management and even executive openness under model 2 the 

explanatory power was improved by 3.5% to 24.2% of variance explained at the < .01 significance 

level. 
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Table 5.46:  Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and member culture variables on perceived  

                         system orientation: Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard errors (S  B);  

                         standardized regression coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

          

 

Leadership and member culture factors 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 6.150   (0.591) 4.947   (0.737) 7.036   (1.674) 

Immediate performance leadership 
0.207    (0.026)   

[.453]   {8.045}*** 

1.66   (0.029)   

 [.364]  {5.650} 

0.162   (0.029)   

[.355]   {5.512}*** 

Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 
 

0.287   (0.105)    

[.178]   {2.724}** 

0.304   (0.105)   

[.188]   {2.885} 

Executive even openness  
0.039   (0.052)    

[.051]   {.739} 

0.041   (0.052)   

[.054]   {0.787} 

In-group orientation   
-0.256   (0.134)    

[-.107]   {-1.916} 

Paternalistic orientation   
-0.162   (0.355)    

[- .025]   {- 0.455} 

R² .207 .242 .254 

²adjustedR  .204 .233 .238 

∆R²  .035 .012 

F 64.726*** 26.162*** 16.584*** 

∆F 64.726*** 5.663*** 1.922 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 2.104 

 

Inclusion of member culture variables in the regression equation improves the explanatory power 

by a further 1.2% to 25.4% which improvement is, however, non-significant as evidenced by the 

∆F statistics. From the R²adj statistics, it is clear the shrinkage from R² is 0.3%, 0.9% and 1.6% for 

models 1, 2 and 3 respectively which are small shrinkages indicating very good generalisability. 

The cross validity of model 2 is also very good [appendix 11 (v) a] given that the validated value 

of R²adj of 0.221 is very close to the observed value of 0.233. The Durbin-Watson value of 2.104, 

albeit greater than 2, is still acceptable as it is very close to 2 meaning the assumption of 

independent errors is tenable. 

The F ratio for all the three models is greater than 1 and highly significant (64.726, 26.162 and 

16.584 respectively all at the ρ = .000 level) meaning it has not occurred by chance and the model 

is far better at predicting perceived system orientation than using the mean. From the progressive 

shrinkage in F, it appears model 1 is the best fit followed by model 2. From the ∆F statistics, since 

the change from model 2 to model 3 has no significant influence, model 2 is satisficing since it 

leads to a significant change from 20.7% of perceived system orientation explained to 24.2% 
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explained at the ρ < .01 level. The character of dispersal of the points around zero on the regression 

plots indicated that the assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity have been met. Lastly the 

normality charts [appendix 10 (v)] indicate that the distribution of the data for this analysis was 

normal. 

Owing to the redundancy of the member culture factors in the above analysis, a reanalysis of the 

predictive power of leadership factor without the influence of member culture was deemed 

necessary. The regression reanalysis of performance leadership factors on perceived system 

orientation was done using three models and from the results summarised in table 5.47, immediate 

performance leadership explains 20.7% of perceived system orientation at a highly significant 

level. This finding is also highly generalisable to the population from which the sample was drawn 

given a shrinkage of only 0.3% (R
2 

= .207 less R
2

adjusted = .204). Including executive evenness and 

openness in the analysis in model 2 only improves explanatory power by 1.9% to 21.9% but not 

significantly. Addition of executive prioritization of performance management significantly 

improves explanatory power to 24.2% with good generalisability given shrinkage of 0.9%. 

 

Table 5.47: Hierarchical regression of performance leadership on perceived system 

                 orientation: Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard errors  

                (S  B); standardized regression coefficients [βi]  and their t-values {in braces} 

 

 

Leadership factors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 6.150 (.591) 5.289 (.735) 4.947 (.737) 

Immediate performance leadership 
.207 (.026) 

[.455] {8.045}*** 

.180 (.029) 

[.395] {6.145}*** 

.166 (.029) 

[.364] {5.650}*** 

Executive even openness 
 .095 (.045) 

[.125] {1.950} 

.039 (.052) 

[.051] {.0739} 

Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 
  .287 (.105) 

[.178] {2.724}** 

R² .207 .219 .242 

R² adjusted  .204 .213 .233 

∆R²  .012 .023 

F 64.726*** 34.631*** 26.162*** 

∆F 64.726*** 3.804 7.423** 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 2.084 
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The F statistic, however, did not occur by chance as in all the three models it is far greater than 1 

and is highly significant. The Durbin-Watson value of 2.084 is also superb owing to it closeness to 

2 and location within the acceptable range between 1 and 3. It can, therefore, be concluded that the 

assumption of independent errors is tenable. From the regression plots of the outputs for this 

analysis, the researcher was convinced that assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity were 

finely met. The distribution is normal given the shape of the curve on the histogram and the 

locations of the dots on the line in the normal p-p plot [appendix 10 (vi)]. The cross-validity 

results for models 1, 2 and 3 are good given that the R
2

adjusted statstics computed using Stein‘s more 

robust formular are .20, .203 and .221 close to the observed R
2
 of .207, .219 and .242 respectively. 

The computations of the cross-validity of the three models are attached as appendix [(appendix 11 

(v) b]. 

f) The effects of leadership and member culture on member affect for the performance 

management system. 

From the regression results summarized in table 5.48 below, it is clear that immediate performance 

leadership (model 1) explains 13.3% of member affect. Immediate performance leadership, 

executive even openness and honest executive prioritization of performance management jointly 

explain 23.4% of affect. The addition of executive openness and prioritization of performance 

management leads to a highly significant improvement of 10.1%. Addition of member culture 

factors under model 3 on the other hand leads to a tiny 0.8% improvement to 24.2% explanation 

which is even non-significant. It can can, therefore, be concluded that the three leadership factors 

significantly explain 23.4% of affect. The generalisability of the model is superb since its 

shrinkage if applied to the population is only 0.9%. 

 

Table 5.48:  Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and member culture variables on member     

                         affect for performance management:  Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard 

                         errors (S  B); standardized regression coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

 

 
 

Leadership and member culture factors 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 20.648   (1.502) 14.336   (1.798) 13.520   (4.095) 

Immediate performance leadership 
0.403   (0.065) 

[.364]   {6.157}*** 

0.196   (0.072) 

[.177]   {2.737}** 

0.186   (0.072) 

[.168]   {2.590}** 

Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 
 

0.482    (0.257) 

[.123]   {1.875} 

0.493   (0.258) 

[.125]   {1.911} 

Executive even openness  0.539   (0.128) 0.559   (0.128) 
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Leadership and member culture factors 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

[.292]   {4.214}*** [.303]   {4.351}*** 

In-group orientation   
-0.405    (0.324) 

[- 0.069]   {-1.238} 

Paternalistic orientation   
0.901    (0.869) 

[.058]   {1.037} 

R² .133 .234 .242 

²adjustedR  .129 .225 .227 

∆R²  .101 .008 

F 37.914*** 25.060*** 15.600*** 

∆F 37.914*** 16.294*** 1.331 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 1.647 

 

Cross validating model 2 (which is the preferred model) it is found that it performs well across 

samples given an adjusted R² of 0.212 [appendix 11 (vi) a] which is very close to the observed R² 

for model 2 of .234. This means the shrinkage in explanatory power will be only 2.2% and 21.2% 

of affect will still be explained using this model across different samples. The cross validity of the 

model is, therefore, very good. The Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.647 is also within the acceptable 

range and is close to 2 indicating the assumption of independent errors is tenable. From the 

regression plots, the linearity assumption is satisfied and there is no heteroscedasticity. The bell 

shaped curve on the histogram and the fact that all the observed points fall exactly on the line 

[appendix 10 (vii)] indicate that the distribution of the data for this analysis was certainly normal. 

Like in the regression of leadership and member culture factors on perceived system orientation 

under the preceding section, in this analysis too, the member culture factors were redadunt 

necessitating a reanalysis of the predictive power of leadership factors without the influence of 

member culture factors. The results of the hierarchical regression performed to ascertain which 

performance leadership factors best predicted member affect for the existent performance 

management system and practice are summarised in table 5.49. In model 1, it was ascertained that 

immediate performance leadership was a highly significant predictor of member affect for the 

existent performance management system and practice explaining 13.3% of affect. The small 

shrinkage of 0.4% signified this model is generalisable to the population from which the sample 

for these data was drawn. In model two, addition of executive evenness and openness and 
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executive prioritization of performance management improved the explained proportion of affect 

to 23.4% with a small shrinkage of 0.9% again signifying good generalisability. From model 2, it 

is noteworthy that it is immediate performance leadership and executive evenness and openness 

which are have highly significant t values which executive prioritization of performance 

management is not significant. It can hence be concluded that the former two leadership factors 

are central in predicting member affect. 

 
Table 5.49: Hierarchical regression of performance leadership on member affect for the 

                    existing performance management system and practice: Unstandardized 

                     regression coefficients and their standard errors (S  B); standardized regression  

                    coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 
 

 

Leadership factors Model 1 Model 2 

Constant 20.648 (1.502) 14.336 (1.798) 

Immediate performance leadership 
.403 (.065) 

[.364] {6.157}*** 

.196 (.072) 

[.177] {2.737}** 

Executive even openness 
 .539 (.128) 

[.292] {4.214}*** 

Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 
 .482 (.257) 

[.123] {1.875} 

R² .133 .234 

R² adjusted  .129 .225 

∆R²  .101 

F 37.914*** 25.060*** 

∆F 37.914*** 16.294*** 

         * ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 1.582 

  

The F statistic, however, did not occur by chance as in both models it is far greater than 1 and is 

highly significant. The Durbin-Watson value of 1.582 is good since it is closer to 2 than it is to 1 

and is located within the acceptable range of 1 to 3. It can, therefore, be concluded that the 

assumption of independent errors is tenable. From the regression plots of the outputs for this 

analysis, the assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity were finely met. From the normality 

charts [appendix 10 (viii)] it can be surmised that the distribution is normal given the shape of the 

curve on the histogram and the locations of the dots on the line in the normal p-p plot. The cross-

validity results for both models are good given that the R
2

adjusted statistics computed using Stein‘s 
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more robust formula are .123 and .212 close to the observed R
2
 of .133 and .234 respectively. The 

computations of the cross-validity of the three models are attached as appendix 11 [vi] (b).   

5.4.2.2. Regression of leadership and procedural justice variables on some performance 

management practice and member outcomes variables 
 

A series of hierarchical regressions were conducted to gauge the joint effects of leadership and 

procedural justice variables on some performance management practice and member outcome 

variables. The results of the various analyses are reported in subsections (a) to (i) below. 

 

a) The effects of performance leadership and procedural justice on management individual 

performance failure 

 

The regression results for the assessment of the predictive power of performance leadership and 

procedural justice factors on management of individual performance failure are summarized in 

table 5.50. 

Table 5.50:  Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and procedural justice variables on 

management of individual performance failure: Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard 

errors (S  B); standardized regression coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

 

 

Leadership and procedural justice factors 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 11.018   (1.211) 11.708   (1.481) 8.165   (- 1.879) 

Immediate performance leadership 
- 0.004   (0.048) 

[- .007] {- 0.091} 

- 0.024   (0.092) 

[- .036]    {- 0.261} 

-0.015   (0.091) 

[- .023]   {- 0.168} 

Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 

0.211   (0.086) 

[.192] {2.448}* 

0.223   (0.089) 

[.202]   {2.506}* 

0.181   (0.089) 

[.164]   {2.031}* 

Executive even openness 
- .033   (0.173) 

[- .014] {- 0.193} 
- 0.035   (0.176) 

[- .015]   {- 0.200} 

- 0.030   (0.175) 

[- .013]   {- 0.172} 

Objectivity  
0.033   (0.108) 

[.042]   {0.303} 

0.039   (0.107) 

[.051]   {0.367} 

Fairness  
- 0.027   (0.077) 

[- .026]   {- 0.352} 

- 0.042   (0.077) 

[- .041]   {- 0.553} 

Standards abidance  
- 0.123   (0.129) 

[- .061]   {- 0.956} 

- 0.127   (0.128) 

[- .063]   {- 0.992} 

Supervisory humaneness   
- 0.194   (0.175) 

[.070]   {1.106} 

Prior standards specification   
0.447   (0.186) 

[.151]  {2.403} 

Active redress system   
0.147   (0.145) 

[.064]    {0.970} 

R² .033 .038 .077 

R²adj. .021 .013 .042 
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Leadership and procedural justice factors 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

∆R²  .004 .039 

F 2.773* 1.556 2.186* 

∆F 2.773* .361 3.355* 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 1.602 

 

The above results show that model 1 (honest executive prioritization of performance management, 

immediate performance management and executive even openness) significantly explains 3.3% of 

management of individual performance failure. Adding standards abidance, fairness and 

objectivity (model 2) to the equation only improves explanatory power by a meager 0.4% which is 

even statistically non-significant. Addition of supervisory humaneness, prior standards 

specification and active redress (model 3), however, improves the explanatory power by 3.9% to 

7.7% proportion of management of individual performance failure explained which is also 

significant at the < .05 level. Concretely, significance moves beyond the p =.042 for model 1 to 

.020 for model 3. Moreover, the F ratio for model 3 is greater than 1 and significant at the ρ = 

0.024 level. The shrinkage for the model is 3.5% and the Durbin-Watson statistic is 1.602 both of 

which are within the acceptable range. Cross-validity is, however, poor given that the R²adj were 

the model applied to different samples is 0.002 [appendix 11 (vii)], very distant from the observed 

R² of 0.077. Whereas the scatter plots showed fairly good homoscedasticity, the histogram and p-

p normal plot [appendix 10 (ix)] show poor normality as some skewness is clear in the histogram 

and some points deviate from the line of the normal p-p plot severely. 

 

b) Effects of leadership and procedural justice on review information utility 

The regression results for the regression of performance leadership and procedural justice factors 

on review information utility are reported in table 5.51 below. 

Table 5.51: Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and procedural justice on review information 

utility: Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard errors (S  B); standardized regression 

coefficients [βi] and their  t-values {in braces} 

 

Leadership and procedural factors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 13.634  (0.831) 13.567   (1.015) 9.289   (1.221) 

Immediate performance leadership 
0.14   (0.033) 

[.030]   {0.417} 

- 0.015   (0.063) 

[- .032]   {- 0.233} 

-0.009   (0.059) 

[- .020]   {- 0.154} 

Executive honest prioritization of 0.137   (0.059) 0.142   (0.061) 0.098   (0.058) 
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Leadership and procedural factors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

performance management [.179]   {2.316}* [.186]   {2.333}* [.129]   {1.696} 

Executive even openness 
0.072   (0.119) 

[.044]   {0.601} 

0.077   (0.121) 

[.048]   {0.638} 

0.055   (0.114) 

[.034]   {0.487} 

Objectivity 

 
 

0.046   (0.074) 

[.086]   {0.623} 

0.056   (0.069) 

[.105]   {0.812} 

Fairness 

 
 

- 0.033   (0.053) 

[- .047]   {- 0.630} 

- 0.046   (0.050) 

[- .065]   {- 0.933} 

Standards abidance 

 
 

0.045   (0.088) 

[.032]   {0.507} 

0.057   (0.083) 

[.041]   {0.684} 

Supervisory humaneness 

 
  

0.333   (0.113) 

[.174]   {2.948}** 

Prior standards specification 

 
  

0.599   (0.120) 

[.304]   {4.978}*** 

Active redress system   
0.024   (0.095) 

[.016]   {0.016} 

R² .049 .053 .184 

²adjustedR  .038 .029 .153 

∆R²  .004 .131 

F 4.209** 2.242* 5.965*** 

∆F 4.209** .311 12.754*** 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 1.35 

 

From the results above, it can be noted that model 1 (immediate performance leadership, executive 

even openness, and honest executive prioritization of performance management) explains only 

4.9% of review information utility. This implies that in the organisations studied, immediate 

supervisors have very little influence in the utilization of data captured by the performance 

management system. Addition of objectivity, fairness and standards abidance (model 2) improves 

the predictive power of the equation by a meagre 0.4% to 5.3% which is even non significant. In 

model 3, we added supervisory humaneness, prior standards specification and active redress 

system to the equation and predictive power improved by an impressive 13.1% to 18.4%. The 

significance level also improved to < .001. The generalisability of model 3 is good as the 

shrinkage in the variability explained were the model applied to the population is only 3.1 

percentage points from 18.4% to a respectable 15.3%. The model‘s cross-validity is also quite 

good given that the explanatory power would be 11.7% across different samples since the R²adj is 

0.117 [appendix 11 (viii)] compared to the observed R² of 0.184. 

Moreover, the F ratio is not by chance as it is far greater than 1 and for model 3 it increases 

together with the ∆F statistic over and above the increase for models 1 and 2 and both are highly 
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significant (p < .001). The Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.35 is within acceptable range. Though it is 

closer to 1 than to 2, the assumption of independent error was most likely met. Given the character 

of regression plots, the study concluded that the assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity 

were met. The histogram and the normal p-p plot [appendix 10 (x)] show the distribution was 

roughly normal since the deviation from the line is not severe. 

c) Effects of leadership and procedural justice on management of team failure 

Table 5.52 reports the results of the equations that regressed performance leadership and 

procedural justice factors on management of team failure. 

 

Table 5.52:  Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and procedural justice variables on 

management of team failure: Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standar errors (S  B); 

standardized regression coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

 

Leadership and procedural justice factors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 9.850   (0.724) 9.964  (0.880) 7.583   (1.085) 

Immediate performance leadership - 0.024   (0.029) 

[- .061]   {- 0.061} 

- 0.082    (0.055) 

[- .208]   {- 1.491} 

-0.079   (0.053) 

[- .0201]   {- 1.503} 

Executive even openness 0.114   (0.052) 

[.174]   {2.212}* 

0.127  (0.053) 

[.194]   {2.403}* 

0.095   (0.051) 

[.144]   {1.837} 

Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 
0.002   (0.104) 

[.001]   {0.015} 

0.010   (0.104) 

[.007]   {0.099} 

- 0.011   (0.101) 

[- .008]   {- 0.110} 

Objectivity 

 
 0.094   (0.064) 

[.204]   {1.456} 

0.102   (0.062) 

[.223]   {1.661} 

Fairness  - 0.067   (0.046) 

[- .110]   {- 1.468} 

- 0.076   (0.044) 

[- .123]   {- 1.716} 

Standards abidance 

 
 0.036    (0.077) 

[0.030]   {0.476} 

0.047   (0.074) 

[.039]   {0.634} 

Supervisory humaneness 

 
  0.073   (0.101) 

[.044]   {0.717} 

Prior standards specification 

 
  0.515   (0.107) 

[.303]   {4.705}*** 

Active redress system   - 0.037   (0.084) 

[- .028]   {- 0.442} 

R² .024 .040 .130 

²adjustedR  .012 .016 .097 

∆R²  .016 .091 

F 1.998 1.648 3.935*** 

∆F 1.998 1.290 8.211*** 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 1.376 
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From the above statistics, model 1 (immediate performance leadership, even executive openness 

and honest executive prioritization of performance management), explains a meagre 2.4% of 

management of team failure. Addition of objectivity, fairness and standards abidance (model 2) 

improves the explanatory power by a small 1.6% to 4%. It is the addition of supervisory 

humaneness, prior standards specification and active redress system (model 3) that improved the 

power by 9% to 13%. The variable that appears to play a major role is prior standards specification 

(B = .515, βi = .303, ρ = .000) confirming our earlier indication that because it had the highest 

correlation with the outcome variable, it is likely to play a major explanatory role. The 

generalisability of model 3 is quite good given shrinkage of 3.3%. The model‘s cross-validity is, 

however, poor given that explanatory power shrinks from 13% to 5.9% across different samples as 

the R²adj of 0.059 obtained by Stein‘s formula [appendix 11 (ix)] is distant from the observed R² 

of  0.13. The F ration is, however, impressive as apart from being above 1 and highly significant 

(ρ < .001), it increases in magnitude in model 3 from 1.648 to 3.935 showing an improvement in 

prediction by fitting model 3. The Durbin-Watson statistic is also acceptable, 1.376 being greater 

than 1. While the assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity are met given the random spread 

of the dots throughout the plot and around zero, the assumption of  normality is, not well met 

judging from the skewed histogram and the veering of several dots off the line on the normal p-p 

plot [appendix 10 (xi)]. 

d) Effects of leadership and procedural justice on team review  

In this analysis, hierarchical regression of performance leadership and procedural justice variables 

on team review was performed using three models. The regression results are summarized in table 

5.53. 

Table 5.53: Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and procedural justice variables on team 

review: Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard errors (S  B); standardized regression 

coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

 

Leadership and procedural justice factors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 3.263   (0.209) 3.029   (0.255) 2.205   (0.317) 

Immediate performance leadership 
- 0.009   (0.008) 

[- .075]   {- 1.034} 

- 0.031   (0.016) 

[- .113]   {- 0.812} 

-0.010   (0.015) 

[- .089]   {- 0.658} 

Executive even openness 
0.038   (0.015) 

[.201]   {2.563}* 

0.035   (0.015) 

[.182]   {2.261}* 

0.047   (0.015) 

[.124]   {1.569} 

Executive honest prioritization of - 0.011   (0.030) - 0.011   (0.030) 0.024   (0.030) 
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Leadership and procedural justice factors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

performance management [- .026]   {- 0.351} [- .028]   {- 0.377} [- .018]   {- 0.251} 

Objectivity  0.004   (0.019) 

[.030]   {0.216} 

- 0.007   (0.018) 

[.039]   {0.292} 

Fairness  0.007   (0.013) 

[.040]   {0.543}   

0.005   (0.013) 

[.020]   {0.273} 

Standards abidance        0.038   (0.022) 

[.109]   {1.714} 

0.004   (0.022) 

[.104]   {1.681} 

Supervisory humaneness   0.036   (0.029) 

[.065]   {1.061} 

Prior standards specification   0.031   (0.031) 

[.206]  {3.239}** 

Active redress system   0.101   (0.025) 

[.123]   {1.930} 

R² .026 .041 .114 

R² adjusted  .016 .017 .081 

∆R²  .013 .073 

F 2.379 1.719 3.410*** 

∆F 2.379 1.059 6.553*** 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 1.692 

 

Model 1 (immediate performance leadership, even executive openness and honest executive 

prioritization of performance management) explains only 2.3% of team review. Addition of 

objectivity, fairness and standards abidance to the equation under model 2 improves the power by 

only 1.3% to 4.1%. Addition of supervisory humaneness, prior standards specification and active 

redress system under model 3, however, leads to a 7.3% improvement to 11.4% of team review 

explained. The shrinkage in the proportion explained if model 3 were applied to the population is 

3.3% to 8.1% indicating a fairly good generalisability of the model. The cross-validity of the 

model is, however, weak given shrinkage of 7.2 percentage points to 4.2% across different 

samples since the observed R² is .114 while R²adj by Stein‘s formula is only 0.042 [appendix 11 

(x)]. The F statistic is good given that is improves from a non-significant 1.719 in model 2 to a 

higher and highly significant 3.410 under model 3. Apart from this F not having occurred by 

chance, its increase under model 3 significantly improves our ability to predict team review. The 

Durbin-Watson value of 1.692 is closer to 2 and within the acceptable range meaning the 

assumption of independent errors is tenable. The regression plots reported under appendix 10 (xii), 

indicate a linearity and homoscedasticity problem given the truncated scattering of the dots on the 

planes. The histogram and normal p-p plot also below show serious non-normality. We may, 

therefore, not rely on these particular results for inferences as it appears a non-linear model would 
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be more appropriate for the review data for us to draw concrete conclusions on the effects of 

leadership and procedural justice of team review. 

e) The effects of leadership and procedural justice on team reward 

The joint effects of leadership and procedural justice on team reward were assessed using multiple 

hierarchical regression in three models. From the regression results in table 5.54 below, model 1 

(immediate performance leadership, even executive openness and prioritization of performance 

management) explains only 4.4% of the uptake of team reward. Model 2 improves this 

explanatory power on by 0.1% to 4.5% which is also non-significant. When in model 3, the only 

variables that had a significant positive correlation as discussed above was added to the equation, 

the explanatory power significantly increased by 5.2% to 9.8% (ρ < .01). 

Table 5.54:  Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and procedural justice variables on team 

reward: Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard errors (S  B); standardized regression 

coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

 

Leadership and procedural justice factors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 1.875   (0.297) 1.905   (0.362) 0.906   (0.457) 

Immediate performance leadership 
- 0.012   (0.012) 

[- .073]   {- 1.013} 

- 0.003   (0.023) 

[- .018]   {- 0.132} 

0.001   (0.022) 

[.006]   {0.047} 

Executive even openness 0.065   (0.021) 

[.240]   {3.086}** 

0.065   (0.022) 

[.239]   {2.984}** 

0.052   (0.022) 

[.190]   {2.390}* 

Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 

- 0.006   (0.042) 

[- .010]   {- 0.139} 

- 0.005   (0.043) 

[- .009]   {- 0.118} 

0.005   (0.043) 

[.008]   {0.109} 

Objectivity 
 - 0.013   (0.027) 

[- .066]   {- 0.478} 

- 0.012   (0.026) 

[- .062]   {- 0.457} 

Fairness  0.002   (0.019) 

[.009]   {0.119} 

- 0.003   (0.019) 

[- .011]   {- 0.151} 

Standards abidance  - 0.004   (0.032) 

[- .008]   {- 0.129} 

- 0.009   (0.031) 

[- .018]   {- 0.287} 

Supervisory humaneness   0.039   (0.042) 

[.057]   {0.919} 

Prior standards specification   0.092   (0.045) 

[.131]   {2.037}* 

Active redress system   0.083   (0.035) 

[.152]   {2.357}* 

R² .044 .045 .098 

R²adj. .032 .021 .063 

∆R²  .001 .052 

F 3.764* 1.901 2.859** 
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Leadership and procedural justice factors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

∆F 3.764* .081 4.603** 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 1.582 

 

The generalisability of model 3 is fairly good given shrinkage of 3.5% to 6.3% if applied to the 

population. Cross-validity is, however, poor because explanatory power shrinks by a big 

magnitude of 7.4% to a small explanatory power of 2.4% across different samples judging from 

the difference between the observed R² of 0.098 and the R²adj by Stein‘s formula of 0.024 

[appendix 11 (xi)].  

The F ratio is, however, greater than 1 and highly significant meaning its occurrence is not a 

chance phenomenon. Its reduction from 3.764 in model 1 to 2.859 for model 3 is compensated for 

by the improvement of the significance level from ρ < .05 to ρ < .01 meaning model 3 improves 

our ability to predict the outcome. The Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.582, closer to 2 and within the 

acceptable range shows the assumption of independent errors has been passed. 

The regression plots in the outputs depicted a picture of a fairly good linearity and 

homoscedasticity. Normality is, however, problematic given the shape of the histogram and the 

normal p-p plot [appendix 10 (xiii)]. 

 

f) The effects of leadership and procedural justice on customer review 

The results of the hierarchical regression of performance leadership and procedural justice factors 

on customer review (table 5.55) it is evident that models 1 and 2 do not significantly explain 

customer review until prior standards specification and active redress system are added to the 

equation under model 3 when the explanatory power leaps to 6.9% at a ρ < .05 level. Model 3‘s 

shrinkage of 3.5% is also not severe making for a fairly good generalization. 

Table 5.55:  Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and procedural justice variables on customer 

review: Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard errors (S  B); standardized regression 

coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

 

Leadership and procedural justice factors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 8.580  (0.740) 8.067   (0.897) 6.201   (1.144) 

Immediate performance leadership 
- 0.065  (0.030) 

[- .162]   {- 2.214}* 

- 0.108   (0.056) 

[- .269]   {- 1.932} 

- 0.100   (0.056) 

[- .248]   {- 1.799} 

Executive even openness 0.051   (0.053) 0.032   (0.054) 0.008   (0.054) 



 240 

Leadership and procedural justice factors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

[.075]  {0.961} [.047]   {0.589} [.011]   {0.141} 

Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 

0.089   (0.106) 

[.063]   {0.841} 

0.060   (0.107) 

[.042]   {0.564} 

0.085   (0.107) 

[.060]   {0.795} 

Objectivity 
 0.040   (0.066) 

[.085]   {0.611} 

0.041   (0.065) 

[.087]   {0.627} 

Fairness  0.079   (0.047) 

[.125]   {1.681} 

0.069   (0.047) 

[.109]   {1.475} 

Standards abidance  - 0.029   (0.078) 

[- .024]   {- 0.375} 

- 0.042   (0.078) 

[- .034]   {- 0.539} 

Supervisory humaneness   0.080   (0.106) 

[.048]   {0.760} 

Prior standards specification   0.124   (0.113) 

[.072]  {1.104} 

Active redress system   0.190   (0.089) 

[.140]   {2.142}* 

R² 
.021 

 

.037 

 

.069 

 

R²adj. 
.009 

 

.013 

 

.034 

 

∆R²  
.016 

 

.032 

 

F 1.774 1.558 1.966* 

∆F 1.774 1.334 2.716* 

* ρ < .05; Durbin-Watson = 1.802 

 

From the R² statistics in the table above, it can be noted that the cross validity of model 3 is very 

poor given an adjusted R² by Stein‘s formula of – 0.007 [appendix 11 (xii). This is a severe 

shrinkage as it crosses zero to – 0.007 across different samples. The F statistic, however, did not 

occur by chance as it is greater than 1 and is significant. The Durbin-Watson value of 1.802 is also 

superb owing to it closeness to 2 and location within the acceptable range between 1 and 3. It can, 

therefore, be concluded that the assumption of independent errors is tenable. From the regression 

plots of the outputs for this analysis, the researcher was convinced that assumptions of linearity 

and homoscedasticity were finely met. The distribution is roughly normal given the shape of the 

curve on the histogram and the fact that a few points lie just off the line in the normal p-p plot 

[appendix 10 (xiv)]. 

g) The effects of leadership and procedural justice on upward review 

 From the results of the regression of performance leadership and procedural justice on upward 

review in table 5.56, it can be noted that model 1 has the weakest predictors and explains only 
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1.9% of the outcome and not significantly so. Addition of some procedural justice variables 

(objectivity, fairness and standards abidance) to the equation (model 2), explanatory power leaps 

by 6.2% to 8.1% and the significance level leaps to ρ = .001 from non significant. A further 

improvement of 3.1% to 11.2% occurs with the addition of prior standards specification, 

supervisory humaneness and active redress. 

Table 5.56: Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and procedural justice variables on upward 

review: Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard errors(S  B); standardized beta coefficients 

[βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

 

Leadership and procedural justice factors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 3.497   (0.248) 3.059   (0.294) 2.490   (0.374) 

Immediate performance leadership 
- 0.002   (0.010) 

[- .012]   {- 0.162} 

- 0.016   (0.018) 

[- .116]   {- 0.851} 

- 0.015   (0.018) 

[- .112]   {- 0.834} 

Executive even openness 0.021   (0.018) 

[.095]   {1.213} 

0.018   (0.018) 

[.082]   {1.047} 

0.013   (0.018) 

[.057]   {0.721} 

Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 

0.033   (0.035) 

[.070]   {0.937} 

0.037   (0.035) 

[.079]   {1.071} 

0.033   (0.035) 

[.069]   {0.934} 

Objectivity 
 0.021   (0.021) 

[.131]   {0.960} 

0.022   (0.021) 

[.141]   {1.043} 

Fairness  - 0.008   (0.015) 

[- .040]   {- 0.550} 

- 0.010   (0.015) 

[- .047]   {- 0.651} 

Standards abidance  0.099   (0.026) 

[.242]   {3.890}*** 

0.102   (0.025) 

[.248]   {4.013}*** 

Supervisory humaneness   0.047   (0.035) 

[.084]   {1.354} 

Prior standards specification   0.088   (0.037) 

[.153]   {2.398}* 

Active redress system   - 0.007   (0.029) 

[- .015]   {- 0.233} 

R² .019 .081 .112 

R²adj. .007 .058 .078 

∆R²  .062 .031 

F 1.590 3.537** 3.325** 

∆F 1.590 5.397** 2.749* 

* ρ < .05; Durbin-Watson = 2.073 

It can be noted from the above results that the F and ∆F statistics of model 2 are better than those 

of model 3. The shrinkage of model 2 is also less at 2.3% for model 2 than that of model 3 at 3.4% 

giving model two better generalisability. Therefore, even though model 3 explains more of upward 

review (11.2%) as opposed to model 2‘s 8.1%, overall, it appears model 2 is a better fit. In fact 
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even the cross-validity of model 2 (3.1%) is better than that of model 3 (3.9%) – appendix 11 

(xiii). The Durbin-Watson value of 2.073 is close to 2 and with in the required range signifying 

that the assumption of independent errors is tenable. The data appear to have passed the linearity 

and homoscedasticity test as the dots are randomly spread throughout the planes of the regression 

plots. Normality is, however, questionable as there is a visible skew on the histogram and the 

veering of dots off the line at several points of the normal p-p plot [appendix 10 (xv)]. 

h) Effects of performance leadership and procedural justice on perceived system orientation  

 

The first set of regression analyses results for the joint effects of performance leadership and 

procedural justice on perceived system orientation are reported in summary form in table 5.57 and 

appended in more detail as appendix 10 (xvi). Model 1 regresses the three leadership factors on 

perceived system orientation and the results indicate a highly significant prediction to the 

magnitude of 24%. This finding is also generalisable to the sample‘s population given shrinkage 

of only 0.9%. It is also evident that of the three factor, immediate performance leadership and 

executive prioritisation of performance make a highly significant contribution to the predictive 

power of the equation while executive evenness and openness does not make a significant 

contribution. Addition of objectivity to the equation under model 2 only improves explanatory 

power by a meagre 0.8% which is not significant but addition of fairness under model three make 

a highly significant improvement of 12.5% to 37.3%. Model three is also generalisable to the 

sample population given shrinkage of only 1.3%. Of all the factors added in models 4, 5 and 6 

(standards abidance, supervisory humaneness and active redress system) only supervisory 

humaneness makes a significant contribution.  

Table 5.57: Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and procedural justice variables on perceived  

      system orientation (combinations 1) – Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard       

      errors (S  B); standardized regression coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

 
Leadership and 

procedural justice 

factors 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Constant 4.964 (.74) 4.746 (.751) 2.798 (.741) 2.748 (.822) 1.720 (.926) 1.655 (1.051) 

Immediate 

performance 
leadership 

.165 (.030) 

[.360] {5.574}*** 

.089 (.056) 

[.195] {1.597] 

.097 (.051) 

[.212] {1.898} 

.094 (.051) 

[.211] {1.884} 

.096 (.051) 

[.209] {1.880} 

.098 (.051) 

[.215] {1.926} 

Executive even 

openness 
.040 (.053) 

[.052] {.753} 

.038 (.052) 

[.050] {.719} 

 – .034 (.049) 

[ – .045] { – .693} 

– .035 (.049) 

[ – .045] { – .701} 

 – .034 (.049) 

[ – .045] { – .699} 

 – .036 (.050) 

[ – .047] { – .714} 

Honest executive 
prioritization of 

performance 

management 

.288 (.106) 

[.179] {2.715}** 

.274 (.106) 

[.170] {2.589}** 

.200 (.097) 

[.124] {2.052}* 

.200 (.098) 

[.124] {2.050}* 

.194 (.097) 

[.120] {2.003}* 

.210 (.098) 

[.131] {2.149}* 

Objectivity  .102 (.064) .23 (.060) .023 (.060) .024 (.060) .022 (.060) 
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Leadership and 

procedural justice 

factors 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

[.191] {1.583} [.043] {.383} [.044] {.388} [.045] {.406} [.042] {.373} 

Fairness   
.298 (.043) 

[.417] {6.964}*** 

.298 (.043) 

[.418] {6.944}*** 

.296 (.043) 

[.425] {6.959}*** 

.294 (.043) 

[.412] {6.879}*** 

Standards abidance    
.010 (.072) 

[.007] {.143} 

.012 (.071) 

[.009] {.173} 

.003 (.071) 

[.002] {.049} 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
    

.224 (.098) 

[.118] {2.330}* 

.220 (.097) 

[.116] {2.264}* 

Prior standards 
specification 

     
 – .082 (.104) 

[ – .042] {.792} 

Active redress 

system 
     

.089 (.081) 

[.058] {1.091} 

R² .240 .248 .373 .373 .387 .391 

R² adjusted  .231 .235 .360 .358 .369 .368 

∆R²  .008 .126 .000 .014 .004 

F 25.690*** 20.013*** 23.838*** 23.938*** 21.671*** 16.995*** 

∆F 25.690*** 2.506 48.494*** .020 5.429* .774 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 2.066 

 

From the above results, it can also be noted that the F statistics for the six models did not occur by 

chance as they are all greater than 1, large and highly significant. The Durbin-Watson value of 

2.066 is superbly close to 2 and located within the acceptable range between 1 and 3 signifying the 

tenability of the assumption of independent errors. From the regression plots of the outputs for 

these analyses it was evident that the assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity were fulfilled.  

The normality charts [appendix 10 (xvi)] reveal a normal judging from the shape of the curve on 

the histogram and the location of the points on the line in the normal p-p plot. The cross-validity 

results for models 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 are good given that the R
2

adjusted statstics computed using 

Stein‘s more robust formular are .219, .218, .348, .339, .348 and .352 close to the observed R
2
 

statistics of .240, .248, .373, .373, .387 and .391 respectively. The computations of the cross-

validity of the three models are attached as appendix [appendix 11(xiv) a]. 

Because of the redaduncy of a number of factors under the six models in table 5.57, the study 

conducted a further analysis without all the redadunt factors (table 5.58) to ascertain the exact 

power of the significant factors in predicting perceived system orientation. In model 1 of this 

reanalysis, it is evident that immediate performance leadership and executive prioritization of 

performance management make a highly significant explanation of 24% of perceived system 

orientation indicating the expounged factor (executive evenness and openeness) originally 

included in table 5.57 explains only 0.8% and not significantly so. The important leadership 
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factors in explaining perceived system orientation are immediate performance leadership and 

executive prioritization of performance management. Under model two the significant procedural 

factors under the initial analysis (fairness and supervisory humaneness) improve the explanatory 

power of the equation by 14.7% to 38.7% with good generalisability given shrinkage of 1%. 

 
Table 5.58: Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and procedural justice variables on perceived 

                     system orientation (Improved combination – 2): Unstandardised regression coefficients and their 

                     standard errors (S  B); standardised regression coefficients  [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

        

Leadership and procedural justice factors Model 1 Model 2 

Constant 5.207 (.647) 1.621 (.084) 

Immediate performance leadership 
.174 (.027) 

[.381] {6.375}*** 

.107 (.026) 

[.235] {4.081}*** 

Executive honest prioritization of performance management .318 (.097) 

[.197] {3.286}*** 

.174 (.089) 

[.107] {1.944}
+ 

Fairness  .292 (.040) 

[.409] {7.216}*** 

Supervisory humaneness 
 .228 (.095) 

[.120] {2.395}* 

R² .240 .387 

R² adjusted  .234 .377 

∆R² .240 .147 

F 39.041*** 38.6798*** 

∆F 39.041*** 29.354*** 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; 
+
marginally outside the significance level with p = .053; Durbin-Watson = 

2.076. 

The F statistics for both models in the above table are greater than 1 and large signifying that they 

do not occur by chance. Indeed the reduction in the F statistic between the two models is small 

(0.3302). The Durbin-Watson value of 2.076 is also superb owing to it closeness to 2 and location 

within the acceptable range between 1 and 3 indicating that the assumption of independent errors 

is tenable. From the regression plots of the outputs for this analysis it was clear that assumptions 

of linearity and homoscedasticity were finely met. The normality charts [appendix 10 (xvii)] 

indicate a normal distribution given the shape of the curve on the histogram and the location of the 

points on the line in the normal p-p plot. The cross-validity results for models 1 and 2 are good 

given that the R
2

adjusted statistics computed using Stein‘s more robust formula are .225 and .365 

close to the observed R
2
 of .240 and .387 respectively. The computations of the cross-validity of 

the three models are attached as appendix 11[xiv] (b). 
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In a further analysis, the leadership factors were expunged from the equation in order to gauge the 

effect of procedural justice factors alone on perceived system orientation. Three models were used 

in this hierarchical regression (table 5.59). In model one, two factors – objectivity and fairness – 

were entered and the results revealed that they explain 35.2% of member perceptions regarding the 

orientation of the performance management system and practice in place and to a highly 

significant level as well. This finding is also generalisable to the sample‘s population given 

shrinkage of merely 0.5%. In model two, addition of standards abidance, supervisory humaneness 

and prior standards specification improved explanatory power by only 1.6% and even then of the 

three factors added, only supervisory humaneness made a significant contribution. Addition of 

active redress system in model 3 improves the equation by a meagre 0.1% which is even not 

significant. From the results, therefore, it is clear objectivity, fairness and supervisory humaneness 

are strong and positive predictors of perceived system orientation. 

Table 5.59: Hierarchical regression of procedural justice variables on perceives system  

                    Orientation (Improved combination – 3): Unstandardized regression coefficients  

                   and their standard errors (S  B); standardized regression coefficients [βi] and 

                   their t-values {in braces} 

 

Procedural justice factors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 3.110 (.677) 2.175 (1.002) 1.979 (1.042) 

Objectivity 
.133 (.031) 

[.249] {4.304}*** 

.132 (.031) 

[.247] {4.285}*** 

.133 (.031) 

[.250] {4.138}*** 

Fairness 
.311 (.041) 

[.436] {7.519}*** 

.311 (041) 

[.435] {7.517}*** 

.309 (.041) 

[.432] {7.444}*** 

Standards abidance  
.019 (.071) 

[.013] {.261} 

.013 (.072) 

[.010] {.188} 

Supervisory humaneness  
.236 (.098) 

[.124] {2.419}* 

.230 (.098) 

[.121] {2.349}* 

Prior standards specification  
– .051 (.101) 

[ – .026] { – .508} 

 – .065 (.103) 

[ – .033] { – .631} 

Active redress system   
.056 (.081) 

[.036] {.689} 

R² .352 .368 .369 

R² adjusted  .347 .355 .353 

∆R²  .016 .001 

F 66.547*** 28.142*** 23.480*** 

∆F 66.547*** 1.997 .475 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 2.061 
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The largeness and high significance of the F statistics in the three models indicates that they did 

not occur by chance. The Durbin-Watson value of 2.061 is also superb owing to it closeness to 2 

and location within the acceptable range between 1 and 3. It can, therefore, be concluded that the 

assumption of independent errors is also tenable. From the regression plots of the outputs for this 

analysis, it was evident that the assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity were fulfilled. The 

normality charts indicate that the distribution of the data for these analyses was normal given the 

shape of the curve on the histogram and the location of the points on the line in the normal p-p 

plot [appendix 10 (xviii)]. The cross-validity results for models 1, 2 and 3 are good given that the 

R
2

adjusted statistics computed using Stein‘s more robust formula are .339, 339 and .334 close to the 

observed R
2
 of .352, .368 and .369 respectively. The computations of the cross-validity of the 

three models are attached as appendix 11[xiv] (c).  

i) The effects of performance leadership and procedural justice on member  affect for the 

existing performance management system 

From the regression results reported in table 5.60, it can be noted that model 1 which includes only 

leadership predictors, significantly explains 23.2% of member affect for the performance 

management system (ρ < .001). Addition of some procedural justice factors namely; objectivity, 

fairness and standards abidance to the equation (model 2) improves the explanatory power by 

8.7% to 31.9%, which is again highly significant (ρ < .001). A further addition of supervisory 

humaneness, prior standards specification and active redress system under model 3 improves the 

equation by a meagre 1.7 with only supervisory humaneness making a significant contribution (p 

< .05). All the models are highly generalisable give that the shrinkage for model 1 is merely 1%, 

for model 2 it is 2.5% and for model 3 it is 2.5%. It can be noted that the cross validity of the 

models reduces as more factors are added given that the shrinkage is 2.1% for model 1 (observed 

R² = 0.232, R²adjusted by Stein = 0.211); 3.7% for model 2 (R² = 0.319, R²adjusted by Stein = 0.282) 

and 5.4% for model 3 (R² = 0.336, R²adjusted by Stein = 0.282). The cross validation computation is 

appended under appendix 11 (xv). The F statistics for the three models are impressive as they are 

both far greater than 1 and are highly significant indication that the F is not a chance occurrence in 

the three models and explanatory relevance is certainly greater than any inaccuracies in the 

models. The ∆F statistic for model 1 is, however, much larger than (24.513) than that of models 2 

(10.365) and 3 (2.033) though all are highly significant (ρ < .001). 
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Table 5.60: Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and procedural justice variables on affect  

          (combination 1): Unstandardized regression coefficients, their standard errors (S  B);  

          standardized regression coefficients [βi] and their t-values in braces} 

 

Leadership and procedural justice 

factors 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 14.379   (1.810) 10.998 (2.082) 9.189   (2.669) 

Immediate performance leadership 
0.193   (0.072) 

[.174]   {2.679}** 

.094 (.130) 

[.084] {.721} 

0.085   (0.130) 

[.077]   {0.659} 

Executive even openness 0.539   (0.129) 

[.291]   {4.183}*** 

.404 (.125) 

[.218] {3.225}** 

0.420   (0.126) 

[.227]   {3.321}*** 

Executive honest prioritization of 

performance management 

0.486   (0.259) 

[.124]   {1.876} 
.314 (.248) 

[.080] {1.268} 

0.279   (0.249) 

[.071]   {1.121} 

Objectivity 
 .002 (.152) 

[.002] {.014} 

0.004   (0.152) 

[.003]   {0.029} 

Fairness  .580 (.109) 

[.334] {5.324}*** 

0.581   (0.109) 

[.334]   {5.349}*** 

Standards abidance   – .163 (.181) 

[ – .048] { – .897}  

- 0.148   (0.181) 

[- .044]   {- 0.818} 

Supervisory humaneness   
.599 (.246) 

[.130] {2.432}* 

Prior standards specification   
 – .011 (.263) 

[ – .015] { – .269} 

Active redress system   
 – .126 (.206) 

[ – .034] { – .610} 

R² .232 .319 .336 

²adjustedR  .222 .302 .311 

∆R²  .088 .017 

F 24.513*** 18.850*** 13.406*** 

∆F 24.513*** 10.365*** 2.033*** 

* ρ < .05; **, ρ < .01; ρ < .001 and Durbin-Watson = 1.641 

The Durbin-Watson value of 1.641 is within acceptable range and close to 2 signifying that the 

assumption of independent errors is tenable. Regarding the assumptions of linearity and 

homoscedasticity, the regression plots indicate that they have been satisfied given that the dots are 

randomly distributed throughout the planes but concentrated around zero. From the normality 

charts, [appendix 10 (xix)] the assumption of normality has most certainly been met given that the 

curve on the histogram is bell shaped and all the points fall on the line of the normal p-p plot. 

Given the redundancy of various factors in the above analysis (table 5.60), a reanalysis expunging 

all of them was done using anly two models containing the factors that had significant t values 

(table 5.61). From model one in the table below, it is noteworthy that immediate performance 
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leadership and executive evenness and openness make a highly significant contribution of 22.3% 

to the equation. The model is also highly generalisable given shrinkage of only 0.6% and cross 

validates well given an R
2adjusted 

result following Stein of .211 compared to the observe R
2 

of .223. 

Addition of fairness and supervisory humaneness under model two improves the explanatory 

power of the equation by 10.8% to 33.1%. Model 2 is also highly generalisable judging by the 

shrinkage which is only 1.1%. The cross validity of model 2 is also good given the cross validated 

R
2 

of .309 compared to the observed R
2 

of .331. The full cross validation computations are 

appended as appendix 11 (xvi).  

Table 5.61: Hierarchical regression of performance leadership and procedural justice variables on affect  

          (improved combination 2): Unstandardized regression coefficients, their standard errors (S  B);  

          standardized regression coefficients [βi] and their t-values in braces} 

 

Leadership and procedural justice factors Model 1 Model 2 

Constant 14.909 (1.781) 7.808 (2.125) 

Immediate performance leadership 
.220 (3.098)** .104 (.069) 

[.094] {1.515} 

Executive even openness 
.633 (.118) 

[.344] {5.365}*** 

.448 (.114) 

[.243] {3.911}*** 

Fairness  .598 (.104) 

[.345] {5.723}*** 

Supervisory humaneness 
 .589 (.241) 

[.128] {2.444}* 

R² .223 .331 

R² adjusted  .217 .320 

∆R² .223 .108 

F 35.472*** 30.310*** 

∆F 35.472*** 19.760*** 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 1.643 

 

The F statistics for both models did not occur by chance as they are greater than 1 and are highly 

significant. The Durbin-Watson value of 1.643 is also good owing to it closeness to 2 and location 

within the acceptable range between 1 and 3 indicating that the assumption of independent errors 

is tenable. From the regression plots of the outputs for this analysis, it was evident that 

assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity were met. The normality charts [appendix 10 (xx)] 

indicate a normal distribution given the shape of the curve on the histogram and the location of the 

points on the line in the normal p-p plot.  
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A further analysis was performed in which the leadership factors were expunged to reveal the 

effects of the procedural justice factors alone on member affect. In the hierarchical regression of 

procedural justice factors on member affect for the existent performance management system and 

practice, three models (table 5.62) were again employed. In the first equation, two factors – 

objectivity and fairness – were entered and the results revealed that they explain 26.3% of member 

affect for the performance management system and practice in place and to a highly significant 

level. This finding is also generalisable to the sample‘s population given shrinkage of merely 

0.6%. In model two, addition of standards abidance, supervisory humaneness and prior standards 

specification improved explanatory power by only 1.8% and even then of the three factors added, 

only supervisory humaneness made a significant contribution. Addition of active redress system in 

model 3 improves the equation by a meagre 0.1% which is even not significant. From the results, 

therefore, it is clear objectivity, fairness and supervisory humaneness are strong and positive 

predictors of affect. 

Table 5.62: Hierarchical regression procedural justice variables on affect for the existing performance 

          management system and practice: Unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard  

          errors (S  B); standardized regression coefficients [βi] and their t-values {in braces} 

 

Procedural justice factors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 13.677 (1.756) 11.033 (2.598) 11.474 (2.704) 

Objectivity 
.217 (.080) 

[.167] {2.699}** 

.216 (.080) 

[.166] {2.709}** 

.213 (.080) 

[.164] {2.657}** 

Fairness 

.720 (.101) 

[.415] {6.712}*** 

.708 (.107) 

[.408] {6.606}*** 

.713 (.108) 

[.410] [6.623}***  

 

Standards abidance 

  – .086 (.185) 

[ – .025] {– .463} 

– .074 (.186) 

[ – .022] { – .398} 

 

Supervisory humaneness 
 .589 (.253) 

[.127] {2.327}* 

.602 (.255) 

[.130] {2.366}* 

Prior standards specification 
 .082 (.263) 

[.017] {.311} 

.113 (.268) 

[.024] {.421} 

Active redress system 
  – .126 (.211) 

[ – .034] { – .600}  

R² .263 .281 .282 

R² adjusted  .257 .266 .264 

∆R²  .018 .001 

F 43.804*** 18.919*** 15.784*** 

∆F 43.804*** 1.979 .001 

* ρ < .05; ** ρ < .01; *** ρ < .001; Durbin-Watson = 1.599 
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The large and highly significant F statistics of the three models signify that they did not occur by 

chance. The Durbin-Watson value of 1.599 meets the required criteria of closeness to 2 and 

location within the acceptable range between 1 and 3 indicating the assumption of independent 

errors is tenable. From the regression plots of the outputs for this analysis, it appears the 

assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity were well met. The normality plots [appendix 10 

(xxi)] indicate the distribution of the data was normal given the shape of the curve on the 

histogram and the fact that the points lie on the line in the normal p-p plot. The cross-validity of 

models 1, 2 and 3 is good given the cross validated R
2
adjusted of .248, 247 and .243 compared to the 

observed R
2 

of .263, .281 and .282 respectively. The computations are appended as appendix 11 

(xvii).  

5.4.2.3. Simple regression of perceived system orientation on member affect for the 

existing performance management system 

The correlation between system orientation and affect is highly significant (r = .406, ρ = .000). 

From the model summary and ANOVA statistics (tables 5.63 and 5.64 below) it can be noted that 

system orientation significantly explains 16.5% of affect. The generalisability of this finding is 

good given shrinkage of only 0.4% and the cross validity is superb given that the R²adj obtained 

by Stein‘s formula is 0.162 compared to the observed R² of 0.165, a difference of merely 0.003 or 

0.3% [appendix 11 (xviii)]. The F ratio is large at 48.847 and is highly significant. The Durbin-

Watson statistic of 1.562 is within acceptable range and magnitude confirming the tenability of the 

assumption of independent error. 

Table 5.63: Model summary of the simple regression of perceived system orientation on member affect 

 
Model Summary(b)  

Model R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 
Durbin-

Watson R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 .406(a) .165 .161 7.98136 .165 48.847 1 248 .000 1.562 

a Predictors: (Constant), System orientation; b Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 
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Table 5.64: ANOVA table of the simple regression of perceived system orientation on member affect 

 

ANOVA(b)  

Model  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 3111.658 1 3111.658 48.847 .000(a) 

Residual 15798.118 248 63.702   

Total 18909.776 249    

a Predictors: (Constant), System orientation 

b Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

 

An examination of the normality plots [appendix 10 (xxii)] indicates the data for this analysis were 

normally distributed. 

5.5 Conclusion 

This chapter has reported, analysed and interpreted the quantitative data generated from the survey 

questionnaires without explicitly relating them to the hypotheses and drawing firm conclusions on 

whether they have been substantiated or rejected. The chapter has presented the univariate 

analyses and the descriptive statistics and demonstrated that the instruments used had good 

reliability and validity. The chapter also showed that the data satisfied the necessary assumptions 

for the use of the various statistical measurements and that the findings have good generalisability 

and cross-validity. Multivariate and bivariate analyses of variance including follow up 

discriminant analyses were done to expose the differences between the units of study while 

multiple regression analyses were used to assess the predictive power of relevant independent 

variables with respect to specified dependent variables. Thus the six hypotheses in respect of three 

of the four research objectives set in chapter one were adequately tested. An overview of the 

outcomes from the analysis and interpretation done in this chapter is presented in table 5.65. 

The picture emerging from the overview is that overall, the hypotheses of this study were 

substantiated as significant associations were found between national context and in-group 

orientation; in-group orientation and poverty of PM enlightenment; performance leadership and 

procedural justice as well as with team review; performance leadership and member outcomes; 

performance leadership-procedural justice and PM practice; performance leadership-procedural 

justice and member outcomes and between perceived system orientation and affect for PM 

practice. Detailed discussion of the found associations is done in chapter seven leading to 

conclusions regarding the meaning of these associations. 
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Table 5.65: Consistency matrix on the achievement of objectives and testing of hypotheses 

Objective Hypothesis 
Postulated associations and 

where derived 

Analysed in 

section(s) 

Data 

summary 

table(s) 

Substantiated or rejected 

One (verification of country 

socio-economic, regulatory and 
cultural variability) 

One (only partially 

regarding culture and 
leadership handled here. The 

rest are under literature 

review and qualitative 
material). 

Significant differences between 

organisations in  member 

culture and performance 
leadership due to differing 

national contexts 

5.4.1.1 to 

5.4.1.3. 

5.28 to  

5.33 
 

Partially substantiated (significant differences were found regarding in-group 

orientation) and partially rejected (no significant differences were detected on 
paternalistic orientation and performance leadership). 

Two (assessment of 

whether country socio-

economic, regulatory and 

cultural variability 

engenders internal 

organisational context and 

performance management 

practice variability) 

Two 

a) Positive association 

between paternalistic 

orientation and PM 

empowerment 

b) Inverse relationship 

between in-group 
orientation and  PM 

empowerment  

5.3.1, 5.3.2 

and 5.4.1.4 5.13, 5.15 

and 5.34 

Partially substantiated (significant relationship found between in-group orientation and 

differences in PM enlightenment). Rejected to the extent that no significant associations 

were found between differences in member capacitation and member culture nor 
between paternalistic orientation and organisational differences in performance 

management enlightenment  

Three 
Positive association between 
performance leadership and 

PM practice 

5.4.1.5 
5.4.1.6. 

 

5.35 to 
5.40 

 

Largely substantiated  as significant associations were found between performance 
leadership and procedural justice as well as between a dimension of performance 

leadership (executive openness-evenness) and team review 

Four 

To the extent that it covers the 

explanatory power of member 

culture and performance 
leadership in respect of PM 

practice 

5.4.2.1 5.42 to 

5.49 
 

See notes on hypothesis four under objective three 

Five 
To the extent that it elements 

of internal context and PM 
practice 

5.4.2.2 (a)-

(g) 

5.50 to 

5.56 
See notes on hypothesis five under objective three 

Three (establishment of 

whether variation in 
performance management 

practices is associated with 

member outcomes variability)  

Four 

Variance between 

organisations in PM practice 

and member outcomes due to 

member culture and leadership  

5.4.2.1 
5.42 to 

5.49 

Substantiated is as far as: 

(a) In-group orientation and paternalistic orientation are negatively though not 
significantly associated with perceived system orientation, 

(b) Immediate performance leadership significantly explained hardware support (6 

percent) and objectivity (78.4 percent), 
(c) Immediate performance leadership jointly with executive openness and evenness 

significantly explain post review information utility; fairness  and member affect 

for PM practice  
(d) Immediate performance leadership together with prioritisation of PM by 

organisational top executives significantly explain perceived system orientation 

and 

(e) Perceived system orientation not only has a significant and large effect on affect 

for performance management practice but also significantly explains affect. 

Rejected to the extent that: 
(a) Member culture did not explain any PM practice variable, 

(b) Executive openness-evenness and honest prioritisation of PM were not good 

predictors of member capacitation. 
(c) Executive prioritisation of PM was not a predictor of post review information 

utility, 

(d) Executive openness-evenness and prioritisation of PM were not good predictors 
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Objective Hypothesis 
Postulated associations and 

where derived 

Analysed in 

section(s) 

Data 

summary 

table(s) 

Substantiated or rejected 

of objectivity, 

(e) Executive openness-evenness was not a good predictor of affect for PM and  

(f) Executive prioritisation of performance management was not a good predictor of 
fairness and affect for PM practice. 

Five Significant prediction of PM 

practice by leadership and 

procedural justice.  

5.4.2.2 (a)-
(g) 

5.50 to 
5.56 

Substantiated to the extent that: 

a) Performance leadership and procedural justice significantly explained effective 

management of individual performance failure.  

b) Executive prioritisation of performance management, supervisory humaneness 

and prior standards specification significantly explained performance review 

information utility. 

c) Performance leadership alone explains a meagre 2.4% of management of team 

failure but jointly with procedural justice explains 13% of it. 

d) Performance leadership alone explains a meagre 2.6% of the practice of team 

review and jointly with procedural justice explained 11.4%.  

e) The procedural justice factors of  executive openness-evenness, prior standards 

specification and existence of an active redress system significantly explained 

team reward 

f) One leadership factor (immediate leadership) together with one procedural factor 

(presence of an active redress system) significantly explained customer review.  

g) Performance leadership alone explained a meagre 1.9 percent of upward review, 

even so not significantly. Together with procedural justice a sizeable portion 

(11.2%) was significantly explained. Standards abidance appeared to be a critical 

contributor given its highly significant coefficients.  

h) Prior standards specification and standards abidance significantly predicted 

upward review. 

Six 

a) Positive association 

between leadership and 

member outcomes and 

b) Positive relationship 

between PSO and affect 

a) 5.4.1.7 

and 
5.4.2.2 

(h)  and 

(i)  

b) 5.4.1.8 
and 

5.4.2.3 

a) 5.41 
and 

5.57 

to 
5.62 

 

b) 5.63 

and 

5.64 

a) Substantiated as to the extent that two performance leadership factors – 

immediate performance leadership and prioritization of PM – out of three 

significantly explained 24% percent of PSO. Inclusion of fairness and supervisory 

humaneness improved the explanatory power to 38.7%. Regarding affect 

performance leadership significantly explained 23.2 percent & addition of 

procedural justice raised explanatory power to 33.6 percent. H6(a) was thus 

modified to read: ―Performance leadership and procedural justice jointly explain 

member outcomes‖ 

b) Substantiation as there was a significant and large effect of PSO on affect 

Four (developing explanatory 

and analytical models and 
frameworks). 

Tackled in chapter seven Not applicable Not 

applicable 
Not 

applicable 
Not applicable 
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The next chapter examines the documentary, archival and interview material regarding 

environmental munificence (relative availability or scarcity of economic resources); the regulatory 

environment in which performance management is practiced in South Africa and Uganda and the 

linkage between the key contributory elements to an organisational internal environment for 

effective performance management. As indicated above, objective one was not exhaustively 

answered through the data generated by hypothesis one and analysed in this chapter. It is thus 

further tackled by information generated for propositions one and two in chapter six. It should be 

noted that the archival and interview material in chapter six also enriches the accomplishment of 

objectives two and three (also tackled by the quantitative analyses of survey material in this 

chapter). This is in as far as the qualitative information in chapter six contains aspects on internal 

context, PM practice and member outcomes contained in these objectives. The fourth objective of 

the study regarding abstraction and model plus framework building is handled in chapter seven.  
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CHAPTER SIX 

 

PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF 

QUALITATIVE AND ARCHIVAL DATA 

6.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents the material gleaned from in-depth interviews and documentary sources on 

the existing performance management practice at the studied organisations. The aim of this 

material is to partially address objective one (particularly on analysing and interpreting the 

information on the regulatory and economic conditions of the two countries) given that under 

chapter five, only culture and leadership effects were handled. The material in this chapter also 

address objectives three and four regarding delineations of organisational context and performance 

management practice elements that could only be abstracted qualitatively. Both narrative and 

matrix summaries are used for presentation of integrated data from interviews and documentary 

sources. Specifically on matrices,  following Eisenhardt (1989a) as illustrated in Miles and 

Huberman (1994), the cross-case construct tables were used because the study was interested in 

illuminating how the different variables play out in different contexts (organisations). The data for 

each battery of practices or mechanisms is presented in separate matrices. The summary of the 

mechanisms and practices at each organisation is first reported. The information pertaining to each 

organisation from all the matrices is then re-organised in a flow or network diagram (figure 6.4) to 

portray each organisation‘s performance management approach. This is aimed at demonstrating 

the relevance of each battery of practices to effective performance management. The summaries 

from interview transcripts [appendix 12 (a] and organisational documents [appendix 12 (b)] 

contain the more detailed data that was the basis of this qualitative report.  

6.2. Enabling environment for sustainable and effective performance management 

The primacy of scarcity vs. munificence of resources (Leff, 1978; Robbins, 1984; Staw and 

Szwajkowiski, 1975; Zussman, 1983 and Lachman et al., 1995) and institutional environment 

(Maurice et al., 1986; Whitley, 1992a/1992b and Gatley et al., 1996) in shaping organisational 

characteristics, functioning and initiation of systems, processes and practices in organisations has 

been established in the literature. This study hence sought to establish the availability or scarcity 

of resources as well as the character of institutions that shaped the performance management 

practice in the organisations studied.  
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6.2.1. Relative availability of economic resources 

As already indicated above, resource adequacy or munificence plays a central role in the breadth 

and depth of performance management as it is at the centre in deciding which incentives to have as 

consequences or even simply which interventions are available in terms of closing skills gaps for 

example (Leff, 1978; Robbins, 1984; Staw and Szwajkowiski, 1975; Zussman, 1983 and Lachman 

et al., 1995). This research sought to generate perceived munificence of scarcity of resources for 

each organisation‘s performance management. SAB which is dependent on the market rather than 

administered resources was included as a yardstick as explained in section 4.3, chapter four. 

Moreover the question of resource is critical for effective performance management regardless of 

the origin.  

 The responses gleaned from the interviews (box 6.1) reveal that at SAB the general view was that 

the system is well resourced with time being the biggest investment. At the Rand Water Board, 

there had been a number of interventions which put people at the centre of corporate performance 

resulting in a very well resourced performance management system. At NWSC, there were various 

performance improvement programmes which have been very well resourced. A lot of time was 

given to performance management related exercises like stretch-out programmes which set area 

visions, missions, targets, memoranda of understanding and identified issues adversely affecting 

performance. URA‘s case reflected a poorer conception of performance management which 

appears to be a once in a while intervention by consultants. After designing the system and 

attendant instruments as well as training a few individuals, there appears to be little in regard to 

resourcing the system for continual growth and entrenchment. 

Box 6.1: Resourcing of performance management 

South African Breweries 

Well resourced, biggest resource is time for quality one-on-ones 

Rand Water 

A number of interventions that put people at the centre of achieving corporate objectives were undertaken leading to a 

highly and widely recognised HR function and several corporate objectives have, for over ten years, been HR 

objectives and as a result, PM has been very well resourced. 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation 

Vrious well resourced performance improvement programmes such as the 100 days programme, the service and 

revenue enhancement programme (SEREP) and the stretch out programmes. There is a complaint that IDAMCs have 

limited resources for training. 
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Uganda Revenue Authority 

Poorly resourced 

From the interview responses and judging by the array of PM technologies that the researcher was 

able to observe during the visits to the organisations, it emerged that performance management in 

South African organisations was better capacitated. Deductively reasoning, this is linked to 

national environmental munificence given that as discussed in sections 3.5.1.4 and 3.5.2.3 of 

chapter three, South Africa boasts of a more robust economy than Uganda. Thus because South 

Africa is relatively more resource munificent than Uganda, performance management in South 

Africa has tended to be better resourced than is the case in Uganda. As a consequence, the South 

African organisations have initiated a wider array of performance management practices that 

Uganda‘s organisations have been able to afford. This finding supports the thesis that links 

organisational task environmental munificence and better performance on various planes. Players 

in organisational task environments including suppliers, customers, competitors, financial 

institutions, governments/regulatory agencies, interest groups and community based organisations 

are based in the external social and economic terrain but have a direct impact on the resources 

available in a particular economy. Thus, organisations operating in munificent task environments 

enjoy several ways of mobilising resources for their operations thereby accumulating slack 

resources which can be discretionarily deployed to the delivery of better outcomes (Andrews, 

2009). Combined with strong and elaborate employment and labour regulation (as appears to be 

the case in South Africa) such munificence offers organisations a powerful financial resource base 

that facilitates the uptake of comprehensive consultation mechanisms, exhaustive performance 

reward systems and more developed training, development, coaching and mentoring 

infrastructure.  

The regulatory setups of Uganda and South Africa were described in sections 3.5.1.4 and 3.5.2.3 

respectively. Their differing robustness is analysed in section 6.2.2 below. 
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6.2.2. Governance and enabling arrangements – some pointers from the practice in South 

Africa and Uganda 

 

Following the thesis that institutional environment shapes organisational characteristics, 

functioning and initiation of systems, processes and practices in organisations (Maurice et al., 

1986; Whitley, 1992a/1992b and Gatley et al. 1996) the study analysed the institutions governing 

employment relations in South Africa and Uganda. The researcher applies and extends the 

definition of governance in the water sector (GWP, 2002) and uses the concept in context of this 

thesis to mean the range of political, legislative, social, economic and administrative arrangements 

for the development of performance literacy or performeracy. South Africa‘s discriminatory and 

oppressive past has shaped the legislative and institutional agenda of today. The focus on negating 

past ills has enabled the creation of a healthy partnership between the state, business and people 

management professions resulting for the enactment of the National Economic, Development and 

Labour Act No. 35 of 1994 whose section 2 established the tripartite National Economic 

Development and Labour Council (NEDLAC). This statutory body is composed of major 

stakeholders in HRM as well as labour unions aimed at building a social partnership amongst 

organisations in business, labour and the state to arrive at joint consensus on pertinent issues. 

Emanating from the bill of rights of the national constitution (Act No. 108 of 1996) are a number 

of supportive laws such as the Labour Relations Act (LRA) No. 66 of 1995; the Basic Conditions 

of Employment Act (BAEA) No. 75 of 1997; the Employment Equity Act (EEA) no. 55 of 1998; 

the Skills Development Act (SDA) no. 97 of 1998 and the Skills Development Levies Act (SDLA) 

No. 5 of 1999 which legislate for work place democracy, employment equity, skills development 

and black economic empowerment (Araujo et al., 2001; Bird, 2002; Horwitz et al., 2002; Nel et 

al., 1997; Official South African Trade Union Directory, 2001 and Pirikisi, 2001). Under the LRA 

work place forums that are active in decision making were set up. An elaborate process of dispute 

resolution under the Commission of Consultation Mediation and Arbitration (CCMA) and a labour 

courts system from the provincial to the Supreme Court level (Labour Appeals Court) is also 

active. The EEA designates Africans, Coloured, Indians (ACI) generically named ―black people‖, 

women and people with disabilities for affirmative action in education and development including 

prohibition of discrimination using workplace practices. Under the SDA, national and sector level 

institutions for organisational learning (the National Skills Authority and Sector Education and 

Training Authorities – SETAs) have been created to develop policy and strategy for work place 

learning as well as monitor their implementation and compliance with legal provisions. Financial 
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capacity for these institutions to perform is enabled under the Skills Development Levies Act. The 

SDA provides for partnership among government, employers and workers in determining and 

developing the skills needed for enhanced performance (Bird, 2001). The law also creates various 

modes of financing for skills development including the skills development levies, appropriations 

to the NSA by parliament, interest on investments by the NSA and SETAs, donations and at least 

1 percent of the pay roll in the public sector.  

Compliance to the above legal provisions is ensured by a number of mechanisms aimed at 

assuring compliance are included in each of the above laws. The code of good practice under 

schedule 8 of the LRA enjoins employers to conduct a mandatory analysis of employment 

policies, practices, procedures and the working environment and submit an annual report to the 

government.  Contracts with government are conditioned on compliance with the EEA and 

contravening companies may be blacklisted or suffer a fine ranging from R500,000 (US$ 72,000) 

to R900,000 (US$ 129,000). For the SDA, ‗learnership‘ agreements between the learner and the 

employer, a group of employers and a training provider spelling out the obligations of each party 

are a requirement. Employer obligations include continued employment of the learner for a 

specified period, provision of specified practical experience to the learner and releasing the learner 

to attend the specified education and/or training. The learner is obliged to work for the employer, 

attend the specified education and training and training providers are obliged to provide the 

specified education, training and learner support. Overall, the above legislative and institutional 

framework has been a basis for relatively robust financing and implementation of learning in 

organisations. It has also enabled relative democratization of organisations and a vibrant 

partnership between the public and private sectors of the economy in providing education and 

training in and for the workplace.  

In Uganda, reform of employment law predominantly colonial until 2006 is nascent. Whereas 

some workers‘ rights were entrenched in the constitution of Uganda under articles 40 (providing 

for safe and health working conditions as well as freedom to join a union and bargain) and 42 

(providing for fairness in administrative decision making) it was not until another eleven years in 

2006, that the first enabling acts were enacted by parliament. These included the Employment Act 

(2006); the Labour Union Act (2006) and the Labour Disputes (arbitration and settlement) Act 

(2006). In 2008, another law, the PSLDA or the Public Service (negotiating, consultative and 

disputes settlement) Act was enacted. Of all these laws, only the PSLDA provides for the creation 
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of consultative committees in each public service unit capped by a national negotiating and 

consultative council. The other employment laws do not create mechanisms for employee 

participation in decision making save distributive negotiations. It appears this is the case owing to 

the Uganda government philosophy of attracting FDI through cheap labour rather than skilled 

labour enhanced by protection of worker rights beyond the right to unionise. Another problematic 

area of employment legislation and regulation is enforcement failure with overall lack of 

transparency and government agencies often not following legal requirements and court decisions 

(The Government of the USA, 2005) and recently, paramilitary state agencies have physically 

stormed courts using the army to curb execution of decisions by those courts which try to be 

independent and just.         

The portraits of the findings from the four organisations regarding the existence of structures for 

member participation, member and organisational learning, member acquisition of performance 

management knowledge in light of the legislative and institutional framework are painted in the 

sections that follow. 

6.3. Initiating and growing the performance management system 

 

From the literature reviewed in chapter two, it is apparent that two imperatives are a must in 

successfully launching a new performance management system – establishment of a real 

understanding of the system and its processes throughout the organisation and tailoring the system 

to organisational circumstances and characteristics such as mission, goals, decision making 

approaches, resources, communication styles among others (Rensburg, 1999; Renton, 2000 and 

Torrington et al., 2005). This entails consulting and involving organisational members; providing 

training; communicating the process and its benefits; getting ownership from line managers and 

aligning the system with other HR processes and culture (Armstrong, 2006). From Torrington et 

al‘s (2005) thesis, performance management enlightenment and line ownership are achieved 

through developing and launching the system using a team composed of line and HR managers as 

well as training them in the introduction and use of the system. As management ―PM Coaches‖ or 

champions, line mangers then conduct trainings in their departments as well as continual support 

for the system in order to grow it to maturity and stability (Fletcher and Williams, 1992). From the 

above postulations, this study sought to establish form organisational documents and through 

interviews whether the above conditions were met by the organisations under scrutiny. 
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6.3.1. The stimuli for change of performance management system 

In the first place, since member buy-in and eventual entrenchment of the system are impacted by 

whether the system is grown in-house and member participation in launching it, the study sought 

to understand what forces or stimuli led to the initiation of the current systems and whether 

members  were involved in its roll out. The researcher found that movement into the existent 

systems in the four organisations was due to different stimuli (Box 6.2). At South African 

Breweries, the new system arose out of internal research leading on to engagement on consultants 

to clarify the performance management gaps identified and advice of a leading edge performance 

management technology. As a result of the consulting process and internal involvement, a series 

of events led to the implementation of what is called the integrated management process (IMP) in 

which performance management resides. These events were; the development of an IMP training 

manual, the training of trainers/ regional champions and a grand launch complete with high profile 

and road shows in which organisational members participated.  

Box 6.2: Stimuli for change to the existing system and nature of launch when introduced 

 

South African Breweries 

 

 Own research, engaged consultants to further review and help start the implementation process 

 Held grand launch complete with road show and training of trainers in the system who became regional champions, 

developed PM training manuals 

 

Rand Water 

 

a) There was a history of qualitative measurement which brought in perceptions of inequity and a tendency to 

bundle all people on a uniform score.  

b) With change at the top, there was a CEO led (importation) from above originally for direct reports, then rolled 

down to the rest. It was, therefore, management imposed. 

c) No buy-in by unions so there are two systems in operation (one for managerial cadre and another for the rest of 

staff). 

 

National Water & Sewerage Corporation 

 

 Government conditionality to freeze and eventually write off debt. 

  Launch of the system was hence pushed from above as contract was negotiated with government and detailed 

targets were set, a policy to implement them and detailed three year forecasts were made. This was the beginning 

of the contracting system 

 There are three players, it is a tripartite arrangement, Ministry of Finance and economic development, Ministry of 

Water and NW&SC 

 

Uganda Revenue Authority 

 

 IMF recommendations 

 HR led invitation of consultants after identifying the need for a new PM system. 

 Consultants involved in diagnosis, design of the system, preparation of instruments but not implementation 
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At the Rand Water Board, the impetus for change to the balanced performance management 

framework (BPMF) and the nature of launch was different. A new chief executive officer (CEO) 

was appointed and found a history of qualitative assessment of performance with members feeling 

assessments were biased as appraisers tended to bundle appraisees on a uniform score. Having 

worked at Spoornet where the balanced scored card approach to performance management was in 

place, the new CEO imported the system and rolled it down first to his direct reports then 

gradually to the lower managerial levels with each level cascading it to the next lower level in 

succession. There was little training and popularization of the system with the result that there was 

poor understanding even among managers and resistance (no buy-in) by the unionized employees. 

This led Rand Water Board to operate two systems – one for managerial cadre and the other 

(called investing in me) for unionized employees. At National Water and Sewerage Corporation 

(NWSC), the system arose out of government conditionality for freezing a debt it had guaranteed 

for NWSC but the later had problems servicing and was performing dismally making the 

possibility of payment remote. The system was, therefore, pushed by the government which 

introduced a performance contract which specified NWSC‘s managerial obligations including 

installing participative structures to ensure employee participation and devolving power to lower 

units (autonomy). For the Uganda Revenue Authority (URA), the system was pushed by an IMF 

conditionality arising out of an IMF mission of December 2004 which found a qualitative 

performance assessment approach in place and recommended a change in system after a 

consulting process. Consultants were, therefore hired to design the current system including the 

performance review instruments. 

6.3.2. The development and use of champions 

 

The development and involvement of ‗champions‘ is crucial for ensuring proper understanding, 

implementation and member buy-in and maintenance over the long haul (Armstrong, 2001/2006). 

At South African breweries (SAB), regional champions were trained as trainers and they in turn 

trained all staff in the new system (Box 6.3).  From the launch onwards, the champions took over 

from the consultants and provided an ongoing training for new staff as well as refreshers for those 

who needed them. This helped to diffuse and institutionalize the IMP. At the Rand Water Board, 

the formal position of Staffing Specialist was used for the role of champion to popularise the 

system while the position of Training and Development Specialist was used for training of 

members in the BPMF and the different sites. These officers were, however, not involved in the 
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launch and initial training as this was for only the CEO‘s direct reports. As a result, buy-in was 

poor with unionized employees rejecting the system and the quality of performance contracts was 

poor as managers at lower levels had no idea of setting goals and drawing good contracts.  

Box  6.3: Use of champions and to deepen member buy-into the system 

 

South African Breweries 

 

Regional champions were trained as trainers then took over from external consultants to popularise and diffuse the 

process throughout the organisation 

 

Rand Water 

 

The positions of Staffing specialists play the role of popularising the system and Training and development specialists 

are meant to play the role of training people in the system at the sites. However, the staffing and training and 

development officers were not involved at launch nor were they trained in the system. They also did not take initial 

ownership since the system was management imposed. There was also resistance from unions hence the challenge of 

getting a complete buy-in 

 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation 

 

No champion roles. The main challenge was that various changes were brought in rapid succession and members are 

finding it difficult to keep pace. There was a feeling of instability. Monitoring by the external monitoring team was 

problematic as the team has taken an ad hoc approach and lacked focus and monitoring competence. 

 

Uganda Revenue Authority 

 

Trained a few officers to champion but the training seems to have been insufficient as some proved incapable of 

following the system themselves and ended up as appellants to DACs. One HR official in-charge was involved at 

inception but left URA within months 

 

 

At NWSC, there was no champion role yet various changes were brought in quick succession with 

members finding it difficult to keep pace. As a result, a feeling of instability was created. 

Moreover, some areas lacked human resource management people and were using people from 

other specializations to carry out human resource and hence performance management functions. 

This did not help the growth of the system through member training since the stand in human 

resource managers tended to emphasise their main areas of focus. At URA, the consultant worked 

mainly with one HR based officer in charge of performance management to design the system and 

its instruments before holding one day workshops for a few officers. The fact that the HR officer 

responsible for performance management who had participated in the design of the system and 

would have helped in on-going training resigned within months of introducing the system over 

disagreements on restructuring did not help matters. Worse still, the training the champions 

received appears not to have been sufficient for them to carry on independently since the 
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champions themselves proved that they did not understand how to use the system‘s  processes as 

evidenced by the following findings (box 6.4) of the customs departmental appraisal committee 

appeal hearings of October 2004. 

Box 6.4: A summary of findings by the customs departmental appraisal committee (October 2004) 

A total of 125 employees appealed against the performance review conclusions of their supervisors and 75 appeared 

before the committee. The following are some of the findings of the process: 

o Appraisal instruments not properly filled

o Monthly feedback not documented, that is, there was generally  no verifiable evidence of work done

o Some supervisors did not sign agreements and appraisal instruments

o Critical incidents not recorded

o Some cases rated low for problems of the organization such as breakdown of a server and network affecting

employees who depended on them for their work

o Poor documentation and wrong scoring in many cases indicated lack of understanding of performance management,

the appraisal exercise and how to complete instruments.

o In a number of cases, supervisors‘ comments contradicted their ratings

o The reason for failure to internalize the process was found to be that most staff did not attend any workshops on

performance management

o Cases of forgery of supervisors‘ comments and recommendations were found

o There were cases of PM champions performing below expected and not completing the instruments properly

o It appears some members of the lower RAC were at DAC and could hear and decide appeals against decisions they

had made at RAC

o Subordinates could be at DAC and hear appeals of their supervisors

o Some supervisors misled supervisees that there was no need to document feedback and agreements.

The failure of champions to internalize the system and use it correctly is problematic because in 

change programmes, champions need to be exemplary and highly respected to be believable.  

Secondly, champions who are caught on the wrong side by the system are unlikely to have the zeal 

to push it through. 

6.3.3. Member enlightenment: diffusion of performance management knowledge and skill 

The researcher investigated whether organisational members participate in the initiation and 

maintenance of PMSs in line with the literature on the central role of participation cited above, 

particularly Moravec (1996) who posited thus: 

―If only supervisors receive training in performance management, and are then expected to explain 

everything to their people, opportunities for misinterpretation abound. … All organisations seek 

employee ownership of performance management procedures. But ownership does not come from 

having something communicated to you; it comes from active involvement and work on a project. 

Simultaneous training ensures that everyone operates from shared information expectations.‖ (41). 

 Information on the manner of initiating existing systems and current structures for building 

member knowledge and skill in performance management was, therefore, gleaned from responses 
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to questions on this specific issue in the interview schedule and documentary material. At SAB, 

there is a complete modular training programme in IMP with a training manual called the tool box 

that is handed to all who go through the course. All officers were initially trained and in the 

following years all new officers are trained while older ones attend refresher courses. As the 

general manager of SAB Newlands said during the interview when asked whether he was 

confident that at the lower level, the culture is such that people are free to talk, to point out 

shortcomings and at the higher level managers are confident to allow such challenges and critical 

ideas: 

―I think it is like a wheel barrow. If you stop pushing it, it stops moving. To some extent, you can 

create a momentum where it becomes self-sustaining. (But) the discipline, the energy, the honesty 

required to have monthly engagement is significant. It takes effort. It is something one can never 

assume to be perfect. And one must always be asking how is it? And by walking around and talking 

to people, you get a sense if there are problems.‖ 

At Rand Water, there were workshops for the initial participants who were all direct reports of the 

CEO. As the system was cascaded downwards, the workshops were not cascaded as well causing 

lack of understanding and apprehension with the system as complex. The situation was adversely 

affected by the replacement of some managers who had been initially involved with people 

promoted from below or newly recruited both of whom had not been inducted in the system. At 

NWSC, there was no training in performance management. There were, however, workshops in 

business planning at the inception of the performance contracting approach. There was 

nonetheless no continuation of training or refresher programmes for those who participated in the 

initial workshops.  The stretch-out workshops involving all members that were used for agreeing 

targets and memoranda of understanding between top management and area managements during 

the roll out of the internally delegated area management contracts (IDAMCs) to actualize the 

autonomy requirement of the agreement between government and NWSC played a big role in 

enhancing performance management awareness. They were nevertheless not performance 

management training programmes. At URA, there were one day workshops in performance 

management for a few selected officers but no follow up training for the remaining employees. 

Attempts were made to close this gap by providing notes on performance management as the 

preamble to all performance review booklets of URA but this cannot be considered a suitable 

alternative to training. Hence, awareness and buy-in at URA appear to be low given the evidence 

from the interviews, open-ended comments on the questionnaires and minutes of the appeal 

hearings reported above. For example, the Commissioner General, in an opening message to the 
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in-house magazine ―The Taxman‖ of April, 2006, indicates that staff had raised concerns with the 

appraisal instrument and a process of simplifying it was under way, implying the instrument was 

not understood by members. Indeed, in an article, ―Performance, performance, performance‖ on 

page 13 of the same magazine, the head of performance management concludes that PM in URA 

is failing because staff members say it is ―too academic, too demanding, too detailed, too 

complicated‖. This cross-validates very well with the following open-ended responses (box 6.5) to 

question three under section III of the survey questionnaire which asked, ―Overall, how would you 

rate or describe the performance management system at your organisation?‖ 

Box 6.5: Some respondent descriptions of the PMS at URA 
Respondent 1: ―This system is a total mess. First it is difficult to keep up with the ever changing instruments. I have so many in my cabinets that I 

even do not know which one is in use. Then there are so many KRAs that no one can in fact achieve them. So what is the purpose of signing up to 

something one knows can not be achieved, it is like a trap‖. 

 

Respondent 2: ―It is like an examination. It requires lots of reading, document after document before making any sense, it at all, of what is 

required. Then the deadlines, even supervisors do not respect them. They tend to forget about everything to do with performance review then hurry 

members to complete forms within two or so days to the end of the period. No wonder, some staff members consult outsiders from consulting and 

academic institutions to assist them with interpreting the instruments and constructing KRAs‖. 

 

Respondent 3: ―I do not know the real purpose of this torturing process. It has almost nothing to do with achieving URA‘s objectives because most 

times, we fill in the forms mid way or even towards the end of the six months period when we have already been working‖. 

 

Respondent 4: ―Everyone here knows of people being appointed or promoted due to evangelical Protestantism and as a result, some employees try 

to publicly show ‗faith‘ including praying on verandas where they can be seen during the lunch break.  This disadvantages African religion non-

born-again, Catholic and Muslim employees. Imagine there is even a URA prayer group where these people routinely fellowship with the 

Commissioner General. How can she be neutral in decisions involving such people? A position was advertised for HR manager requiring a degree 

in HR. People with management degrees that contain a substantial HR component were not even short listed, then in the end a born again 

statistician from Buganda whose father is a top NRM stalwart was appointed to head HR!!! She had all the required sectarian qualifications‖ 

 

Respondent 5: ―It is useless, never used for any decisions. For example people have been laid off without reference to the performance evaluations 

that have taken place. The exercise of deciding whom to retain was grossly unfair given that 135 candidates were interviewed for 67 management 

job in four days and 1565 for 1203 officer jobs in about five days with interviews lasting an average of five minutes, hardly sufficient time to do a 

good assessment. People , the same people go for courses abroad again and again simply because they know those in charge, they pray together, 

they come from the same regions etc, it that performance?‖   

 

The summarised information gleaned from the interviews and documents regarding performance 

management enlightenment is appended as appendices 12 [a] and [b] (i) and (ii).  

The lack of respect for performance management processes apparent in the above responses was 

also evident in the restructuring and downsizing done in 2005. In a circular URA/CG/2.7 (a) of 

March 17, 2005, all contracts below assistant commissioner were terminated effective March 31, 
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2005 and all employees were required to re-apply. This effectively gave them a fourteen day 

notice contrary to the existing Human Resource Management Manual (HRMM). In another 

circular, URA/CLSBA/STAFF scheduling interviews between May 30 – June 11, 2005, it is clear 

members were to appear before the interview panel for less than seven minutes given the 

scheduling of three people appearing before one panel as follows for example; one interviewee 

from 1440 – 1450, from 1450 – 1500, another interviewee, 1500-1510 yet another.  Taking into 

account the time lost on entry and exit of interviewees plus preliminaries, substantive assessment 

could not have lasted ten minutes per person given the time scheduling that deemed the next 

interview to have commenced immediately the preceding one ended. Additionally, while 

interviews ended on June 11
th

, by June 15
th

, a list of successful candidates had been posted.  This 

means discussion, collation of interview results and vetting of applicants‘ information took just 

two (2) days.  This means 362 people lost jobs after analyzing them in this short spell each of 

them having appeared before the panel for less than seven minutes. It appears from the above that 

individuals personally known to the interview panel members stood a greater chance of retaining 

their jobs than those who were not personally known since the short interview duration (less than 

ten minutes) was insufficient for individuals to demonstrate their suitability. Moreover, this 

termination was not based on performance related criteria yet there was in place a recently rolled 

out performance management process which was just beginning to take root following some initial 

training workshops.  Additionally, the performance management system in place provided that all 

decisions on promotion and termination of members would be performance related unless a 

member contravened existing law.  The action of laying off more than five hundred staff 

regardless of their performance review outcomes when a rigorous performance management 

system had just been introduced after hiring consultants at Uganda shillings one hundred million 

(US$ 62,000) was a serious blow to the development of a performance culture based on effective 

performance management. Hence at URA there is simply no belief that performance management 

works.  Performance management is perceived as simply a management ritualistic requirement to 

be fulfilled. Faced with member apathy regarding performance management, the CG announced at 

the end of year staff party of 2006 that the existing performance management system had failed 

and it was to be done away with and replaced by a balanced scorecard approach. This 

announcement was counter to the earlier promise in ―The Taxman‖ of April, 2006 discussed above 

that the process on simplifying the system was in progress. Even though the CG indicated that the 

existing system would continue in the interim as a balanced score card based system was 
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developed, the impact was that people had lost interest and no one was keen to continue with a 

system already declared useless by the top most executive.  

 

From the above, two issues are apparent. First it appears the system is an exhausting paper chase 

(Armstrong, 1994/2006) linked to no consequences since decisions are made regardless of the 

performance rating of individuals. Secondly, it is not taken seriously since supervisors do not 

agree targets before but during or even at the end of the review period and yet they proceed to 

review their people as though targets were agreed at the beginning.  

6.3.4. An enabling people management philosophy  

On people management philosophy, it is noted that performance management thrives in a specific 

human resource management climate which must be enabling. If the approach to people 

management is inhibitive, performance management cannot be expected to thrive. Additionally, 

the literature (Williams, 1998 and Armstrong, 1994/1996/2001/2006) seems to agree that a hands 

off approach that allows line management to own the system and its processes is critical in 

entrenching a performance management culture otherwise it becomes an end of review cycle ritual 

which is shelved as soon as the form filling ceremonies are done with no on-going management 

and utilization of the end of cycle information in the coming cycle. Hence the study sought to 

understand which people management approaches exist at the four organisations studied. This 

included checking whether people and performance management values were explicitly stated and 

lived by organisational management and members, the role of HR vis avis line management in 

performance management and if specific approaches were in use at the organisations with the 

more successful performance management regimes. From the documentary summaries [Appendix 

12 (b) i)], it was found that at SAB, the people management framework is called total employment 

offering buttressed by the ‗people matter‘ value. Each value at SAB has attendant behaviours spelt 

out and are part of the training programmes. The people matter value is lived through the attendant 

behaviour such as investing in people from a development point of view; enabling career 

development and growth through job levels that enable upward movement; respecting people by 

treating them with dignity and equity; supporting people in problems through counselling and 

restructuring support; installing flexible work arrangements such as flexitime and flex-place to 

allow individuals attend to peculiar personal issues and having periodic organisational 

environment surveys to ascertain if the values are being lived among other issues.  The total 
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employment offering approach stands on three pillars (figure 6.1) – flexible work arrangements 

plus pride in the quality of people and their development, competitive pay with job levels enabling 

upward mobility and employee assistance programmes including counselling and restructuring 

support. The roof to this base is leadership by example and good management practices.  

Figure 6.1: South African Breweries total employment offering HR philosophy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: South African Breweries Limited; Total Employment Offering brochure 

It is because of this approach that there is no central HR department but instead a human resource 

consultant assisted by a human resources coordinator at the centre and human resource specialists 

in the line departments. Their role is not to manage human resources since this role is left to the 

line managers but to manage processes – for example ensuring consistent adherence to policies 

and procedures and the correct spirit in handling people issues – and provide support services for 

activities like induction in the IMP, coaching among others. As such, the performance 

management function is line owned and line managers are held responsible for ensuring one-on-

My leader my way 

 

 IMP                                            •  OE survey       

 Leadership style                         •  Leadership practices 

 Employee engagement               •  Organisational culture 

  

My pay my way 

 Guaranteed pay 

 Retirement funding 

 Medical aid 

 Car benefits 

 Short term incentives 

 Long term incentives 

 Flexible pay through job 

cluster banding 

 Competitive market position 

My work my way 

 Flexible work arrangements 

 Leave 

 Financial aid 

 Educational assistance 

 Workplace amenities 

 Career and individual 
development 

 Challenging jobs 

 HRD 

Mt life my way 

 Employee assistance 

programme 

 Healthcare programme 

 Resilience 

 Personal positive energy 

 HIV/AIDS 

 Financial fitness 

 Restructuring support 

 Lifestyle management 

 Work-life balance 
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one interactions take place during the review cycle with the individual mandated as a duty to 

initiate one-on-ones if the manager does not. To buttress this, every team has a target on 

performance management which is measured and reported in an electronic data bank. Under one 

of the pillars of the HR philosophy, ―my pay my way‖ aimed at giving a competitive 

compensation and benefits package, SAB in addition to other mechanisms, strives to create new 

job levels to allow for greater flexibility and discretion to reward individuals. However, At South 

African Breweries, in an extract from the IMP 2000 (http://beernet/guide/IMPnow.htm), the 2000 

OES indicated that senior management lacked commitment to racial equality and favouritism 

rather than merit was used in promotions. Additionally, there was little mixing between diverse 

racial groups.  

At Rand Water, the approach is based on the ‗people are the heart and soul‘ of the organisation 

and ―we are a caring organisation‖ values. These values have attendant practices such as trust in 

each other‘s judgment, dedication, interest and care for the organisation as well as making caring 

the language of the organisation from top to bottom and practicing what is expressed so people 

can site real examples of caring. The organisation has hence taken concrete action to demonstrate 

caring and that people matter. This includes practicing equity and best practice in acquiring and 

developing the best employees in the industry, practicing partnership as the pillar of success, 

praising and publicizing individual and team achievements, investment in excellence (spending 

substantially in training, participative structures, coaching and mentorship, skills transfer and 

management and leadership programmes. Additionally, employee benefits such as bursaries for 

children are given on the basis of financial need and academic excellence. All these demonstrate 

the attempt to live the caring value. Commitment to mainstreaming performance management 

issues, however, may be questionable given that a major a project – Sego Sa Metsi (seTswana for a 

utensil used to scoop water) – that was launched to adopt an integrated computerized Enterprise 

Resource and Planning system (SAP), did not have performance management as part of the central 

thrust. Instead, it had other modules like payroll administration, projects accounting, materials 

management, financial management, assets accounting, sales and distribution, cost management 

and personnel administration.  There is no performance management module and performance 

management is only mentioned as a possible benefit that will accrue in future.  

On performance management, there is a unit under HR headed by a staffing specialist responsible 

for recruitment, career ‗pathing‘ and performance management. This unit, however, handles 
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performance management strategy at the centre and the unit‘s officers in the lines act as 

champions who remind the line managers who own the process‘s implementation on due dates and 

gather the relevant data.   At NWSC the value that guides people management is ensuring ―a 

strong, secure and committed workforce dedicated to the service of the corporation‖. No other 

policies or approaches were gleaned from the data that showed how the corporation intended to 

implement this value. People management approaches such as training and development 

interventions, participation, delegation and autonomous divisions and areas appear to be an 

imposition from the government through the performance contracting system. Indeed, there was 

general surprise at the mention of people and performance management values during interviews. 

It appears the people management values are not an area emphasised at the organisation as the 

values that appear to have been lived and remembered most by the interviewees were ―happy and 

satisfied customers‖ and ―… a high level of devolved power to our area management‖ which are 

not people values. Indeed, this can be read from the organisation‘s IT systems. Computerization of 

NWSC systems for the period under study focused on: 

o Inter-office and external corporate e-mail communication  

o Billing and on-line payment  

o Procurement  

o Integration of telephone. 

There were no HR issues such as performance management, training and development among the 

computerized programmes. 

On the role of line management in performance management, human resource management plays 

the role of initiating the implementation of the system given the performance contract and there 

after its role is advisory. Monitoring is done by the department of research, monitoring and 

evaluation which because of its engineering and quantitative orientation tends not to emphasise the 

softer side of performance monitoring. Other monitoring is done by officers called ―checkers‖ who 

do periodic audits and if there are any HR issues then HR‘s advisory role is ignited. Otherwise the 

process of running performance management is owned by the units/departments/areas each of 

which designs their own business plans and have the responsibility of ensuring on-going reviews.  

URA posits ‗excellence in whatever you do and respect for self and individual‘ as the values that 

guide people management. Yet apart from stating in the human resource management manual that 

―the Authority recognizes human resource planning, development and training as an important 
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organisational strategy (and) shall encourage all staff to develop their capacity, enhance efficiency 

through in-service and institutional training…,‖ no systems or actions were found to indicate 

serious regard for leading edge people management approaches at the organisation. Indeed, while 

the 1998 human resource management manual had clear career paths that would enable room for 

performance related career development in a move dubbed an amendment to improve 

productivity, the progressive provisions of the manual such as the criteria for promotions were 

instead deleted in 2007 and the levels through which staff could move upwards abolished. Various 

officer categories ARO to SPRO and non-officer categories JRA III to SRA in the old structure 

were compressed into one category – Officer.  The categories (ARO to SPRO JRA III to SRA) 

that were compressed into one category had different educational (from certificate to master‘s 

degree), experience and expertise attainments. A number of staff expressed concern and 

resentment regarding the shrinkage of levels from 18 to 7 and lamping together all certificate, 

diploma, bachelors degree and masters degree holders not in managerial positions in one category 

– Officer.  In the end, a new officer joining in 2008 would be at the same grade as one who has 

served the organization since its inception in 1991 and had risen to PRO level in the old structure.  

Compressing all the various categories into one was highly de-motivating to those who occupied 

the higher echelons. Moreover, with the above compression, a dead end job situation was created 

as the only way up is via attrition at the top to create openings for appointment to managerial 

positions which are few and filled through processes clouded with bias and various types of group 

favouritism – from ethnic, to political, to religious.  

Indeed, judging by the lamentations on promotions and termination of employment gleaned from 

interviews, open ended comments on the questionnaires and minutes of performance review 

appeals, summarised in the narratives above, it appears the values stated in URA‘s HR philosophy 

are not effectively implemented. As a result, there is a scramble by members to be openly 

identified with an in-group to which the chief executive belongs as they see the top echelon of the 

organisations and the beneficiaries from opportunities such as training mainly populated by people 

from this group. The study found many examples of attempts at ingratiation aimed at entry into the 

chief executive‘s in-group. In one such instance, in the Taxman, issues No. 3 of April 2006, a 

team of managers attending a retreat at Ranch on the Lake composed a poem ―The Root‖ in which 

Christian ingratiation to catch the eye (or ear?) of the ‗Born again‘ Commissioner General is at the 

centre. In this poem, the authors first give a background of URA as a corrupt organisation which 
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had been nicknamed Uganda Robbers Association then Allen Kagina was appointed and 

―righteousness (came in) to say … Wow! What a dramatic change!  There she comes, Allen with 

the Vision ‗Genesis 41:49‘, ‗and Joseph gathered corn as the sand of the sea, very much, until he 

left numbering; for it was without number‘… we quickly  take on the vision, a new URA is 

ushered in. out of the window goes corruption! Total transformation sets in…‖ (p. 15). Another 

example is the February 18, 2006 event when ―the humble servants of God in URA gathered for a 

thanks giving breakfast in the Sheraton … to make a public proclamation that the Lord had been 

good‖ (The Taxman, April 2006, p.15). At this event, speakers ―testified to the miraculous 

triumph of God in URA‖ and Pastor Kayanja of Rubaga Miracle Centre declared ―The Lord has 

been steadily changing the trend in URA, this is a model organization in Uganda… we have 

always prayed for this change.‖ In a Christian undercurrent, model organization seems to refer to 

‗born again‘ dominated.  The article author then concludes ―everyone was smart and in complete 

approval that the Lord has been ‗good to us‘‖.  It is noteworthy that the gathering was full of 

people who has risen in the ranks owing to particularistic considerations and were consolidating 

their positions by joining a Christian inner circle ―Us‖. Goodness referred to here is surviving the 

recent restructuring and rising to management positions even above those who had joined the 

organization earlier even with better qualifications. This explains why the tone of the speakers at 

this event was markedly in contradiction to the sentiments expressed in the responses to question 3 

of section III of this study‘s survey instrument already referred to above. It is arguable following 

institutional theory (Harvey, 2002) and the spill over model (Beugré, 2002) discussed in sections 

2.3.2 and 2.3.3 in chapter two that the practice of sectarian appointments at organisational level is 

possible at URA because such a practice is tolerated at national level in Uganda. In other words, 

inequity in national appointments and other decisions has led to inequity in organisational 

appointments, training and other organisational decisions. A discussion of holders of top executive 

positions in the government and state agencies was done under section 3.5.1.3 in chapter three and 

the clear sectarian texture revealed there mirrors that found by this study at URA. An indication 

that this bias in allocation of jobs at the national level spills into organisational allocation is 

provided by the allocation in the presidency. For example, at state house, of the 8 senior 

presidential advisers, 6 are from the president‘s region (western Uganda) and 1 each from the 

north and east of the country. All the four advisors to the vice president are from his central 

region. Of the 45 private secretaries to the president at state house, 25 are from his western region; 

14 from the southern bantu central region and only 3 each from the heterogeneous east and north 
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of the country. The vice president has 13 private secretaries of whom 7 are from his central region, 

3 each from the west and east and none from the north. Hence, it can be contended that it is the 

iniquitous exclusion at national level which has spilled into organisations in the form of sectarian 

appointments. It is the practice at national level which enables the appointment of people to head 

organizations like URA on particularistic considerations – political, ethnic or religious. Chief 

executives so appointed reproduce the phenomenon by practicing similar appointments at 

organisational level. Indeed, the genesis of evangelical Christian domination in URA emanated 

from state house where the first lady is an evangelical protestant and where the URA 

Commissioner General worked for years before joining the organization and maintained close 

links even on joining URA. Indeed, at her appointment, there was a complaint that a better 

qualified candidate who had worked with the MOFED and the World Bank had been passed over 

for the current CG. It appears though that there is a possibility of some organizations either 

escaping particularistic state capture or at least mitigating its impact either because of the technical 

nature of such organizations coupled with high competence levels of a critical mass of operators 

therein or due to the presence of an executive leadership which is keen on performance and, 

therefore, informally negotiates a hybrid particularistic-merit system. Hence there is a possibility 

of organizations under one polity suffering different levels of particularistic malaise as is the case 

of NWSC and URA in Uganda.   

It should be noted that when corruption is referred to in the poem by some URA managers, the 

authors do not seem to view the appointment of people on ethnic and religious basis as corruption. 

Yet from the interviews and open ended responses to questionnaire items, it seems to rise in the 

ranks of URA, one is either from the West and Buganda, a protestant born again (even a pretender 

to be so) or a confessed NRM cadre. This is why compared with Revenues, the magazine before 

restructuring and entry of an evangelical protestant Commissioner General, the tone of the 

Taxman is decidedly evangelical protestant.  This is also the case for most of the correspondence 

on the intranet-aim.  To squeeze into the narrow circle of officers who stand a chance of rising in 

the organization, members post mail full of religious exhortations such as ―praise the lord‖ or 

―thanks be to the lord for the successes of our team this week‖. The fact that these approaches 

offend secularism in organisational matters as provided for under the constitution of Uganda 

seems not to deter URA management. At URA, therefore, it is not the case that senior posts are 

always taken by qualified and experienced individuals. Rather, through particularistic head 
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hunting, there are cases of junior officers getting fast tracked to senior positions above their 

formerly senior colleagues creating a very nervous mix. The ubiquity of this phenomenon has 

been confirmed by inside witnesses to these acts. In an interview with a leading independent 

weekly (the Weekly observer, 2009), a leading former member of the ruling party and former 

senior minister in the government Amanya Mushega expressed concern about the phenomenon of 

head hunting evangelical Protestants from a specific region for employment at URA. Additional 

confirmation of such occurrences was provided by an NRM cadre turned conman who mastered 

the president‘s voice and aware of such sectarian exclusion secured jobs for 100 people in URA by 

simply impersonating the president‘s voice and asking for a placement which was promptly 

arranged at the expense of those in the organisation from the outer circles of the national ethno-

regional alignment. Additionally, respondent comments indicate high levels of the mid career 

crisis phenomenon with many wondering where they are headed given that there is no room for 

career advancement in URA and no job security.  

The prevalence of the above situation at URA may have been encouraged by the silence on criteria 

for appointing/promoting staffing the new HRM manual. The introduction to the manual indicates 

that there have been several amendments to the first manual (1993/94) leading to the 2007 version 

but an examination revealed an emasculation not an amendment of the previous manual as the 

current manual is silent on many provisions that aimed at transparency and fairness in the previous 

dispensation such as the criteria for promotion. Hence, unlike SAB which seeks to create to 

avenues for member career progression, URA by compressing job levels lost flexibility in 

rewarding members as there is no room for career advancement. As a result, feelings of placement 

in dead end job situations are rife among the staff and labour turnover is heightening. The problem 

of numbers at URA may not have been because of many job levels but over population of the 

existing levels. Additionally, the ‗passovers‘ in promotion, based on criteria other than 

performance destroy the development of a performance culture. The use of the term ―Passover‖ is 

deliberate to indicate religious favouritism or exclusion of certain sections of society just like in 

biblical times. 

On ownership of the process, while HR was meant to design the system and provide training in it 

workings with managers owning it implementation, there is an overbearing belief that 

performance management is an HR function leading to a situation where the authority of 
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champions in the line function appears to have diminished as the levels of HR intervention even in 

mundane matters increases. 

6.3.5. Existence of structures for member participation  

Member participation in decision making through open communication structures is reported in 

the literature (Magoola, 1996; Barett, 1998; Hughes et al., 1999; Senge, 1999; Cropanzano and 

Folger, 1996 and Beugre, 2002) as central to effective implementation of new systems and 

processes. This is because such participation is important for gaining member understanding and 

commitment. Following this theory this study sought to generate information regarding the current 

participation structures. The information gleaned from organisational documents and interviews is 

summarised in box 6.6. 

Box 6.6: Summarised information on existing structures for member participation   
 

South African Breweries uses IMP training sessions, articles in the Mark magazine, one-on-one review meetings, 

team discussions, team-on-team review sessions, the bi-annual performance review meetings, the organisational 

effectiveness survey, posters, the intranet and notice boards as avenues for member participation.  

 

The Rand Water Board has an annual employee satisfaction survey, the knowledge, attitudes and potential survey, bi-

annual performance reviews, posters, memos, and the intranet as participation forums. The Rand Water Board, 

however, in addition has participation, cooperation and partnership (PCP) forums, site forums, workplace/green area 

meetings and road shows as participation avenues. The regulatory and institutional context in South Africa discussed 

above has meant that introduction of PM systems has to be participatory if the system is to be effectively 

implemented.  

 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation suffered decades of mismanagement and government misguided policy 

such as populist declarations in the 1970s of water as a free commodity leading to a culture of non-payment of water 

bills among citizens. Non-payment of bills by government departments was also rife and there was political 

interference in human resource and other management decisions in addition to various malfeasant behaviours by 

organisational members. In 2000, a reformist government was compelled to initiate a rigorous performance 

contracting system between the NWSC and the government of Uganda. Under the performance contract with 

government, NWSC undertook to implement a performance improvement plan to enhance effective utilization of 

resources. NWSC specifically undertook to institute bottom-up ways of improving staff productivity; a continuous 

performance appraisal system for staff and management among others. As a result, NWSC uses highly participative 

three day workshops named ‗work-outs‘ outside the work place to raise pertinent issues that negatively impact 

performance, set stretch targets and arrive at memoranda of understanding between headquarters and the field 

operating divisions called areas.  

 

Uganda Revenue Authority has a staff consultative committee which is inactive with its chairman transferred to a far 

flung field station with no real possibility to effectively coordinate the intended consultations. The intranet to which 

members had turned to raise pertinent issues is censored with all mail filtered through a central office which blocks 

―unacceptable mail‖ from being uploaded.  

 

6.3.6. Organisational and individual learning 

Sustained performance and success requires organisations to continually acquire knowledge from 

without and transfer that knowledge to organisational members, systems and processes in order to 
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institutionalise it for future utilisation. But data that is usually collected by organisation are raw 

facts and ought to be analysed and contextualized into meaningful information which reflected on 

and processed becomes knowledge that is then learned (Torrington et al, 2005). Hence without 

systems and process for knowledge generation suggested by Torrington et al, individual learning 

may not be placed where others can access and tap it and hence previous experiences may not be 

brought to bear. This means an effective performance system must enable knowledge acquisition 

and institutionalization, is short, organisational learning. This involves ensuring that individual 

learning has an impact on and it interrelates with other members‘ learning. Inshort, sorting out 

how to feed individual learning into organisational learning. This entails putting in place systems, 

processes, procedures structures and culture that enable sustainable learning as part and parcel of 

the performance management system and its processes (Pedler et al., 1991 and Poppert and 

Lipshitz, 1998). Additionally, learning opportunities ought to be availed by creating a learning 

climate that does not punish mistakes and stifle experimentation as well as providing resources 

and facilities for self-development for all levels. This may involve the use of tools such as 

training, development, coaching, mentoring, peer support, counselling and feedback to support 

individual learning efforts (Hillman et al., 1990; Armstrong, 1994; Tute, 1995; Guest, 1999; 

Rensburg, 1999; Walton, 1999; Parsloe and Wray, 2000 and Schaltz, 2001) and organisational 

learning mechanisms such as systems thinking, that is, conceptualising organisational processes 

and systems as interrelated; personal mastery, continuous self-development; mental models, 

bringing to the surface the ‗theory‘ in use in order to confront and change it if it is dysfunctional; 

shared visions in terms of a common purpose and team learning as suggested by Senge (1990). 

Following the above theory, this study sought to understand whether the studied organisations 

have mechanisms for individual and organisational learning and how they institutionalise 

individual learning.   

The researcher found that at SAB learning takes place in social systems in a matrix structure 

where different specializations for example human resource consultants for all the breweries in 

South Africa meet bi-annually to benchmark and agree on learning points from a national rather 

than a brewery point of view. A similar biannual meeting takes place for human resource 

specialists who are a level below the consultants. Training where similar employee categories are 

brought together to share knowledge across regions and must meet a certain annual target for 

example up to fifteen hours occurs. SAB also benchmarks with other companies and internally 



 278 

with a monthly benchmarking report which details the performance of various areas in SAB Plc. 

The auditing process also provides for the assessment of ‗soft‘ management issues and learning 

points can be gleaned from the audit reports. The annual organisational effectiveness survey points 

out strong and weak points and those units with performance gaps may learn from those that excel 

in a specific period. This is strengthened by the intranet that reports various developments 

enabling organisational members to share experiences. The SAB technical training institute also 

plays a major role in the transfer of technical knowledge since the facilitators do research and 

incorporate new technologies into their training modules. Additionally, older experienced 

members impart knowledge and skills to newer and younger staff as facilitators on these courses. 

At the Rand Water Board, organisational learning appears to be nascent though a number of 

avenues were evident from the interviews and organisational documentation. One such avenue is 

the information sessions for specialised functions where information is generated and recorded in 

what is called green areas for uptake by others. It was found that the organisation had a lot of older 

and experienced people but with no organisation wide mechanisms for knowledge and skills 

transfer. A transfer of knowledge programme was, however, at the introductory stages in the 

scientific services division where older employees were being trained to impart knowledge to 

younger ones who were in turn undergoing training to extract knowledge. There is need to roll this 

system out to the whole organisation. For intra-organisational knowledge diffusion, the 

mentorship approach is used. It is a requirement that mentors and protégés are drawn from 

different divisions. Rotation/transfer of people between sites is also used as knowledge transfer 

mechanism. Lastly the knowledge management section has as a major role the use of information 

technology (IT) to capture and facilitate exchange of knowledge and information.  

At NWSC, the picture is somewhat different. The training centre meant to champion the learning 

process was emasculated through the depletion of training officers and finally the phasing out of 

the position on training manager which was responsible for the school. The training school 

structures are now used for workshops of a general nature, meetings and trainings by outside 

providers of people other than NWSC staff. Learning, however, takes place through benchmarking 

between areas with the results posted in a scorecard format on all notice boards. The water Herald, 

a monthly internal magazine systematically documents and publishes all approaches and practices 

on the previous month‘s success and failures.  Thus experience from the different areas and 

insights on how to handle specific situations are shared on a monthly basis. The magazine also 
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gives advice –oriented briefs from NWSC staff at headquarters (performance monitors) regarding 

outstanding operational problems and how to solve them.  Kampala Water, the largest area, also 

publishes the Water Waves in which experience from the zones is shared. Rotation of staff 

between the areas also enables knowledge diffusion. Additionally, joint meetings between the 

areas and circulation of minutes to all chief managers who are responsible for the different 

departments help move knowledge around. Planning workshops and quarterly reviews attended by 

top management and areas managers also plays a complimentary role. There are 

checkers/monitors who audit the performance of the various units/operators and the findings are 

shared with peer units/operations hence the monitors act as learning or cross-pollination agents.  

Lastly, findings of academic research at Master and Ph.D. levels on NWSC related topics are 

presented at management workshops and the reports deposited in the corporation library for 

reference. At URA, there are few avenues for learning which appear not to be exploited to the full. 

The training school concentrates on technical training in tax administration. The intranet which 

would be a useful method is censored with all communication going through a filtering centre. 

This has greatly discouraged its use by members. The rest of the methods are indirect since they 

are not formally and explicitly meant to facilitate organisational learning – tax payer education 

workshops, transfers and the planning process.  

A brief picture of the mechanisms for organisational learning including diffusing and embedding 

individual learning into the structures and processes of the organisations concerned is summarized 

in box 6.7.  

Box 6.7: Summary of mechanisms for individual and organisational learning 

South African Breweries: Encourages lifelong learning and development of people. Learning takes place in social systems in a 

matrix structure where different specializations for all the breweries in South Africa meet bi-annually to benchmark and agree on 

learning points from a national rather than a brewery point of view. There are training programmes bringing similar employee 

categories together to share knowledge across regions. Specific annual training targets for example up to fifteen hours occurs must 

be met. The SAB technical training institute (TI) provides both ―Corporate University‖ programmes to enhance core competences 

and short term technical (operational) expertise enhancing one.  Courses have National Skills Development alignment and combine 

internal courses with externally accredited qualifications from accredited academic institutions. The TI also plays a major role in 

the transfer of technical knowledge since the facilitators do research and incorporate new technologies into their training modules. 

Additionally, older experienced members impart knowledge and skills to newer and younger staff as facilitators on these courses. 

SAB implements individual development as a consequence of excellent or poor performance.  If an individual fails the performance 

test due to technical skills gaps for example, the individual may be taken to the SAB technical training institute to bridge the gaps. 

Training spend is 6.1% of the pay roll, above international averages. This expenditure has increased at an annual rate of 15% from 

2001-2005. In line with Employment Equity, 60% of this spend went to black employees. Excellent talent and performance leads to 

development and growth opportunities such as stretched targets, mentorship for future challenges and career growth and 

involvement in critical strategic decisions. SAB also rotates staff between different roles to develop new skills and benchmarks 

with other companies and internally with a monthly benchmarking report which details the performance of various areas in SAB 

Plc. The auditing process also provides for the assessment of ‗soft‘ management issues and learning points can be gleaned from 

them. The annual organisational effectiveness survey points out strong and weak points and those units with performance gaps may 



 280 

learn from those that excel in a specific period. This is strengthened by the intranet that reports various developments enabling 

organisational members to share experiences.  

 

Rand Water Board avails personal development avenues as part of personal development planning which is part of the 

performance review process. The organisation therefore, offers sponsorships to educational institutions of higher learning if for 

example during the review, certain academic qualifications were required as part of the individual‘s career aspirations. There is 

management and leadership development training in the form of intermediate management development programme and the 

advanced management programme respectively to which members who are identified as requiring managerial or leadership skills 

or indeed who may be excellent performers at a lower level and need managerial and leadership development, are recommended. 

There are also apprenticeships, ―learnerships‖, short courses, workshops, seminars, conferences, mentorship programmes and 

executive coaching programmes to bridge identified gaps.  Academic scholarships and bursaries are also offered. Training spend is 

relatively high at R40.8 million or 8.4% of the total labour cost for 2005. Following equity legislation, these programmes are 

dominated by the ―previously‖ disadvantaged African, Coloured and Indian (ACI) population groups. Hence, for the 2005 period, 

there were 19 people on the advance management programme but 8 (42%) were women and 18 (95%) were ACI (most women 

were also ACI).  On the intermediate management development programme, there were 27 delegates, 18 of whom were male, 9 

female, 92.5% ACI and 7.5% white males.  On the executive leadership programme 100% were female.  For the open bursaries to 

universities and Teknikons, all the 38 openings went to ACI on a 50-50 basis between men and women.  There were 14 apprentices 

training in the fields of fitter/turner and mechanical engineering and 12 of these were African and 2 whites, 12 of the 14 apprentices 

were women and only 2 males. A total of There is a structured, formal mentorship process which has two legs, one involves the 

individual identifying and nominating a mentor where he/she needs development while the other leg involves the organisation 

identifying mentors to create a talent pool of resources to draw from for planned management and leadership development 

programmes during which participants identified as having the potential to rise to the top are allocated mentors for accelerated 

development. Organisational learning is nascent but developing well. The knowledge management section has as a major role the 

use of information technology (IT) to capture and facilitate exchange of knowledge and information. One avenue for this exchange 

is the information sessions for specialised functions where information is generated and recorded in what is called ‗green areas‘ for 

uptake by others. The organisation has a lot of older and experienced people but with no organisation wide mechanisms for 

knowledge and skills transfer. A transfer of knowledge programme is, however, at the introductory stages in the scientific services 

division where older employees were being trained to impart knowledge to younger ones who were in turn undergoing training to 

extract knowledge. This system is not rolled out to the whole organisation. It is a requirement that mentors and protégés are drawn 

from different divisions to facilitate intra-organisational knowledge diffusion. Rotation/transfer of people between sites is also used 

as knowledge transfer mechanism. Traditional training and development, though, is still the most used approach. Hence, Rand 

Water Board runs a number of supervisory programmes, nine month intermediate management development programmes, eleven 

months advance management programmes and an executive leadership for achieving outstanding performance programme.  

  

National Water and Sewerage Corporation had various performance improvement programmes in which considerable time was 

given to performance management related exercises called stretch-out programmes to set area visions, missions, targets, 

memoranda of understanding and identify issues adversely affecting performance. There is no detailed personal development 

planning though performance review instruments solicit for courses/training the incumbent wishes to attend.  There is a training 

institute but the training and development unit which used to run it was phased out and the training officers made redundant. The 

training school structures are now used for workshops of a general nature, meetings and trainings by outside providers of people 

other than NWSC staff. Training is now budgeted for based on questionnaire surveys and not an assessment of training and 

development needs of individual officers as part of the performance review process. Training at tertiary institutions is encouraged 

at own cost though the organisation gives assistance in terms of time-off for examinations and research administration if the 

student‘s research is NWSC based. Training spend is combined with allowances and at UShs.135.43 million constitutes 2.4% of 

total administrative expenses. There is also no formal, explicit mentorship programme. Learning, however, takes place through 

benchmarking between areas with the results posted in a scorecard format on all notice boards. Experience from the different areas 

is also published on a monthly basis in the Water Herald. Kampala Water, the largest area, also publishes the Water Waves in 

which zonal experience is shared. Rotation of staff between the areas also enables knowledge diffusion. Additionally, joint 

meetings between the areas and circulation of minutes to all chief managers who are responsible for the different departments help 

move knowledge between the different area. Planning workshops and quarterly reviews attended by top management and areas 

managers also plays a complimentary role. Lastly, findings of academic (Masters and Ph.D.) research based on NWSC are 

presented at management workshops and the reports deposited in the corporation library for reference.  

 

Uganda Revenue Authority has fewer avenues for learning which are even not exploited to the full. The training school 

concentrates on technical training in tax administration. Post Graduate Diploma in Tax and Revenue Administration (PODITRA). 

The intranet which would be a useful method is censored with all communication going through a filtering centre. This has greatly 

discouraged its use by members. The rest of the methods are indirect since they are not formally and explicitly meant to facilitate 

organisational learning – tax payer education workshops, transfers and the planning process. At URA, there is a section on the 

performance review document that clearly calls for identification of development needs. There is however, no mechanism for 

inputting this information into the training targets of the training unit that runs the URA training school. This information is not 

followed up and nominations technical and other courses follow criteria other than performance. There is no mentorship and 

coaching programme. 
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6.4. Performance management practice 

Certain practices are suggested by the literature (Vroom, 1964; Adams; 1965; Fry, 1974; Stahl and 

Harrell, 1983; Thompson and Strickland, 1987; Dailey, 1988; Armstrong and Baron, 1998 a; 

Gomez-Mejia, 1998; Parker et al, 2000; IRS, 2001; Schaltz, 2001; Glover, 2002; Kerrin and 

Oliver, 2002; Houldsworth, 2003 and Torrington et al., 2005) as imperative for effective 

performance management. These practices include linkages between corporate planning and 

performance management (called goal cascading), the character of the performance management 

process itself, multi-source rating (dubbed review degree in this study‘s survey instruments), 

focus/content of formal performance review, team review, management of successful and failed 

performance, support mechanisms for failure and organisational learning. The reviewed literature 

(Homans, 1961; Adams, 1965; Landy et al., 1978; Loventhal, 1980; Folger and Greenberg, 1985; 

Greenberg, 1986/1987; Lind and Tyler, 1988; Folger and Konovsky, 1989; Tyler, 1989; Organ, 

1990; McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992; Cropanzano and Folger, 1996; Kim et al., 1996; Cropanzano 

and Greenberg, 1997; Konovsky et al., 1998 and Beugre, 2002; Williams, 1998; Bateman and 

Organ, 1983; Konovsky et al., 1987; Mowday et al., 1982; O‘Reilly and Chatman, 1986; 

Brockner, 2002; Thibaut and Walker, 1975; Leventhal, Karuza; Fry, 1980 and Bies, 1987; Beugre, 

2002; Beugre and Brown, 2001; Bies and Moag, 1986; Schein, 1980; Schermerhorn et al., 1985; 

Robbins, 1986; Tornow, 1988 and De Meuse and Tornow, 1993) also suggests that procedural 

justice is necessary for organisational members to buy-in and feel the process is worth the while. 

Lastly, the stability of the system is indispensable for its institutionalization and success 

(Armstrong, 2006). The study therefore, set out to establish whether the practices suggested by the 

above literature are present at the organisations studied and if so whether they occur in different 

mixes and with what effects. 

6.4.1. Cascading goals 

 

There are two defining linkages that must be part of the performance management process if good 

results have to be sustainable and the performance management system respected – linking 

performance management to corporate planning on the one hand and to consequences on the other 

(Torrington et al., 2005). The term used for linking individual performance objectives to 

organisational objectives is cascading.  
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From the interview and documentary material relating to whether the organisations linked the 

corporate planning and performance management process, we found that at SAB, the IMP makes 

performance management an integral part of an integrated process involving corporate planning 

and organisational management as a whole. Corporate objectives are cascaded to all levels with 

full participation of all employees and team and individual levels using various IMP processes. 

This is supported by written policies and procedures in both and hard copies. The IMP elements 

(figure 6.2) that ensure this linkage include alignment of individual goals and objectives to team, 

unit and corporate goals and objectives through agreements with managers; one-on-one 

performance feedback meetings to ensure alignment to evolving changes and check progress; 

biannual formal reviews of progress of both teams and individuals; three fold communication 

(corporate communication, team communication and individual communication).  

Figure 6.2: The South African Breweries integrated management process (IMP) 
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are trained in the theory, philosophy and working of the organisation‘s performance management 

process (figure 6.3). 

Figure 6.3: South African Breweries performance management process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: South African Breweries training manual on IMP (2001) 
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At the Rand Water Board, the study found a process of cascading all goals from government 

policy directives for the water sector, translated into a planning directive by the board and into a 

corporate Balanced Performance Management Framework (BPMF) designed following Kaplan 

and Norton‘s (1992/1993/1996a/1996b) balanced scorecard by the corporate planning group. 

Specifically, the corporate planning group consults organisational members and does research on 

environmental issues before coming up with a corporate BPMF. The corporate BPMF has four 

perspectives – financial, internal processes, customer and learning and growth – for each of which 

objectives, measures, targets and initiatives are set. These are then translated into operational 

BPMFs by divisions/units deriving their BPMFs from the corporate BPMF (figure 6.4). This is 

cascaded up to individual level. The individual BPMF is the basis of individual performance 

management by way of definition of job inputs, critical functions and outputs. For the top 

management team, a fifth perspective, strategic initiatives, is added since this team is expected to 

strategically think for the future direction of the entire organisation. 

At NWSC, there is a similar cascading from the performance contract with government to a 

corporate plan then derivation of performance contracts with divisions and/or areas under the 

IDAMC concept leading into agreements on cascaded KRAs and objectives between individuals 

and their managers. At URA, a similar cascading from the government financial year taxation bill 

is done up to corporate level. There is, however, a problem in that individual departments tend to 

develop business plans on a historical basis and the planning division compiles these into one 

document which is not coherently one piece. Indeed even when there are agreements between 

individuals and their managers, they seem to be based on what the parties believe they ought to be 

doing given the Finance Bill (the annual budget containing revenue forecasts read out by the 

minister of finance to parliament). Performance reviews are then based on such prior agreements 

that may have little bearing on the concrete corporate objectives. As a result, there are, conflicts 

between top management and employees on whether the later actually performed or not as 

evidenced by the minutes of the DAC appeals discussed above. The findings discussed above 

regarding cascading goals are summarised in box 6.8. 
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Box 6.8: Link between corporate planning and performance management 

 

South African Breweries 

 Strategy is cast by  SAB Newlands  top management as extended goals and PM follows agreed unit and individual goals from 

corporate ones hence all goals cascade from SAB strategy, objectives, investment policy, 3 year plans, risk parameters and 

performance criteria set and monitored by the board of directors.  

 The detailed planning and implementation by management is based on overall strategy and risk parameters 

 There is cascading to all levels with full participation of all employee at the individual and team levels 

 The process is supported by written policies and procedures detailed in manuals and accessibility to soft and hard internal 

processes materials by employees  

 At individual level, there is alignment of goals through agreements between individuals and their managers 

 Communication provides such a link as it incorporate corporate issues (big picture), team issues and individual issues. 

 

Rand Water 

 Cascades from government policy directives  

 The board translates the government directive into corporate planning directive 

 The corporate planning task team led by group strategy manager translate these into corporate goals in a BPMF  format of 4 

perspectives taking into consideration staff views and environmental changes  

 Divisions then  uptake their part of the corporate plan  

 The corporate planning task team consolidates divisional plans into a corporate business plan 

 Individuals uptake their part through performance agreements 

 Service level agreements (SLAs) are used for targets between departments/division that service each other as well as with 

large organisational customers 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation 

 Corporate strategy emanates from government policy reduced to a performance contract with NWSC setting out the nature of 

performance monitoring, reward system and ensuring staff participation and area autonomy  

 The corporate planning section led by the manager corporate planning translate these into 3 year corporate plans and annual 

goals and targets for approval by top management 

 Departments and areas uptake their part through stretch  target agreements & MoUs with top management 

 Individuals uptake their part through performance agreements 

 

Uganda Revenue Authority 

 Cascades from government finance bill and tax policy and its translation into five year plans and strategy  by the department 

of corporate planning  after research and consultation with stakeholders 

 Management team reviews/ discusses the draft 

 Departments derive their business plans from corporate plan assisted by a team from corporate planning and forward the plans 

for top management approval. In practice, however, the business plan tends to be a patch work of disjointed departmental 

plans crafted by departments and bound together by the panning unit rather than strategy from above cascaded to the units 

below 

 Individuals uptake their part through performance agreements. Problem has been that individual tend to write what they wish 

to do rather than what they ought to do given the corporate plan 

 

6.4.2. Management of successful and failed performance: are there consequences? 

Following the process theories of motivation, whether Adams‘ (1965) equity theory or Skinner‘s 

behaviour modification theory (Vroom, 1964) or Tolman‘s (1930) expectancy theory, rewards 

must be contingent on performance (Fry, 1974) with clear pathways between performance 

excellence and positive outcomes (Stahl and Harrell, 1983) or the use of positive and negative 

reinforcements for positive and negative performance (Dailey, 1988). Thus if both excellent and 
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poor performers are treated similarly, either feelings of inequity and the attendant results of such 

feelings occur or people will simply perform averagely since no outcome is expected. Only when 

consequences arise from performance management do organisational members take it as a serious 

technology, live it and grow it to maturity and stability. It has indeed been postulated that such 

linkage is the strategy implementer‘s foremost attention-getting, commitment-generating devices 

(Thompson and Strickland, 1987). The theory additionally holds that linking performance to more 

consequences than merely pay (money) tends to be more motivational, to encourage time spent 

with the line manager in two-way communication and to provide opportunities to align roles and 

training with business needs. On the contrary, having a system with only a measurement focus, it 

tends to be perceived as judgmental, a chance to assess and dismiss employees, as a system that 

emphasises control and getting more out of staff while raising false expectations and simply as a 

way to manage the salary‘s bill (Houldsworth, 2003 and IRS, 2001). Following this theory, the 

study investigated whether (a) the studied organisations manage both successful and failed 

performance and (b) There are performance management consequences on three planes – direct 

monetary consequences from performance review, mechanisms for actualizing non-monetary 

consequences (staff development, formal mentoring and coaching, rewarding teams, measuring 

and rewarding soft contributions) and assessment as well as rewarding managers for effectively 

handling performance management. The findings gleaned from the detailed interview and 

documentary data per organisation are attached as appendix 12 (b) iv and discussed in subsections 

6.4.2 (a), (b) and (c) that follow. From the findings, management of successful performance 

appears to have been occurring to some degree at SAB and Rand Water with none identified at 

NWSC and URA. 

(a) Management of successful and failed performance at South African Breweries (SAB) – 

monetary and non-monetary consequences 

South African Breweries has practices relating to managing performance excellence and failure as 

well as ensuring both monetary and non monetary performance consequences.  Monetary rewards 

at the organisation include an individual and team performance factor. At top management level, 

there exists an executive incentives scheme which takes unit or organisational performance into 

account. Additionally, SAB has a number of non-monetary consequences. The organisation 

provides individual development, for example, as a consequence of excellent or poor performance.  

Excellent performance may lead to development and growth opportunities such as stretched 
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targets, future challenges and involvement in critical strategic decisions. An example is given of a 

machine operator who was a star performer at SAB Newlands being selected to participate in 

choosing and testing a new major plant and machinery at a German manufacturer‘s factory as well 

as being trained to train co-workers. Additionally, star performers are mentored for future 

managerial roles. Poor performance on the other hand may lead to ignition of short term 

performance management. This involves asking why questions and offering support training, 

facilitation and counselling. If an individual fails the performance test due to technical skills gaps 

for example, the individual may be taken to the SAB technical training institute to bridge the gaps. 

Regarding performance counselling, staff members have access to over eight hundred 

psychologists in addition to an on-site social worker. If, despite these interventions poor 

performance continues, the incapacity process (an elaborate process following the code of good 

practice on dismissal, that is, schedule 8 of the Labour Relations Act) that eventually leads to 

termination is initiated. 

Basically what South African Breweries (SAB) does is to rate employees on two scales 

(performance; 1 = very poor, 6 = very good) and potential (from below average to above average). 

This matrix captures both failed and successful performance and is a basis for the management of 

both. Employees who are in the quadrants at the intersection of 5 – 6, that is very good and above 

average are the cream team or stars, the best talent in the organisation who are provided with 

mentorship for more challenges and further career growth. The 5 – 6/average intersection people 

are stars who are both mentored and developed to migrate into above average people. People who 

fall in the above average potential and very poor performance intersection are a cause for concern 

because these are employees of above average potential but they are not performing and the 

question should be why? Is it because of a mismatch of jobs, is it a question of poor relations with 

their managers or is it because of lack of facilitation by the organisation? Any of these problems 

requires intervention either in terms of coaching, training or counselling. 

Lastly, on measuring and rewarding discretionally extras that may more often than not be soft, 

intangible or directly related to organisational business targets, SAB has a practice of allowing that 

to be part of individual negotiation with their specific managers. For example in asking for the 

three days annual social leave which is provided to all SAB employees, the individual may in 

advance plan to link that to the organisation‘s social responsibility, get involved in community 

training sessions during that leave and earn a score for it during review. It is only when a soft 
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contribution is made part of any of the individual‘s plans in advance with the full knowledge and 

agreement of the manager that it counts.  

(b) Management of successful and failed performance at the Rand Water Board – monetary 

and non-monetary consequences 

At Rand Water, there is an across the board profit sharing arrangement for non-managerial cadre 

based on the entire organisation performing better than budget. The management group has 

incentives based on stretch goals. If a particular manager does not achieve these goals, he/she does 

not participate in the performance incentive scheme for that period. If the goals are attained, then 

the bonus awarded is in the proportion of 55% for organisational performance (20% = net profit, 

20% = cash flow management and 15% = customer satisfaction) and 45% for divisional 

performance (30% = transformation, 5% = people satisfaction and 10 = costs reduction). People 

with potential to rise to the top are provided mentors to enable accelerated advancement. 

Additionally, the organisation has an annual excellent performance awards system that recognizes 

both individual and team excellence through a non-monetary approach – the Zyagezana awards. 

Under these awards there are five individual awards (the HIV/AIDS peer educator award, the 

innovator of the year, the mover and shaker of the year, boss of the year and employee of the year) 

out of ten with the possible addition of a sixth, the chief executive‘s award which may go to either 

a team or an individual.  The awards capture different dimensions of performance beyond simply 

set targets and their focus is not singular hence people are awarded for excellence in fields as 

diverse as HR, Hydrobiology, Engineering etceteras.  Through the awards programme, the rand 

Water Board also rewards ―soft‘ contributions such as mentoring people, playing a critical role in 

change interventions and encouraging members to participate in certain programmes are 

recognised and praised through awards like mentor of the year, mover and shaker of the year 

among others.  

Rand Water Board‘s management of non-monetary consequences in addition includes availing 

personal development avenues as part of personal development planning which is part of the 

performance review process. The organisation therefore, offers sponsorships to educational 

institutions of higher learning if for example during the review, certain academic qualifications 

were required as part of the individual‘s career aspirations. There is management and leadership 

development training in the form of intermediate management development programme and the 
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advanced management programme respectively to which members who are identified as requiring 

managerial or leadership skills or indeed who may be excellent performers at a lower level and 

need managerial and leadership development, are recommended. There are also apprenticeships, 

learnerships, short courses, workshops, seminars, conferences, mentorships and executive 

coaching programmes to bridge identified gaps. Specifically on mentorship, there is a structured, 

formal process which has two legs, one involves the individual identifying and nominating a 

mentor where he/she needs development while the other leg involves the organisation identifying 

mentors to create a talent pool of resources to draw from for planned management and leadership 

development programmes during which participants identified as having the potential to rise to the 

top are allocated mentors for accelerated development.  

Managing performance failure follows a specific route which includes support (training, coaching 

and facilitation) and employee support such as counselling. Persistent failure despite these inputs 

leads to ignition of the incapacity process leading up to termination. This route is similar to that 

employed by SAB regarding persistent failure and it is derived from the provisions of the 

employment law. In South Africa, therefore, dismissal is strictly regulated by the Code of Good 

Practice on Dismissal which places premium on mutual respect and employment justice 

(protection against arbitrary action). 

(c) Management of successful and failed performance at National Water and Sewerage 

Corporation (NWSC)) – monetary and non-monetary consequences 

Management of both individual performance failure and excellence is practiced to some extent at 

NWSC given that performance review outcomes include alignment of increment decisions with 

attainment of targets. Consistent attainment earns one notch within the scale. Consistent failure 

may lead to two penalties; failure to attain 70% of the targets leads to a demotion to the lower 

notch within the scale while failure to attain 60% means a demotion to the lower scale or dismissal 

if the officer concerned in on contract. However, there is no detailed personal development 

planning as the performance review forms only capture the development level attained by the 

reviewees through pervious training and development interventions. As a result, training that may 

have taken place five years ago may be captured in the review documentation when infact, it does 

not reflect the current situation. Additionally, the instrument solicits the enumeration of the 

courses/training the job incumbent wishes to attend which may not be in line with organisational 
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objective. NWSC has a training institute but the training and development unit which used to run 

it was phased out and the training officers made redundant. Training is now budgeted for based on 

questionnaire surveys and not an assessment of training and development needs of individual 

officers as part of the performance review process. Training at tertiary institutions is encouraged at 

own cost though the organisation gives assistance in terms of time-off for examinations and 

research administration if the student‘s research is NWSC based. These courses are, however, not 

necessarily a result of performance review. There is also no formal, explicit mentorship 

programme. Lastly, there is a dilemma in rewarding ‗soft‘ contributions by non-management cadre 

because the goals are mainly quantitative and monitoring seems to be biased in that direction. For 

the management cadre, soft contributions appear to be an input into managerial assessment since 

there are checkers who audit things like ambience of the area, handling of disciplinary cases, 

working environment among others. 

NWSC has a provision for searching for reasons for failure before deciding on negative 

consequences. The provision is, however, not elaborate and specific. In the short term, though, 

there are penalties such as demotion to a lower notch or even scale.  

(d) Management of successful and failed performance at Uganda Revenue Authority (URA) – 

monetary and non-monetary consequences 

At URA, no direct link is made between performance review and monetary consequences. An 

across the board bonus may be awarded when the organisation exceeds the set annual targets. The 

bonus payment is not performance based at individual or team level as everybody gets a flat 

percentage applied to the salary. Hence, the higher echelons of the organisation are awarded a 

higher bonus given the pay gap between the managerial and non-managerial positions. There is no 

monetary sanction for individual performance failure given that the organisation is silent on 

management of performance failure and only concentrates on sanctioning criminal offences.  

On the non-monetary plain, the absence of promotional avenues in the rewards constellation 

because of the compression of promotional levels during the 2005 downsizing exercise has made 

it impossible to reward excellent performers using this avenue. A possible non-monetary 

performance consequence may be training and development judging from the section in the 

performance review document that clearly calls for identification of development needs. However, 

there is no mechanism for inputting this information into the training targets of the training unit 
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that runs the URA training school. It appears, therefore, that this information remains on paper 

while nominations for courses like Post Graduate Diploma in Tax and Revenue Administration 

(PODITRA) and what is termed ―Total Tax Person (TTP) training follow criteria other than 

performance. The data and discussion under member enlightenment (section 6.3.3 above) clearly 

reveal that such other criteria are particularistic.  

The organisation has no mentorship and coaching programme, no team rewards and does not 

measure nor reward of soft contributions. Unethical and illegal practices such as hiding personal 

errors, giving false information in reports, issuing half truths and exaggerated ratings are also rife 

at URA. One Commissioner responsible for investigations who had formerly been a commissioner 

for Direct Tax Department in an internal memo ―overlooked integrity issues/areas‖ confirmed this 

when she wrote: 

 ―in this era of a competitive workplace environment, lies are made up to gain good 

standing amongst colleagues… the appraisal reports for the two recent appraisal periods 

show that about 98% of the staff are good.  Yet a number of supervisors when questioned 

about specific individuals, they say they are not good at all.  It is impossible for 

management to accurately identify top performers… pursuit of excellence (is becoming) an 

impossible task.‖  

She went on to reveal the problem of supervisors taking credit for ideas generated by their 

supervisees without giving due credit or what she called the flipside of the problem of falsifying 

appraisals, that is; 

―failing to recognize good ideas from employees because they will put the staff in more 

limelight that the supervisor.  So the supervisor ‗sits‘ on it‖ 

The sample statement of appeal against the departmental appraisal committee‘s (DAC‘s) 

interventions appended as appendix 12 (b) (vii) corroborates some of the above findings regarding 

performance consequences at URA. A narrative summary of this appeal in Box 6.9 below reveals 

further problems with performance management practice at the Uganda Revenue Authority. From 

the information gleaned from appeals against performance review results, it appears some 

members suffered consequences for the poor performance of others or occasioned by 

organisational and not the incumbent‘s failures. 
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Box 6.9: Appeal against the DAC findings of October 2004 

 The appeal had the following complaints; 

 Audit queries which delayed work were a result of assessments before the appellant took up the position. 

 Facilitation was poor with the appellant lacking a computer, a secretary and using own transport for official 

inspection work. 

 DAC arrived at its own assessment which contradicted that of the immediate supervisor even changing the 

grading from outstanding to average. 

 DAC was using the appraisal as a witch hunting device for imaginary, unfounded allegations as well as 

personalities and not performance. 

 

Some verbatim quotes from the appeal; 

Immediate supervisor: 

―the officer has displayed commitment and diligence in execution of her duties and has kept in line with the 

established laws and procedures.  Promotion will motivate her further since she has stagnated for long at one level. 

Training in computer operations plus exposure through workshops and attachments is required‖ 

 

DAC: 

―The officer has no critical incident, has poor interpersonal skills with a problem in managing subordinates.  Further, 

it has been noted that the officer has a problem of over delegating her role.  As a result, the area under her jurisdiction 

performed poorly generally.  Evidence available shows she lacks knowledge and competence to head ICDs‖.   

 

In the above summarised appeal against the departmental appraisal committee‘s (DAC‘s) decision, 

the officer argued that available evidence showed improvement during her tenure and that tax 

payers were corrupt hence the difficulties she had with them leading to perceptions of poor client 

relations. She added that delegation is a necessary management tool especially since the twenty 

two inland containerized depots (ICDs) under her supervision spread over a large area and she had 

no official transport to move around frequently. As evidence that she performed well, she pointed 

out that the ICDs under her made the biggest contribution to revenue in Kampala region and 

commendation from management was on record. Additionally, the agreed score on all the key 

result areas on her appraisal document was between 7.5 and 10, that is, between above average 

and outstanding, the average score was 8.6 and the overall rating was that of an outstanding 

performer recommended for promotion.  The appellant went on to state that whereas no negative 

critical incident was attributed to her, a number of negative critical incidents were recorded on the 

part of the URA failure to provide transport, a computer, a secretary and sufficient manpower.  

While these were negative critical incidents on the part of the URA, she bridged the gap by using 

her own transport, paying for secretarial services among others which actions constituted positive 

critical incidents on her part.  She argued that given the above, it is clear that the departmental 

appraisal committee overstepped its mandate in conjuring up a finding that no critical incident was 

noted without evidential basis.  She argued against DAC‘s findings that she had poor interpersonal 

relations and that she lacked knowledge and competence to head ICDs as baseless given that no 
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such incidents and evaluations were brought to her notice and documented by her supervisor in the 

period under review. This appeal revealed the lack of linkages between actual performance and 

outcomes as well as the failure at URA to document organisational failures in facilitating member 

performance. It appears, therefore, it was possible for members to be penalized for faults that lay 

with the organsiation. There was also the problem of process inconsistencies for example where 

those without any knowledge or contact with an incumbent‘s performance were allowed to make 

judgements based on subjective criteria or even criteria not agreed at the commencement of the 

performance period. All these problems led to poor management of both failed and successful 

performance. 

(e) Assessing managers’ handling of performance management 

On assessing managers‘ handling of performance management, at SAB everybody has goals on 

the IMP which incorporates performance management and managers are assessed on IMP 

compliance. There are also random checks on performance management practice (Box 6.10). At 

Rand Water, managers have no target on performance management or managing the BPMF as the 

system there is named. They, however, have ‗people satisfaction‘ as a target under divisional 

performance for which incentives are attached. The organisational climate survey also assesses 

‗people satisfaction‘ and communication. These mechanisms indirectly assess handling of 

performance management. There are no direct assessments at NWSC and URA though NWSC 

performs better in this regard since it has the ‗checkers‘ system where designated officers audit 

departments on managerial issues and may identify performance management gaps.  

Box 6.10: Assessment of managers on management the performance management process 

South African Breweries 
All employees have goals based on the Integrated Management Process (IMP) which incorporates performance management (PM). 

Managers are, therefore, assessed on PM management but on a random basis or if there is a specific employee complaint. There is 

room for improvement. 

 

Rand Water Board 
Managers have no targets on managing the BPMF and are not, therefore, evaluated on that. 

 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation 
No direct measurement of managers‘ management of process. It is sort of indirect as managers who fail to manage processes are 

replaced. There is an indirect assessment of managers‘ management of the PM process through attainment of unit goals as falling 

short may indicate mismanagement of the attendant processes. This is more or so because managers make their units‘ business 

plans. 

 

Uganda Revenue Authority 
Not assessed 
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6.4.3. The practice of assessing and rewarding team performance 

From the postulation of this study that organisations are basically team constellations and perform 

through teams as well as individuals, it was argued that management of team performance on 

similar lines as individual performance – recognition and reward of outstanding effort – is a 

critical element of performance management. The literature has pointers to what needs to be done 

for team performance to be mainstreamed (Glover, 2002 and Parker et al., 2000) including making 

team assessment part of the performance management frameworks of organisations and specifying 

specific valued team behaviours as well as considering performance on teams in rating individual 

performance.  

Following the above postulations, the study aimed to establish the existent team performance 

review mechanisms at the organisations studied. It was found that SAB has the most rigorous and 

structured team review process. It involves presentations of team self-assessments by a lower team 

to the immediate higher level management panel which listens, asks for clarifications, comments 

and rates the lower team‘s performance, the final rating being a mutually agreed statement by both 

teams with hard evidence. The organisation also has consequences directly resulting from team-

on-team review arrived at by incorporating team scores into individual performance ratings and it 

is on individual ratings that decisions are based. Specifically, the formula for computing the total 

individual score is departmental score + unit score + team score + individual score   4.  

At Rand Water Board, team goals are set through the SLA mechanism and it is through the same 

mechanism that team feedback is given. The organisation has an annual excellent performance 

awards system that recognizes both individual and team excellence – the Zyagezana awards. It is 

derived from the isiZulu saying ―inzndla ziyagezana‖ meaning ―one hand washes the other‖ 

clearly putting the team theme at the centre of the awards under which there are four team awards 

(the departmental employee equity award, the departmental commercial equity award, the team 

SHEQ award and the team of the year ward) out of ten with the possible addition of a fifth, the 

chief executive‘s award which may go to either a team or an individual.  The awards signify that 

there are several dimensions to success, that is, that not one factor leads to success. In addition, not 

one centre is responsible for success, thus, the existence of both team and individual awards.  At 

NWSC, though not explicitly categorized as a team performance management process, the 

internally delegated area management contracts approach (IDMAC) is essentially a team based 
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reward system. Monetary compensation under this concept is linked to team performance given 

that the best performing regions (gauged against weighted minimum performance standards for the 

preceding six months) earn a management fee of 5% of operating cost. Additionally, there is a 

monthly incentive if the set stretch targets for the month are attained, that is, 25% of monthly basic 

pay (BPm) multiplied by a stretch factor. Hence, the more a team stretches the more it may earn.  

No team review system was gleaned from the URA interviews and documents. 

6.5. The impact of multi-source feedback practice on the focus and content of PM 

In chapter two, the researcher reviewed the literature on absolute and relative performance review 

techniques and found concurrence that organisations are increasingly adopting multi-rater 

approaches involving an optimal mix of immediate supervisors, peers, subordinates, self and 

customers (Schaltz, 2001). The argument for this is that the framework leads to a more balanced 

point of view on employee performance. The problem, however, is that many organisations find 

themselves constrained as the approach requires that the raters have opportunity to observe 

performance over a reasonable time span. This requires a relatively big amount of resources 

(money and time) making resource availability a central pillar of successful uptake. Given the 

usefulness of multi-source rating in generating more complete performance reviews, the researcher 

inquired into whether multi-source rating was in application at the selected organisations and if so 

to what extent. 

From the documentary and interview material, the study found that SAB generates feedback from 

a number of sources including self-reviews, downward reviews, upward feedback, customer 

feedback, team (peer) feedback and two-way mutual agreement (joint review) by job incumbents 

and their immediate managers. At Rand Water, there is use of self review, downward review, two 

way mutual agreement between the reviewee and the reviewer (joint review) and internal and 

external customer feedback through the service level agreements (SLA) instrument.  

At NWSC and URA, the review dimensions include self review, downward review and joint 

agreement/joint review. All the four organisations have at least three feedback mechanisms – self 

review, downward review and two-way/joint review. Only SAB and Rand Water go beyond this 

with SAB incorporating the largest number of source including upward and peer feedback beyond 

the customer feedback uptaken by Rand Water but not NWSC and URA. This is instructive given 

that the organisations with the largest number of feedback sources are South African and the one 
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that uses the most rigorous approach is apart from being South African also a multi-national. An 

analysis of national and international contexts may be necessary to unravel the underlying 

impetus.  

The above differences between the organisations on multi-source rating is also reflected in the 

focus/content of performance review as each organisation‘s content mirrors the extent of 

constituents consulted for inputs in the assessment of goal achievement. With NWSC and URA 

getting inputs from three avenues, it can be expected that their content will be more limited. With 

the most rigorous approach, it was not surprising to find that ongoing one-on-one discussions 

between managers and their direct reports to discuss contextual changes, support requirements, 

personal issues, upward feedback and general strategic communication existed at SAB. 

Additionally, the organisation has an end of cycle formal review of accomplishments; 

identification of employee strengths and weaknesses; career discussion and action planning; 

assessment of employee propensity to leave the organisation; criticality of the individuals with a 

high propensity to leave to the organisation; self, career and personal development plan; team-on-

team review with full participation of members and management panel rating; analysis of IMP 

compliance and an organisational effectiveness survey. All the reviews at SAB are uploaded on 

the electronic and interface-able SAPHR. At the Rand Water Board, performance reviews involve 

reviewing outputs on critical functions/KRAs; reviewing systems and processes and 

recommending necessary action; assessing performance on organisational values; updating job 

functions and identifying training needs, development needs and career aspirations with clear 

statements of solutions through definitions of learning path ways and who is responsible for 

implementation. For managers, there is an assessment of leadership ability; description and 

justification of critical contributions to strategic priorities; penalties for failure comply with the 

review process and time lines; employee satisfaction tracking survey and a knowledge, attitudes 

and personal potential survey. At NWSC, the review focuses on gauging the achievement of goals, 

development progress, identification of development needs, auditing departments and areas on 

general and management performance specifying responsibility centres for implementing 

recommended action. At URA, the approach included rating individual performance on KRAs, 

stating employee development interests and noting critical incidents. The summary of the material 

on performance review information sources, focus and content is appended as appendix 12 [b] 

(vi).  
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6.6. The existence of mechanisms for the review of the efficacy of performance management 

The existence of mechanisms for the review and reform of the system is important for system 

alignment with existing conditions, system survival, regenerations and growth (Armstrong, 2006). 

The researcher found that while at SAB, there were no regular system reviews; the organisation 

had carried out some reviews by headquarters and the human resources department. There were 

also annual organisational effectiveness surveys through which staff could raise issues of concern 

with the IMP in which performance management was based. At the Rand Water Board, there were 

no regular direct internal audits. The annual organisational climate survey which rates employee 

satisfaction, communication among other issues may raise issues regarding the BPMF. There were 

also some external reviews by consultants and through participation in externally generated 

surveys such as the ―best company to work for‖ surveys. At NWSC, there is monitoring of 

processes by the department of research, monitoring and evaluation as well as the checkers who 

periodically check compliance. This is augmented by an external performance monitoring team 

which is composed of representatives from the ministry of water, the ministry of finance and 

economic development and the board though this team seems to be dormant due to lack of 

monitoring expertise. At URA, only revenue performance is monitored and no evidence or claim 

that the performance of the performance management system or compliance with it was assessed 

was found. Box 6.11 summarises the information gleaned by qualitative methods regarding 

mechanisms for reviewing the efficacy of the performance management systems of the studied 

organisations. 

Box 6.11: Mechanisms for PMS review and reform 

South African Breweries 

a) Reviewed by HQs HR dept. 

b) The organisational effectiveness survey, which rates leadership, BEE, organisational health and external interaction can, albeit 

indirectly, can raise issues of concern to staff with the IMP 

Rand Water 

1. No regular audit of system but external consultants have evaluated it once 

2. Organisational climate survey which rates things like employee satisfaction, achievement culture, effective communication 

can unearth issues of concern regarding the BPMF 

3. Participation in externally generated surveys like the ‗best companies to work for survey‘ by  Deloitte and Touche also 

highlights some if these issues and enables benchmarking with best practice 

4. Overall, however, not much direct evaluation of the system or feeding back weaknesses because people had to implement and 

learn at the same time. People are not yet at the stage where they can give intelligent feedback 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation 

1. The monitoring and evaluation department monitors whether processes are working 

2. Checkers sent out periodically to audit compliance 
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3. There is an external performance contract monitoring team composed of representatives from the Ministries of Water and 

Finance plus the Board. It is, however, ineffective as it meets irregularly and lacks the monitoring competence. There are no 

regular performance reviews by the team. 

Uganda Revenue Authority 

Only revenue performance is monitored and a revenue performance report made not assessment of the efficacy of the performance 

management system or compliance by stakeholders with its requirements. 

6.7. Procedural justice  

The literature attaches significant value to justice in matters of people management generally and 

performance management in particular (Adams, 1965; Landy et al., 1978; Loventhal, 1980; 

Mowday et al., 1982;  Bateman and Organ, 1983; Folger and Greenberg, 1985; O‘Reilly and 

Chatman, 1986; Price and Mueller, 1986; Greenberg, 1986/1987; Konovsky et al., 1987; Lind and 

Tyler, 1988/1993; Folger and Konovsky, 1989; Tyler, 1989; Organ, 1990; McFarlin and Sweeney, 

1992; Cropanzano and Folger, 1996; Kim et al., 1996; Cropanzano and Greenberg, 1997; 

Konovsky et al., 1998; Van den Bos et al., 1999;  Lind, 2001; Beugre, 2002 and Brockner, 2002). 

These scholars place a high premium on procedural justice in performance management practice if 

positive member contributions and gestures are to be heightened and negative ones voluntarily 

curbed leading to superior organisational performance. From the above literature, the determinants 

or components of procedural fairness which include fairness of the methods used by exchange 

partners to plan and implement decisions; bias suppression; process control; consistency; 

correctability; accuracy; representativeness, ethicality and respect for subordinates were gleaned. 

Based on the above theory, this study sought to gauge the procedural justice enhancing 

mechanisms such as participation structures, member participation in system and process set up or 

reform, taking into organisational factors negatively impacting on performance and utilization of 

performance review information in decision making.  

Regarding ‗structures for member participation‘,  SAB uses IMP training sessions, articles in the 

Mark magazine, one-on-one meetings, team discussions, team-on-team review sessions, the bi-

annual performance review meetings, the organisational effectiveness survey, posters, the intranet 

and notice boards as avenues for member participation. In common with SAB, the Rand Water 

Board has an annual employee satisfaction survey, the knowledge, attitudes and potential survey, 

bi-annual performance reviews, posters, memos, and the intranet as participation forums. The 

Rand Water Board, however, in addition has participation, cooperation and partnership (PCP) 

forums, site forums, workplace/green area meetings and road shows as participation avenues. At 
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NWSC, the mechanisms found for communication and participation include notice boards, 

posters, performance reviews and articles in the Water Herald and Water Waves magazines all in 

common with SAB and the Rand Water Board. Beyond these shared avenues, however, NWSC 

has ‗work-outs‘ which are highly participative three day workshops outside of the work 

environment to raise issues negatively impacting performance, set stretch targets and arrive at 

memoranda of understanding. URA‘s mechanisms are the common ones employed by all the four 

organisations – articles in the Taxman magazine, performance reviews, the intranet (though this is 

censored), memos, posters and notice boards. The staff consultative committee which is provided 

for was reported to be redundant. 

Regarding member participation in system and process design and implementation, SAB‘s 

training of champions as trainers who trained the rest of the staff coupled with the high profile 

road launches throughout South Africa involved staff members. At the Rand Water Board, the 

PCPs were side stepped as the CEO rolled down the BPMF leading to union resistance. At 

NWSC, only top management was involved in arriving at the initial performance contract with 

government before subsequently rolling the contracting approach downwards. Evidence was found 

that the system is generally referred to by organisational members as ―brought‖ implying an 

external imposition as opposed to an in-house developed system. Unlike the Rand Water Board, 

however, NWSC initiated a rigorous process of member involvement in the roll out of the system 

through various performance improvement initiatives, the most participatory called the stretch-out 

programme, involved all employees in stretch target setting workshops that also involved 

members in identifying performance inhibiting as well as enhancement issues. In the end, 

therefore, buy-in and understanding was quite good. At URA, there was no employee participation 

save for the HR official in charge of performance management and the few officers who attended 

workshops on performance management. This led to complaints about the system as complex and 

academic leading to frequent appeals against supervisory ratings, changes in documentation and 

the eventual move to abandon the system and introduce a new one based on Kaplan and Norton‘s 

(1992/1993/1996a/1996b) balanced scorecard. Yet the management by blaming the current system 

for its failure rather than the process used in its introduction appears to be making the same error 

on low employee involvement in introducing the intended new system.  

With respect to accounting for organisational inhibitions of individual performance, it appears 

SAB has mechanisms for doing so in the one-on-one performance meetings which have a purpose 
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of discussing contextual changes that impinge on performance and identifying what good 

performance would be in the changed circumstances. At the Rand Water Board, the performance 

agreement clearly states what inputs the job incumbent is to receive from the organisation and 

from whom specifically for him/her to produce the agreed outputs. Job challenges are also listed 

so it is clear under which challenges the incumbent is working. During the end of cycle review, a 

review of processes and systems is also done enabling the parties to point out any dysfunctional 

systems and processes that may have negatively affected performance. At NWSC, the one-minute 

appraisal form captures justification for scores and this provides an avenue for explaining why a 

specific target was not met and if it was because of an external factor, this is taken into account. 

URA‘s data did not show any mechanism for accounting for extraneous factors.  

Lastly, on mechanisms for ―utilization of the information‖ generated by the performance review 

process for decision making or performance review follow up, SAB had the most advanced system 

with the electronic capture of all performance management information on SAPHR. This enables 

management to access raw as well as analysed information in real time for strategic decision 

making. Team shift performance information is also displayed on LCD screens through a dash 

board system. At the Rand Water Board, there is no electronic storage of information raised by the 

performance review process. There is a dash board system that shows organisational performance 

information on LCD screens. This information is, however, showed per site not by team. This 

system alerts those in charge whether the organisation is making progress towards global targets 

and what action can be taken. No system was in place to capture information on individual 

performance as was the case at SAB. Hence monitoring and timely action regarding individual 

performance may be problematic. NWSC and URA had no mechanisms for this aspect of 

performance management. Table 6.4 summarises the information on the above issues gleaned 

from interviews and documents. 
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Table 6.4: Procedural justice enhancing avenues  

 

 
Justice 

element 

Organisation 

SAB Rand Water Board NW&SC URA 

Formal 

appeal/redress 

process/system 

Various committees and HR specialists 

for departments 

   DACs 

 IDACs 

Participative 

structures 

(mechanisms) 

 IMP training sessions 

 Articles in  the ―Mark‖ magazine 

 One-on-ones 

 Team discussions 

 Feedback meetings 

 Team-on-team review meetings 

 Bi-annual performance reviews 

 Annual organisational 

environmental surveys 

 Memos 

 Posters 

 Notice boards 

 Intranet  

 

 

 Participation, co-operation and 

partnership (PCP) system through 

which systems and procedures are 

introduced as well as decisions on 

awards and negotiations with trade 

unions are done 

 Site For a 

 Workplace/green area meetings 

 Notice boards 

 Intranet 

 Aquavista 

 Lerothodi 

 Roadshows 

 Memos 

 Posters 

 Bi-annual performance reviews 

 Annual employee satisfaction tracking 

surveys 

 Annual knowledge, attitudes and 

practices (KAP) surveys 

 

 Workouts to agree area 

contracts, stretch targets and 

memoranda of understanding 

as well as raise issues affecting 

performance 

 Articles in the ―Water Herald‖  

and ―The Water Waves‖ 

magazines 

 Annual performance reviews 

 Memos 

 Posters 

 Notice boards 

 

 

 Employee consultative 

committee 

 Articles in the ―Taxman‖ 

magazine 

 Bi-annual performance reviews 

 The intra-net 

 Memos 

 Posters 

 Notice boards 

 

 

 

 

 

Member 

Participation in 

setting up of 

the current PM 

systems, 

processes 

 There was internal research 

 A consulting process  by external 

consultants too place involving 

some organisational members 

 Champions were trained and these 

trained all the rest of staff 

 Road launch shows involved many 

Introduction side stepped the existing 

participation forums and is not an agreed 

system, the reason for an incomplete buy-in. 

 Initially none except for top 

management and the board in 

arriving at the first performance 

contract with government. There 

is a general reference to the 

system as ―brought‖. 

 Eventually there was rigorous 

participation by members in 

various performance 

improvement programmes – 100 

days, SEREP and Stretch-out. 

None, except the HR Commissioner, 

the HR official in charge of PM and 

a few officials who were trained 

 

Accounting for 

organisational 

factors in 

During the one-on-ones, there is 

discussion of contextual changes that 

might impinge on performance and 

Inputs to the job from the organisation are 

clearly stated in the performance agreement 

and it is easy to assess whether the 

In IDAMCs there is an implied 

blame of HRs for not performing on 

training yet there is limited 
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Justice 

element 

Organisation 

SAB Rand Water Board NW&SC URA 

individual 

performance 

failure 

what good performance is in the 

circumstances 

organisation met its part of the burgain. 

Additionally, challenges of the job are 

defined 

resourcing. Generally, however, the 

one-minute appraisal form is 

designed in such a way that in the 

remark section, one indicates the 

justification for the scores, one may 

even put a dash for a score and 

explain why a certain target was not 

attempted or if there is a low score, 

why, if it is an external factor, it is 

taken into account, the particular 

target will not be included in the 

aggregate score.    

Mechanisms 

for post review 

information 

analysis and 

utilisation 

1. Filling of performance reviews is 

electronic and top management 

and HR can monitor compliance 

from a calendar and quantity point 

of view electronically. HR 

generates summaries of this, 

including graphing.  

 

2. Analyses of IMP compliance on 

HRSAP; 

 Tabular and graphic presentation of 

compliance with; 

o Doing 4 one-on-ones 

o Doing 2 performance reviews 

o Having one career discussion 

o Having individual development 

discussion and plan 

o Target level for the unit 

o Percentage achieved 

o Total numbers covered 

o Levels covered 

o Comparison on the previous 

year‘s coverage with that of the 

present year 

o Display of month by month 

coverage for the current year 

(a) There is a dashboard system where the 

computerised executive information 

system shows whether the organisation 

is on target, below target or above 

target in all areas, the corporate 

planner collects this and related data 

and presents about missed targets on a 

quarterly basis to the top one hundred 

managers meeting. Those responsible 

have to indicate why the targets were 

missed and what action plans are in 

place to rectify the situation. This also 

gets presented to the representative 

stakeholders‘ forum so they get to 

know how the organisation is 

performing. 

(b) There is, however, no loading of 

contracts online or in a central place 

which complicates monitoring. 
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6.8. Performance management system (PMS) stability 

Another element the study sought to understand regarding creating a sustainable performance 

management culture was how stable the performance management system was since stability plays 

a central role in its internalization and buy-in (Armstrong 2006). It was found that the system at 

SAB was the most mature and stable of the four. It has been intact since its installation in 1991 

with only twitching in a few areas over time. It is indeed part of the way of life and how to manage 

work and people at the organisation in which all are trained. At the Rand Water Board, the system 

introduced in 2004/2005 was still evolving but facing union resistance owing to the nature of 

introduction. At NWSC, the system has remained in place since its inception in 2002 

incrementally improving with the participation of more employees in workshops over the years. It 

appears to be on the way to maturity and stability. URA‘s system was the most unstable during the 

period under review with changes either in the system itself or documentation happening 

frequently. When restructuring took place in 2005, it was in disregard of the performance 

management system in place and its recommended outcomes. This resulted in failure of belief in 

and disrespect of the system leading to a move to abandon it and adopt a different approach as 

discussed in detail under member enlightenment in section 6.3.3 above. In this move, the CG after 

assuring organisational members that a PM simplification process was under way reneged on the 

commitment and announced the system‘s abandonment. After the abandonment comments and 

indication that a move was being made to a balanced scorecard approach and the seconding of 

officers for training as BSC champions (the flaws in the choice criteria as discussed above not 

withstanding) at specific organisations outside Uganda there was loss of interest in performance 

review using the system then in existence which was now referred to as transitory.  By 2008, no 

formal performance review was taking place and managerial decisions were not performance 

based. Even before attempts to move to the balanced scored card approach, documentation for the 

existing system had changed almost every four months creating the impression of a moving target 

that could not be pinned down, many officers complained that it was an academic exercise. The 

system at URA is, therefore, unstable with constant changes not only to instruments but entire 

proceses with frustrating consequences for members. A summary of the information on how stable 

the PMSs of the organisations studied is provided in box 6.12. 
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Box 6.12: Stability of performance management system 

 

South African Breweries 

 

It is mature and intact and part of organisational culture. There has only been twitching here and there over a period of 

fifteen years, the last one being five years ago. The same system has operated since 1991 with a few twitches to 

uptake new developments 

 

Rand Water 

 

A new performance system (the BPMF) was rolled out in 2004/2005 on an evolving basis starting with the CEO‘s 

direct reports downwards. It had reached middle management where understanding was still nascent and faced 

resistance when roll down to unionized staff was attempted. This cadre still has a different system called investing in 

me 

 

National Water and Sewerage Corporation 

 

Since the advent of performance contracts with the government in 2002 the system has been maintained and 

incrementally improved with the participation and agreement of employees at all levels 

 

Uganda Revenue Authority 

 

Unstable, there has been a lot of documentation change almost every four or so months. There is now a move to 

abandon the system before complete understanding and buy-in to a new system – the balanced score card. This will 

make it three performance management systems in a space of six years. Decision to abandon the current system was a 

top management decision that co-opted a few officers for training as champions without involvement of the rest of the 

staff 

 

6.9. Network diagram of the linkage between the key contributory elements to an 

environment for effective performance management  

 

The linkages between elements gleaned from the qualitative material as key contributory factors or 

conditions to the development of an environment for effective performance management practice 

are schematically represented in figure 6.4. The first cluster of elements concerns the national 

context which includes political transparency and stability, munificence or scarcity of financial 

resources, mechanisms for social justice, an enabling policy and legislative environment and 

sound institutional arrangements. An enabling policy and legislative environment may include 

financing mechanisms, progressive economic and social policies and a supportive legislative 

framework. Good institutional arrangements may include frameworks for organisational 

compliance, financing coordination mechanisms, learning coordination mechanisms, regulatory 

arrangements and capacity building avenues. Following from the discussion above of the 

differences in national economic, legislative and institutional contexts and performance 

management practice in the organisations given the national contexts, it is noted that drawing from 

South Africa‘s SETA framework and the organisations specific performance contract with 



 305 

government in the case of Uganda‘s NWSC, it is possible to mainstream the various aspects of 

workplace practices at the national level and influence the direction of their development in 

organisations.    

Figure 6.4: Network of conditions necessary for the emergence of effective performance management 

       practice gleaned from the practices in the two countries and four 

       organisations studied 
 

 

National context 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Organisational context and PM practice 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

                                                               

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Developed by the author with information from SAB and archival material. 

Communication Business planning Performance management 

Big Picture: 
 MOM 

 Annual 
report 

 Business 

plan 

Individual 

Team 

 Vision 

 Mission 

 Values  Regular participatory goal 

setting 

 On the level communication 

 Supportive management 
practices 

 Self-management practices 

 Managing performance; 

o One-on-ones 
o Performance reviews 

o Coaching and 

mentoring 
o Career development 

discussions 

 Leadership 

 Training support 

 ICT backbone 

  Development of conducive 

member attitudes, values and 

perceptions 

Workplace policy and legislative framework Availability of economic and human 
resources 

Country political economy 

Compliance mechanisms 

Character of national expectations and 
standards for work place systems and 

processes 

Institutional and financing arrangements 



 306 

Since doing so costs money, a national framework for raising the required funds for training spend 

for example is critical. That is why in the case of South Africa where such a framework is provide 

in the law, specifically section 2 of the Skills Development Act, 1998 which provides for 

increased investment in education and training and for workplaces to be used as active learning 

environments, organisational learnerships appear to be more advanced than in Uganda.   

At organisational level, a supportive internal environment is also critical. Hence the second central 

element for effective performance management is the micro or organisational context that is 

constituted of the organisational system in place, management competence, employee 

participation, effective corporate culture and organisational justice. It has to be noted that there is a 

tight link between the two clusters. While supportive national interventions enable the building of 

effective organisational performance management practice, effective performance management 

practice at organisational level appears premised on the quality of the specific internal elements 

enumerated above.   

6.10. Conclusion 

This chapter presented and analysed the qualitative data generated by the in-depth interviews and 

from organisational and national documentary material on the existing legislative and institutional 

frameworks, national economic capacity and performance management practice at the studied 

organisations. The data for each battery of institutional frameworks/mechanisms or practices was 

presented in separate sections with summary of illustrative matrices, tables, figures or boxes. The 

elements presented and analysed included:  

 Enabling environment for sustainable and effective performance management specifically 

the relative availability of economic resources and the governance arrangements, 

 How the performance management system was initiated and grown in the different 

organisations namely; what the stimuli for change of performance management system 

was, whether champions were developed and used, diffusion of performance management 

knowledge and skill throughout the organisation, existence of an enabling people 

management philosophy, existence of structures for member participation and 

organisational and individual learning. 

 Performance management practice including cascading of goals, management of successful 

and failed performance, assessing managers‘ handling of performance management, the 
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practice of assessing and rewarding team performance, the impact of multi-source 

feedback practice on the focus and content of performance management, the existence of 

mechanisms for the review of the efficacy of performance management, procedural justice 

and performance management system (PMS) stability. 

 

The chapter ends by reorganizing elements gleaned from the qualitative material as contributory to 

effective performance management on a network diagram describing the linkages between them in 

order to demonstrate the relevance of each battery of institutions and or practices to effective 

performance management.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

7.1. Introduction 
 

This chapter contains a discussion of results in respect of the objectives, hypotheses and 

propositions set out in chapters two and three. The study set out to investigate the degree to which 

the quality of the meta-organisational context influences the quality of the internal organisational 

context and the associated performance management practice and member perceptions of and 

attitudes to performance management. Addressing the above problem meant empirically testing 

the conceptual framework that associates member outcomes with performance management 

practice and the context in which it is practiced and developing an empirically based explanatory 

and analytical model to describe, understand and predict the impact of context on performance 

management practice. To accomplish this general objective, four sub-objectives were specified 

entailing firstly, verification of country socio-economic, regulatory and cultural variability; 

secondly, assessment of whether country socio-economic, regulatory and cultural variability 

engenders internal organisational context and performance management practice variability; 

thirdly, establishment of whether variation in performance management practices is associated 

with member outcomes variability and fourthly, developing explanatory and analytical models and 

frameworks associating successful PM with goodness of fit between PM practice and context 

including whether a supportive context can actually be generated. 

Six hypotheses and two propositions were generated for the study and called for the use of the 

parametric MANOVA, discriminant analysis, ANOVA and hierarchical multiple regression 

analysis as well as the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test, the Welch robust test of equality of 

means and the Brown-Forsythe robust test of equality of means. The set objectives and hypotheses 

also entailed collection and analysis of qualitative data following methods suggested by Miles and 

Huberman (1994). The quantitative and qualitative data were reported and analysed separately in 

chapters five and six respectively and in this chapter, the results of these separate analyses are 

integrated whenever applicable. The integrating model in figure 7.1 developed using Erzberger 

and Kelle‘s (2003) rules of integrating and making inferences from data generated by a mixed 

methods approach is followed in doing this. In pursuit of the study‘s fourth objective, the same 

integrative method is deployed in framework building subsequent to the discussion of results. 
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Following Ostrom‘s (2003) propositions, developing frameworks from the findings of the study is 

aimed at identifying the core elements and relations among them that may guide future 

metatheoretical analysis of PM systems by practitioners. Practitioners may then be enabled to 

generate relevant questions when conducting an analysis of organisational PM systems for 

designing adequate interventions.  

Figure 7.1: Integrating the quantitative and qualitative findings regarding contextual quality, PM 

                    practice and member outcomes favourability in light of commonsense knowledge 
 

 

 

                                                                  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Source: Developed by the author through extension of Erzberger and Kelle‘s methodology for integrating mixed methods results. See pp. 462-485 

            of Erzberger C. and Kelle U. (2003), Making inferences in mixed methods: the rules of integration in Handbook of mixed methods in social  
           and behavioural research (457 – 488).  

In discussing the results of these tests, analyses and their interpretations in connection with the 

hypotheses and propositions, links are made to the literature with the aim of evaluating the 

findings in chapters five and six to provide valid explanations. 

The rest of the chapter is arranged as follows:  

 

 

Qualitatively assessed 

relationships:  

P1: Employment regulation  

      and effective PM practice 

P2: Environmental  

       munificence and  

       effective PM practice 

Quantitatively measured relationships: 

H1: Member culture and  

       performance leadership 

H2: Member culture and PM empowerment 

H3: Performance leadership and PM  

       practice 

H4: Variance between organisations in PM  

       practice and member outcomes due to   

       member culture and leadership 

H5: Prediction of PM practice by  

       leadership and procedural justice 

H6:Positive association between leadership  

      and member outcomes and positive  

      relationship between PSO and affect 

Findings from qualitative 

analysis: 

(a) Effective employment 

regulation mediates the 

uptake of effective PM 

practice 

(b) Environmental 

munificence spurs deeper 

and broader PM 

interventions  

(c) The joint effect of 

effective regulation and 

environmental 

munificence is higher 

performeracy 

 

 

Findings from quantitative analysis: 
Some differences between organisations regarding 

in-group orientation; no difference in paternalistic 

orientation as well as in  performance leadership; 

in-group orientation inversely associated with PM 

enlightenment ; member culture not associated with 

capacitation; performance leadership positively 

associated with procedural justice; executive 

openness-evenness positively associated with team 

review;  performance leadership positively 

associated with PM practice; positive association 

between performance leadership + procedural 

justice  and PM practice  as well as with member 

outcomes  and PSO positively associated with  

affect 

 

Synthesis of quantitative 

findings, qualitative 

findings and insights from 

the stock of commonsense 

knowledge leading to the 

development of models, 

frameworks and 
conclusions (see section 

7.9 and figures 7.5-7.9 

there in. 

Stock of 

commonsense 

knowledge 



 310 

1. Section 7.2 summarises and discusses the findings on hypothesis one on the role of national 

contextual variation in organisational member culture and performance leadership orientation 

differences. 

2. Section 7.3 summarises and discusses the findings on hypothesis two with respect to the 

postulated character of associations between specific member cultural elements and 

performance empowerment.    

3. Section 7.4 summarises and discusses the findings relating to hypothesis three which 

postulated a positive association between performance empowerment and performance 

leadership. 

4. Section 7.5 discusses the findings relating to hypothesis four which postulated that member 

culture and performance leadership will jointly explain the variance between organisation in 

performance management practice and member outcomes.   

5. Section 7.6 deals with the findings regarding the prediction of PM practice by performance 

leadership and procedural justice (jointly) under hypothesis five. 

6. Section 7.7 is about inferences emerging from the testing of hypothesis six on positive 

associations between (a) performance leadership and member outcome and (b) perceived 

system orientation and affect. 

7. Section 7.8 discusses the findings regarding propositions 1 and 2 on the influence of regulation 

and environmental munificence on performance management practice.  

8. In pursuit of the fourth objective of this study, section 7.9 summarises and discusses the 

lessons from the findings and suggests models for explaining and predicting the found 

associations as well as frameworks for assessing and developing performance literacy at 

organisational and national levels.   

9. Section 7.10 then concludes the chapter. 

7.2. Associations between national contextual variation and cross-country organisational 

differences 
  

Hypothesis 1 postulated that contextual variation between countries (measured by culture and 

leadership) will be positively associated with variation between organisations across countries in 

member culture (measured by member in-group and paternalistic orientation) and performance 

leadership (measured by immediate performance leadership, executive openness-evenness and 

executive prioritisation of performance management).  
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On member cultural differences, table 5.28 shows a significant difference with respect to in-group 

orientation between Uganda and South Africa (F = 7.69, ρ < .01) but no significant difference in 

paternalistic orientation. The effect size for in-group orientation was small (w = 0.2 which) 

indicating that the difference between the countries on in-group orientation was small. The 

discriminant analysis carried out to investigate how important the relationship between in-group 

orientation and paternalistic orientation is in explaining the differences between the countries 

showed that in-group orientation contributes most (r = .994) to the variate (underlying dimension) 

that significantly (ρ = .021) explains 100 percent of the difference between Uganda and South 

Africa while paternalistic orientation explains a very small proportion (r =.139). This is not 

surprising since there was no significant difference in paternalistic orientation between the 

countries. That the group centroids (mean variate scores) for function 1 had opposite values (South 

Africa = –.209, Uganda = .150) confirmed that the countries were indeed different. From the 

covariance matrices, it was noted that the values for the two variables had positive signs for South 

Africa and opposed signs (positive and negative) for Uganda indicating that in Uganda, as one 

variable increases, the other reduces. It would appear that an increase in in-group orientation 

would be accompanied by a decrease in paternalistic orientation perhaps because as the culture 

literature indicates, paternalism would then apply for in-group members who would necessarily be 

a small portion of the whole. From this oppositeness in Uganda and sameness in South Africa, it 

would appear in-group orientation is rifer in Uganda than in South Africa. This finding supports 

the literature that categorises South Africa (16) as more individualist than East Africa (including 

Uganda) at 33 on a scale 1 = high individualism, 53 = low individualism (Hofstede, 1991; 

Schwartz, 1994 and Human, 1996). From the computation of effect size, it was found that the 

difference between South Africa and Uganda on in-group orientation was small at w = 0.2 again in 

support of the literature above which although it classifies South Africa as 16 and Uganda as 33 

still places them in the same quadrangle on individualism meaning relative to other regions 

(Europe and North America for example) both South Africa and Uganda are more collectivist, 

between them there is a small difference. The finding of no significant difference between Uganda 

and South Africa in paternalistic orientation ran counter to the theory posited by the scholars 

above who concur that paternalistic orientation through practices such as dependence on 

organisations education and other support to individuals tends to accompany in-group orientation 

since in such societies, organisations protect the well-being and long term interests of members 
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while in individualist societies, organisations are not intensively involved with the long-term 

welfare of members.   

Regarding performance leadership, the results in table 5.32, showed that Pillai‘s trace for 

immediate performance leadership, executive open evenness and honest executive prioritisation of 

performance management by country was not significant. Hence there was no significant 

difference between Uganda and South Africa in performance leadership indicating hypothesis 1 

was partially substantiated and partially rejected.  It was substantiated to the extent that significant 

differences were found regarding in-group orientation and rejected in as far as no significant 

differences were detected on paternalistic orientation and performance leadership. This finding 

seems to contradict the literature which concurs that core values (culture) acquired through 

socialisation exert influence on various processes including performance leadership (Jeffcutt – 

1993,1991,1989; Geertz, 1973; Alvesson, 1991; Siverman, 1979; Pfeffer, 1981; Gramsci, 1971; 

Foucault, 1991/1975; Johnson, 2000; Wilkins, 1983; Martin, 1982; Schank and Abelson, 1977; 

Habermas, 1987; Groeschl and Doherty, 2000; Smircich, 1983; Greenwood and Hinings, 

1993;Johnson, 1987; Bartunek, 1984; Ralson et al., 1980 and Charkroborty, 1991 all in McGuire 

et al., 2002, pp.27 and 28 and Hodgettes et al.,2006). Since there were significant differences 

between Uganda and South Africa on in-group orientation, one would expect this to affect 

performance leadership and lead to similar between country differences because as Black (1999) 

argued, individual basic assumptions rooted in national culture influence expectations of how the 

individual should be treated at work and how he/she will respond to managerial practices. 

Similarly, societal culture is translated into organisational member culture which then impinges on 

the systems and processes organisational members erect – centralized or decentralized decision 

making systems; individual or group rewards; informal or formal procedures; the leadership 

practices in place and subordinate norms and what types of leadership they accept (for example 

humane orientation, the degree to which individuals in societies and hence organisations 

encourage rewarding individuals for being fair, altruistic, friendly, generous, caring and kind to 

others will lead to a preference for supervisory humaneness) – (Adler, 1991; England and Lee, 

1974; Hofstede, 1980 and 1991; House et al, 2004; Javidan and House, 2002; Laurent, 1983; 

Orpen, 1978; Ronen and Shenkar, 1985; Trompenaars, 1994 and Whitely and England, 1980). 

Societal culture, therefore, has a direct impact on organisational culture because organisational 

culture is ―shaped by (among other factors) the cultural preferences of the leaders and employees‖ 
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(Hodgettes et al, 2006). The finding that there was no significant difference in leadership yet there 

was a significant difference on in-group orientation was, therefore, intriguing. Perhaps the 

explanation for the apparent lack of influence by culture leading to no significant difference in 

leadership yet there was a significant difference in in-group orientation lies in the fact that the 

difference was significant but small (not important) as discussed above. Additionally, other 

mitigating factors such as a similar education may have played a mitigating role. The above 

findings also contradicted the conclusion of Hofstede (1981/1991) that in individualist groupings 

(national or organisational), independence at work and freedom will be the norm while in 

collectivist (in-group oriented) ones dependence on organisations for training and skills 

development will be the norm and Schneider and Barsoux‘s (1997) conclusion that collectivist (in-

group) oriented groups will have a predominant preference for group rather than individual 

decision making, consensus and co-operation rather than individual initiative and efforts and 

rewards based on teams. As noted from the literature (Hofstede, 1991; Schwartz, 1994 and 

Human, 1996) and the findings discussed above, Uganda tends to be more in-group oriented.  

With respect to organisational differences across the two countries, table 5.28 indicate significant 

though small differences (w = 0.2) between organisations with respect to in-group orientation. The 

post hoc tests to establish exactly between which organisations the differences regarding in-group 

orientation occurred (table 5.29) indicated that significant differences exist between NWSC and 

SAB as well as between NWSC and the Rand Water Board. No significant differences were 

observed between Uganda Revenue Authority and the other three organisations. The covariance 

matrix indicated that the while the relationship between in-groups orientation and paternalistic 

orientation is positive for South African Breweries and Uganda Revenue Authority, it is negative 

for Rand Water and National Water and Sewerage Corporation (r = 0.22, 0.12, – 0.02 and – 0.06 

respectively). This means while in South African Breweries and Uganda Revenue Authority, an 

increase in in-group orientation is associated with an increase in paternalistic orientation, the 

reverse is the case for Rand Water and National Water and Sewerage Corporation. From the 

discriminant analysis (table 5.31, function 1), in-group orientation significantly (ρ = 0.005) 

accounts for 66.2% of the variance between the organisations on member culture. Paternalistic 

orientation is, however, an important and significant factor in the observed differences between 

the organisations in member culture given that it significantly accounts (ρ = 0.043) for 33.8% of 

the observed differences (table 5.31, function 2).  From the standardized discriminant function 
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coefficients for the first function (which as discussed in chapter four is the most important), in-

group orientation (.907) again has a greater contribution than paternalistic orientation (-.408) while 

for the second function in-group orientation with a coefficient of .42 contributes less than 

paternalistic orientation which returned a coefficient of .913.  In both cases, the contribution of the 

important variable is closer to 1 than the variable contributing less which is in both cases again 

only about 0.4, below the 0.5 threshold for largeness. Since both functions significantly contribute 

to group differences and theory suggests that large coefficients should not be ignored (Bargman, 

1970) and in this case the second function‘s coefficients are not only large but also significant at 

the ρ = .043 level, both in-group orientation and paternalistic orientation contribute to the 

differences observed between the organisations. In-group orientation, however, is largely 

responsible for the observed differences between the organisations not only because its 

coefficients are larger and more significant but also because function 1 is the most important in 

discriminant analysis (Field, 2006). Indeed, it is clear from the results that under the less important 

function 2, while paternalistic orientation significantly explains the variance between the 

organisations, the magnitude of separation is generally small (Rand Water = -.302 versus National 

Water and Sewerage Corporation = –.008 and Uganda Revenue Authority = .143 versus South 

African Breweries = .062).   

The findings regarding in-group orientation are in line with the postulations in the literature which 

argue that there are differences between South Africa and Uganda and by implication between the 

organisations across the two countries. The findings are, however, paradoxical regarding 

paternalistic orientation as they are not only run counter to the hypothesised pattern of differences 

but also what is suggested by the literature. From the literature (Hofstede, 1991), South Africa is 

posited as more individualist than Uganda and the expectation, therefore, would be a difference 

between the organisations in South Africa on the one hand and those in Uganda on the other in 

paternalistic orientation. Yet from the pattern depicted in the findings, organisations from one 

country did not cluster together, instead the clustering was cross-country. Additionally, it would 

be expected that people in Ugandan organisations would be more dependent on their organisations 

for training and personal welfare than their South African Counterparts. Yet from the quantitative 

results it seems paternalism is rife in both countries and where it was influenced by in-group 

considerations, this was the case in one organisation from each country since in chapter six, both 

SAB and URA reported in-group influences in performance management consequences. That 
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paternalism is in-group focused explains the inverse relationships between the two variables in 

these organisations and the convergence of their coefficients in the current analysis. In fact from 

the qualitative supplementation of the findings (chapter six), the South African organisations are 

more paternalistic than the Ugandan ones given their investment in individual education perhaps 

due to the relative munificence of resources in that country compared to Uganda.  By the same 

logic, the convergence of the coefficient of the Rand Water Board and NWSC which are from 

across the two seemingly different countries may be explained by minimal influence of in-group 

orientation in PM issues and the uni-directional movement of the scores for the two variables. 

Regarding variation between the organisations in performance leadership, the results discussed in 

chapter five indicate significant differences between the organisations in performance leadership. 

The post hoc multiple comparisons conducted to gauge between which organisations and on which 

leadership factors significant differences occur (table 5.33) indicate that with respect to immediate 

performance leadership; Rand Water is significantly different from National Water and Sewerage 

Corporation [mean difference (MD) = 5.07, p < .05]. Regarding executive openness and evenness, 

South African Breweries is significantly different from Rand Water (MD = -4.02, p < .001) and 

from Uganda Revenue Authority (MD = -3.79, p < .001); National Water and Sewerage 

Corporation is significantly different from Rand Water (MD = -3.53, p < .001) as it is significantly 

different from Uganda Revenue Authority (MD = -3.31, p < .001). There is no significant 

difference between South African Breweries and National Water and Sewerage Corporation on 

this factor. It can be concluded that the organisations do not differ on honest executive 

prioritization of performance management. The effect size for the relationship between immediate 

performance leadership and organisation is 0.2 while that for organisation against executive 

evenness is 0.4. Using the benchmark for effect size, the above statistics represent small 

(immediate leadership) to moderate (executive openness) effects since they are below the .5 

threshold for a large effect. This means the effect of openness which is slightly below .5 is larger 

than that of immediate leadership. These findings are not only in line with the hypothesised 

associations but they support the literature which posits that organisational differences in influence 

and other processes are due to the differences in their concrete social and related dynamics (Gatley 

et al., 1996, Maurice et al,. 1986 and Whitley, 1992a/1992b). 
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7.3. Associations between member culture and performance management empowerment 
 

Hypothesis 2 stated that member culture (measured by paternalistic and in-group orientation) will 

be associated with performance management empowerment [measured by performance 

management enlightenment and hardware support (capacitating job incumbents)] such that; 

a) Paternalistic orientation will be positively associated with performance management 

empowerment and  

b) In-group orientation will be inversely associated with performance management 

empowerment 

From table 5.34, it is evident that there were no significant associations between paternalistic 

orientation and organisational differences in performance management enlightenment and there 

were no significant organisational differences in hardware support associated with in-group as 

well as paternalistic orientation. Indeed from the mean scores on table 5.15 (scoring range 

midpoint = 3.5, SAB = 6.3, Rand Water Board = 7.16, NWSC = 6.56 and URA = 7.31) it is 

noteworthy that all organisations scored high on hardware support above the scoring range mid 

point indicating that members in all the organisations generally felt there was relatively good 

capacitation with equipment, tools and other facilities for doing their jobs. The data, however, 

showed a significant relationship between in-group orientation and organisational differences in 

performance management enlightenment (Welch test = 2.88, ρ = .026; BF = 2.89, ρ = .023) 

supporting hypothesis two of this thesis. Indeed from the discriminant analysis of member culture 

elements by organisation (table 5.31, function 1), in-group orientation was found to significantly 

(ρ = 0.005) account for 66.2% of the variance between the organisations on member culture. Read 

together with the descriptive statistics on member culture and PM empowerment (tables 5.13 and 

5.15) it emerges that the association is inverse owing to the fact that the mean scores for 

performance enlightenment for South African Breweries and Rand Water were below the scoring 

range (3-15) midpoint of 9 while those for National Water and Sewerage Corporation and Uganda 

Revenue Authority were above it (SAB = 6.67, Rand Water Board = 8.67, NWSC = 10.79 and 

URA = 10.68). In this regard, therefore, a tendency towards 3 indicated highly performance 

management enlightened members and vice versa. Thus SAB had the most highly PM enlightened 

members followed by Rand Water whose members were marginally enlightened with a score 

(8.67) tending towards the midpoint. The reverse was the case regarding the occurrence of in-

group orientation in the organisations, that is, those organisations with a lower performance 

enlightenment score discussed above regarding hypothesis 2 (a) returned high scores for in-group 

orientation signifying an inverse relationship between the two constructs. Thus, from data it 
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emerged that there was lower in-group orientation in the South African organisations (SAB = 

5.82, Rand Water = 5.78) than in the Ugandan ones (NWSC = 6.59, URA = 6.12) given a scoring 

range of 4-8 and a midpoint of 6. That SAB had the most formalized and extensive enlightening 

programme was corroborated by the qualitative material in chapter six. The study established that 

performance management at SAB is an element of the integrated management process (IMP) in 

which every member is comprehensively trained. In this regard, members undergo continuous 

training in how to set objectives, self management processes and practices, good management 

practices, effective feedback and holding effective one-on-one discussions among others. 

Additionally, after rating performance at the end of each review period, there is supportive 

enlightening follow up depending of the rated potential against performance levels. Basically as 

indicated in chapter six, what South African Breweries does is to rate employees on two scales 

(performance; 1 = very poor, 6 = very good) and potential (BA = below average and AA = above 

average). Employees who are in the quadrants at the intersection of 5 – 6 and AA are the cream 

team or stars, the best talent in the organisation who are provided with mentorship for more 

challenges and further career growth. The 5 – 6/A intersection people are stars who are both 

mentored and developed to migrate into AA people. The top left quadrants are a cause for concern 

because these are employees of above average potential but they are not performing and the 

question should be why? Is it because of a mismatch of jobs, is it a question of poor relations with 

their managers or is it because of lack of facilitation by the organisation? Any of these problems 

requires intervention either in terms of coaching, training or counselling. From the progressive 

practice with respect to mentorship gleaned from SAB interviews and documents, the study 

proposes a generic mentorship framework termed the mentrix (figure 7.2) for growing star 

performers.  

The qualitative data from Uganda Revenue Authority supported the quantitative finding that South 

African Breweries which scored lowest below the scoring range midpoint of 9 for the performance 

enlightenment scale (SAB = 6.67 table 5.15) had the most advanced enlightening mechanisms as it 

indicated that at Uganda Revenue Authority with a score of 10.68 most staff had not internalized 

the process because they did not attend any workshops on performance management. Cases of 

forgery of supervisors‘ comments and recommendations were found, there was hiding of personal 

errors, giving false information in reports, issuing half truths and exaggerating accomplishments. 
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There were also cases of performance management champions performing below expected and not 

completing the instruments properly. 

Figure 7.2: The mentrix; a mentorship framework for growing member excellence 
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Source: Developed by the author from the synthesis of approaches gleaned from interviews at South African Breweries (New Lands   

              Brewery, Cape Town). 

It appears from the qualitative data that selection of members who would be sent outside the 

country for training in performance management (mainly to the United States of America and 

South Africa) was on an in-group basis. This was problematic because in change programmes, 

champions need to be exemplary and highly respected to be believable.  Secondly, champions who 

are caught on the wrong side by the system are unlikely to have the zeal to push it through. In the 

end, the system at Uganda Revenue Authority was highly unstable with frequent changes to 

documents and approaches. This finding supports the literature which presents African 

organisations as context dependent, particularistic and relationship oriented (Kerr et al.,1960;  

Hofstede, 1980/1991; Montgomery, 1987; Abudu, 1989; Kigundu, 1989;  Jeagar and 

Kanungo,1990; Akinnusi, 1991; Blunt and Jones, 1992/1997; Allison, 1993; Trompenaars, 1993;  

Schwartz, 1994; Hickson and Pugh, 1995; Dia, 1996;  Fashoyin and Matanmi, 1996;  Iguisi, 1997;  

Carlson, 1998; Cray and Mallony, 1998; Mulat,1998; de Sardian, 1999; Merrill-Sand and Holvino, 

2000 and Harven and Tidjani, 2000). It is in sync with Hofstede‘s conclusion that collectivist 

orientation leads to particularistic decisions on issues such as promotion and Barsoux‘s (1997) 

thesis that what information is shared with whom is culture determined. The findings of this study 

with respect to URA support Schwartz‘s (1993) position that in collectivist societies, particularism 
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and the institutionalisation of obligatory commitment to friendship and kinship are a norm and 

cognition emphasises ‗connectedness‘ rather than rational and analytic approaches that would for 

example favour universalism and merit. The findings are also in line with Bhagat‘s (2002) thesis 

that with vertical-collectivism, organisations are not a collective as a whole but are formed of in-

groups in which information flows top-down to in-group members.  The findings are also in line 

with Akinnusi‘s (1991) finding of particularistic approaches to selection, performance appraisal, 

promotion and discipline in Ghana and Nigeria. The procedural justice literature on collectivist 

societies is also supported by the findings of this study. For instance, (Beugre (2002) posited that 

despite the tendency to individualism in African urban areas, collectivism still prevails and has led 

to exclusionary justice in her organisations in favour of in-group members which is actually 

injustice to out-group members. The literature (Ali et al., 2001; Machungwa and Schmidt, 1983; 

Beugre, 2002; Kanya, 2000; Blunt and Jones, 1997 and Jones et al., 1996) concurs that in Africa, 

in-groups (be they friends, family members, members from the same ethnic group, members from 

the same religion, members from the same political organisations or members from the same race) 

are favoured over out-groups (members of other ethnic/racial groups, political organisations inter 

alia). From this, the study proposes a modification of Hofstede‘s (1984/1991) thesis that because 

in collectivist situations, organisational management is personal relationship oriented, there is 

member dependence on their organisations for training and other long term support. Rather those 

who benefit from such dependence on organisational support are not organisational members as a 

whole but those members who are in personal relationships with those in positions of power. 

Using the strategy of the heuristics of common sense knowledge (Kelle and Lüdemann, 1995) in 

addition to the findings at URA and the survey of the ethnic composition of the people holding 

key national jobs in Uganda (discussed in section 3.5.1.2 of chapter three) it is concluded that 

these relationships may be family, clan, ethnic, regional, religious or political. It is argued here 

that their normative arrangement is concentric with the level of benefits depending on one‘s 

position in the succession of circles (figure 7.3). From this model it is heuristically suggested that 

people in the innermost circles benefit more than those in the outer circles. 

It is suggested that in-group approach to performance management enlightenment follows this 

phenomenon. This, as found at Uganda Revenue Authority (and Uganda in general, section 6.3.4) 

runs counter to the effective approach to implementing a stable, lasting performance management 

system (Torrington et al., 2005) which involves: 
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(a) Ensuring a real understanding of the incoming performance management system, its processes 

and rules throughout the organisation, 

(b) Providing training in performance management to all, 

(c) Developing line managers into performance management coaches and champions who 

provide ongoing training and support. 

 Figure 7.3: The asymmetric rank ordering of organisational support and benefits to  

                     members where an organisation or polity is in-group oriented 

                

        

From the above, it seems enlightening people on an in-group basis as was found at Uganda 

Revenue Authority does not place performance management knowledge where all organisational 

members can access and tap it. This may be the reason the system at Uganda Revenue Authority 

has been unstable and no institutionalisation has taken place. This argument is further confirmed 

by the situation at SAB where there is an extensive training programme that has resulted in an 

institutionalised system. This finding supports the theory (Torrington et al., 2005) that when 

organisational members learn together (not in in-groups), they gradually change the way things are 

done in a lasting manner. As argued in chapter two, enabling all organisational members to learn 

in an institutionalizing fashion, requires institutionalised systems, processes, procedures, structures 

and a culture that enables sustainable learning. In chapter six, the study reported finding from the 

qualitative data from the Rand Water Board a nascent transfer of knowledge programme in the 
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organisation‘s scientific services division where older employees were undergoing training in 

knowledge transfer to younger employees who were in turn undergoing training to extract 

knowledge from their older colleagues. This approach was not yet organisation wide and there was 

need to roll it out to the whole organisation as well as add mechanisms through which the older 

staff could document their knowledge for a data bank for future use. Merging the above nascent 

approach at the Rand Water Board with the more established training in the integrated 

management process at South African Breweries, a system which transcends creating the 

traditional learning organisations to creating performance literate or performerate organisations 

may be developed.  

7.4. Associations between performance leadership and performance management practice 
 

Hypothesis 3 stated that performance leadership (measured by executive prioritisation of PM and 

openness-evenness) will be positively associated with performance management practice 

(measured by hardware support, review information utility, objectivity and fairness). 

The results reported in section 5.4.1.5 generally indicate no significant difference in performance 

empowerment given the existent performance management leadership. Specifically, from table 

5.35, no significant relationship was noted between performance leadership and performance 

management empowerment. This finding rejects part of the hypothesis which theorises that 

performance leadership is associated with performance management empowerment. From table 

5.36, there was also no association between performance management leadership and effective 

management of team performance again rejecting the part of the hypothesis positing that an 

association existed. A highly significant association was, however, found between executive 

openness and evenness, and organisational differences in team review (H = 36.51, ρ = .009). The 

failure to find an association between performance leadership and organisational differences in 

performance management empowerment and effective management of team performance may be 

explained by the fact that no differences existed between the organisations in performance 

leadership as found under hypothesis 1 above hence any impacts of performance management 

leadership would have been the same across the organisations. It may also be due to the lack of 

formal and consistent performance enlightenment programmes in the organisations studied save 

South African Breweries though all were relatively doing well in capacitating their employees 

with the hard resources for performance such as computers, transport and other relevant 

equipment. The central role of leadership in performance management has been posited by a 
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number of scholars. Mendonca and Kanungo‘s (Ibid.) have for example suggested that nurturant-

task leadership obviates inhibiting factors to performance management. Ahamed, 1999, Kane, 

1999 and Armstrong, 2001) have posited that leadership is a crucial factor in the development or 

adoption of ‗best‘ performance management practice. Rensburg (1999) proposed that 

organisations that make performance management work are those not only with an intensive drive 

for business results but also whose leadership initiates a drive for beating standards of excellence. 

Bolino et al. (2002) hold that individuals are likely to go beyond their formal job requirements and 

stretch their performance to greater heights when they have supportive and inspirational 

leadership. Inspiration may be through one of leadership‘s central roles – enhancing the credibility 

of the vision and values of the organisation in the perceptions of subordinates through the 

mechanisms of symbolization and good communication skills [Wrapp, 1975; Iaccoca and Iaccoca, 

1984; Peters and Austin, 1985; Horton, 1986; Conger and Kanungo, 1987 Kouzes and Posner, 

1987; Javidan, 1991 Kanter, 1992;  Sayles, 1993; Magoola, 1995/1996; Barrett, 1998; Hughes et 

al., 1999 and Senge, 1999   ]. Symbolisation involves practicing what is preached in vision, 

mission and values statements, in other words, exemplifying the vision, mission and values and 

making personal sacrifices for the sake of accomplishing them while good communication 

includes good writing, speaking and listening. Performance management related literature 

(Gomez-Meija, 1990; Lowe, 1993; Armstrong and Baron, 1998; Williams, 1998; Sutherland, 1999 

and Armstrong, 1994/2000/2006) recommends the use of similar participatory arrangements, open 

communication and other approaches, systems and processes which coincide with those generally 

posited as leadership approaches in the leadership literature above. The literature on organisational 

learning also suggests a central role for leadership. The thesis that systems thinking, personal 

mastery and clearly understood models for change (Senge, 1990), coaching and mentoring and 

benchmarking (Guest, 1999) are essential for organisational learning to flourish and that they 

require appropriate leadership which is critical in developing a learning vision, the core purposes 

and values, the learning processes, coaching and overcoming obstacles to learning systems 

development clearly places leadership at the centre of organisational learning. Hence while 

leadership engenders elements required for the flourishment of organisational learning and 

performance management, learning is necessary for efficacious performance management. From 

the literature and findings of this study, it appears leadership mediates learning and performance 

management. The study expected a similar central leadership role for performance management 

enlightenment which is a specific type of learning but because there was no significant different 



 323 

between the organisations on leadership it is difficult to conclude from this analysis alone that 

there is actually no association. It appears a correlational study would be more apt in resolving this 

dilemma. The lack of association between performance leadership and organisational differences 

in management of team performance poses a similar dilemma and may have to be similarly further 

investigated. This is especially so because the literature (Parker et al., 2000) suggests that 

organisational strategising by leaders has to include teaming as a success factor and hence 

systems, processes and structures that involve teams have to be erected. From this concurrence in 

the literature a central leadership role in ensuring effective management of team performance was 

expected hence the need for a further study to unravel this paradox. 

The highly significant association between executive openness-evenness (a dimension of 

leadership) and organisational differences in team review – an element of PM practice (table 5.36) 

partially supports hypothesis 3. This confirms the thrust in the literature above that leadership is 

central to team processes. It appears from this finding that evenness and openness of the top 

executives of organisations is critical for effective team review. This is in support of Parker et al.‘s 

(2000) position that peer evaluation is a critical element of team review. For such peer evaluation 

to be reliable there has to be openness and evenness. Parker et al.‘s thesis read together with the 

literature of the cultural orientation in Africa (Hofstede, 1980b; Glenn and Glenn, 1981; Kedia and 

Bhagat, 1988; Ramanujan, 1989 and Kanungo and Jaeger, 1990) provides an indication of the 

cultural context that has to be contended with in installing effective peer review in teams. Ubiquity 

of high uncertainty avoidance, high power distance, low individualism, low masculinity, low 

abstractive (context-free) thinking and high associative (context-sensitive) thinking inhibit peer 

review by stifling open communication, contaminating the interpersonal relations rife in joint 

definition of job objectives and construing negative feedback as personal attack on job 

incumbents. Following Bate (1984/1990), it may be deduced that as a result of the existant context 

peers may avoid openly expressing their real opinions on others‘ performance or confronting 

issues negatively affecting team performance. They may not attribute such misperformance to 

particular individuals even when they may be responsible but may instead avoid what they 

construe as entry into others‘ territory. It appears it is for this reason that even at South African 

Breweries where there is formalized team review, it is not peer based. Rather it is top down where 

the subordinate team is reviewed by the superior team. It is not horizontal but vertical. Indeed the 

horizontal team review at the Rand Water Board in the form of service level agreements (SLAs) is 
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an institutional review of one department (the recipients of inputs) by another (the provider of 

such inputs) not an individual peer review within a team. By using interdepartmental rather than 

intra-team review, the organisation avoids the direct confrontation between individual peers. It 

would appear, therefore, that the conditions within organisations currently fall short of openness 

and evenness hence the significant association between executive even openness and team review. 

For team review at peer level to take root, a culture of evenness and openness needs to be 

developed starting with the executive leadership level. 

From table 5.37, highly significant associations were noted between differences in performance 

leadership and the extent of procedural justice in organisations. Highly significant associations 

were revealed between differences in immediate performance leadership and the practice of four 

procedural justice factors (fairness, supervisory humaneness, prior standards specification and 

active redress system) – Pillai‘s trace for this analysis was 1.59, ρ = 0.000. No significant 

association was, however, found between differences in immediate performance leadership and 

standards abidance (F = 0.78, ρ = 0.793). The Kruskal-Wallis test for objectivity against 

immediate performance leadership returned significant results (H = 201.91, ρ = 0.000) revealing 

that differences in immediate performance leadership had significant effects of the objectivity of 

performance management practice in the organisations studied. The tests of the six procedural 

justice factors (objectivity, fairness, standards abidance, supervisory humaneness, prior standards 

specification and active redress system) against executive evenness and openness, and 

prioritisation of performance management returned highly significant associations (Pillai‘s trace = 

0.643 and 0.304 and ρ = 0.003 and 0.007 respectively). It is hence evident that there are highly 

significant associations between differences in immediate performance leadership and the practice 

of fairness, supervisory humaneness, prior standards specification and active redress system. There 

are also highly significant associations between differences in executive even openness and 

prioritization of performance management and the practice of objectivity, fairness, standards 

abidance, supervisory humaneness, prior standards specification and active redress system.  

These findings support the hypothesis that performance leadership is positively and significantly 

associated with procedural justice given that no significant association was found between only 

one leadership factor (immediate performance leadership) and one procedural justice factor 

(standards abidance) with all the others returning significant associations. The lack of association 

between immediate performance leadership and standards abidance in the findings above was 



325 

unexpected given that immediate leadership actualizes performance management elements for 

direct reports through agreements of goals, standards and ongoing performance reviews. Thus the 

logical expectation was that immediate performance leaders would be at the front line of standards 

abidance. In other words, perceptions of abidance or non-abidance to standards are formed in the 

interactions with immediate supervisors and managers. Regarding associations of the other two 

leadership factors (executive open evenness and prioritisation of performance management) and 

standards abidance, it appears top management has much more to do with standards abidance in 

organisations than immediate performance managers who are usually middle managers 

downwards. The highly significant associations between executive evenness and openness, and 

standards abidance (Pillai‘s trace = 0.643, ρ < .001) and between prioritisation of performance 

management and standards abidance (Pillai‘s trace = 0.304, ρ < .001) showed that evenness and 

openness as well as prioritisation of performance management at the top levels of these 

organisations had a lot to do with standards abidance in the organisations. It is expected that if this 

is the case, abidance would necessarily permeate the lower levels. Conversely, if the top echelons 

do not abide by the set standards or do not champion them and show a commitment to them, the 

lower levels are unlikely to abide and this may explain the apparent insignificance of immediate 

performance leadership in relation to standards abidance. It may thus be concluded that the 

hypothesis positively associating performance leadership with performance management practice 

was substantiated to a large extent in its present form. It was substantiated in as far as there were 

significant positive associations between immediate performance leadership and objectivity, 

fairness, supervisory humaneness, prior standards specification and active redress system; between 

executive openness-evenness, and procedural justice; between prioritisation of performance 

management and procedural justice. This supports the scholars in the literature discussed above 

(Wrapp, 1975; Iaccoca and Iaccoca, 1984; Peters and Austin, 1985; Horton, 1986; Conger and 

Kanungo, 1987; Kouzes and Posner, 1987; Gomez-Meija, 1990; Javidan, 1991; Mendonca and 

Kanungo, 1991; Kanter, 1992;  Lowe, 1993; Sayles, 1993; Magoola, 1995/1996; Armstrong and 

Baron, 1998; Barrett, 1998; Williams, 1998; Ahamed, 1999;  Hughes et al., 1999; Kane, 1999; 

Rensburg, 1999; Sutherland, 1999; Parker et al., 2000; Bolino et al., 2002 and Armstrong, 2006) 

who posit a central role for leadership in the performance management elements of participatory 

arrangements, teamness and procedural justice.  
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From the follow up discriminant analyses (table 5.38) the observed difference between 

organisations in immediate performance leadership is impacted on most (89.8 percent) by the 

accompanying practice of objectivity, prior standards specification and fairness since it is between 

these factors that the sharpest difference occurs (Field, 2006). Driminants for executive openness 

and evenness (table 5.39) still showed the importance of objectivity (r = .535, ρ < .001) in the 

group differences observed. From the sharpness of the difference between objectivity and active 

redress system (r = .256, ρ < .001), it was deduced that these factors contributed significantly to 

the differences between the groups. Fairness (r = .385, ρ < .001) and prior standards specification 

(r = .301, ρ < .001) made moderate but highly significant contributions to this combination 

(function 1) which accounts for 57% of the effect. The relationship between fairness (.417) and 

prior standards specification (– .629) observed under function 2 contributes 19.5% of the observed 

effect given the significance (p = .012) and sharpness of the difference occurs for this function.   

Discriminating procedural justice factors by prioritisation of performance management (table 

5.40), function 1 to which objectivity (r = .612) was again the biggest contributor followed by 

fairness (r = .521) was significant at the ρ = .003 and contributed 71.8 percent of the observed 

differences between groups. The importance of objectivity and fairness to group discrimination 

was confirmed by the use of structure matrix analysis which returned even larger coefficients (.82 

and .76 respectively). Prior standards specification (r = .309, ρ = .003) contributed moderately. 

Following Bargman (1970), Bray and Maxwell (1985) and Field (2006) on interpreting 

discriminant analysis, active redress system was important because with a highly significant r of – 

.074, ρ = .003, it presents the sharpest difference with objectivity and it appears it is the difference 

between these two factors which differentiated the organisations.  Supervisory humaneness may 

be considered important though not significant because following the discriminant analysis theory 

above, it cannot be ignored due to its large coefficient of .785.  

From the specification of the magnitude of contribution of each of the various procedural justice 

factors to the concrete manifestation of specific performance leadership variables in the follow up 

discriminant analyses testing hypothesis 1 (e) discussed above, a number of models may be 

constructed:  

(a) For contribution to immediate performance leadership, two models can be constructed; 
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Model 1 corresponding to function 1 which was found to significantly contribute 83.5% (p = 

.000), may be constructed in the following terms; 1 0 1 2 3 4objectivity priorspec fairness activeredressV b b b b b , 

Where 0b  is the intercept and the b-values are the weights of the relative contribution of each 

dependent variable. Hence in concrete terms from the findings of this study, the two models are;  

Model 1 from function 1: 1 0 .997 .104 .046 .025objectivity priorspec fairness activeredressV b  

Model 2 from function 2, contributing 6.3% (p = .012) is; 

2 0 .740 .664 .244 .187fairness priospec activeredress objectivityV b

(b) On executive openness and evenness, one function accounting for 57% was significant at the

.001 level hence; 1 0 .535 .385 .301 .256objectivity fairness priorspec activeredressV b

(c) For prioritisation of performance management, one function accounting for 71.8% was

significant at the .003 level hence; 0 .612 .521 .309 .015objectivity fairness priorspec humanenessb

The study, however, notes that part of hypothesis 3 was not substantiated to the extent that no 

significant associations were found between performance management leadership and 

performance management empowerment. This finding is puzzling given that leadership literature 

(see for example Kouzes and Posner, 1987; Kanter, 1992; Sayles, 1993; Magoola, 1995/1996; 

Barrett, 1998; Hughes et al., 1999 and Senge, 1999 among others) posits that leadership is an 

empowering influence process. Explanations for this seeming contradiction may be located in the 

nature of differences found between the organisations in leadership. First, there were only small 

(w = 0.2) and moderate (w = 0.4) differences in immediate performance leadership and executive 

openness-evenness respectively and no difference between the organisations in prioritisation of 

performance management. As indicated under the discussion of the results regarding variations in 

practice given existent performance leadership under 7.2.6, associations between immediate 

performance leadership and procedural justice (table 5.38) are more pronounced than those with 

top executive influences on incumbent performers. Since there was a small difference between 

organisations in immediate performance leadership, differences in leadership‘s accompanying 

underlying outcomes may have been diminished. Additionally, from the qualitative material in 

chapter 6 there was lack, except in the case of SAB, of coherent performance management 

enlightening systems, processes or interventions as discussed under hypothesis 1 (b).  This may 
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have diminished any differences in leadership‘s impact especially since the differences in 

leadership were small. Further in the discussion of the findings relating to hypothesis 1 (c), it was 

noted that the Uganda Revenue Authority enlightens people on an in-group basis hence denying 

the majority of members access to performance management knowledge and this may be one of 

the explanations for the paradoxical finding under this hypothesis. Nevertheless, as with 

hypothesis 1 (b), it is difficult to conclude from this analysis alone that there is actually no 

association between performance leadership and performance management enlightenment. It 

appears a correlational study would more aptly determine whether associations exist or not.  

7.5. Effects of member culture and performance leadership on performance management 

practice and member outcomes 
 

Hypothesis 4 stated that member culture (measured by in-group orientation and paternalistic 

orientation) and performance leadership (measured by immediate performance leadership, 

executive openness-evenness and executive prioritisation of performance management) will 

significantly explain the variance between organisations in performance management practice 

(measured by hardware support, review information utility, objectivity and fairness) and member 

outcomes (measured my perceived system orientation and member affect for the existent PM 

practice).  

This hypothesis was tested using a series of hierarchical regressions of member culture and 

performance leadership factors on performance management practice and member outcomes 

factors. The regression results for this analysis are reported under section 5.4.2.1 tables 5.42 to 

5.49 in chapter five generally confirm the hypothesized associations given than fewer posited 

associations were rejected than those confirmed.  

The regression analysis to test whether the two independent variables (member culture and 

performance leadership) significantly explain performance empowerment indicated that the three 

performance leadership factors (immediate performance leadership, executive openness-evenness 

and top level prioritisation of performance management) predicted 7.1 percent of the extent to 

which organisations capacitate their employees with the physical resources for effective 

performance (termed hardware support) – i = .181; t = 2.535; ρ < .05) – model 2, table 5.42. Of 

the three factors, however, it was immediate performance leadership which returned a significant 

t-value at the < .05 level. Addition of the member culture measures (paternalistic and in-group 

orientation) improved the explanatory power by an insignificant 0.1% given that again, only 

immediate performance leadership showed a significant t-value. Judging from model 1 where only 
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immediate performance leadership was entered, it seems it is the variable with the greatest 

influence on hardware support. The three performance leadership factors (immediate performance 

leadership, executive openness-evenness and top level prioritisation of performance management) 

significantly predicted 5.2 percent of follow up of review information. Again member culture 

variables were redundant. It may hence be concluded that immediate performance leadership and 

executive openness-evenness jointly significantly predict post review information utility. Of the 

three factors, however, it was executive openness and evenness which returned a significant t-

value at the < .05 level ( i = .186; t = 2.416 – table 5.43). This appears to be the factor with the 

major influence. The regression of leadership and member culture factors on objectivity (table 

5.44) returned large i  values and highly significant t-values along the immediate leadership plane 

which explained 78.4 percent of objectivity with excellent generalisability and superb cross-

validity. Since the addition of other leadership and member culture factors did not make a 

significant contribution to explaining objectivity, it would appear immediate performance 

leadership plays a major role in the practice of objective performance management practice.  

Regressing performance leadership on fairness (table 5.45) again indicates the significant role of 

immediate leadership as it explains 18.4 percent of fairness at the ρ < .001 level. Executive 

prioritisation of performance management and executive openness-evenness explain an additional 

7.3 percent bringing the explanatory power of performance leadership as a whole to 25.7 percent 

which is good by all accounts. Close scrutiny though seems to indicate that between executive 

prioritisation of performance management and executive openness-openness, it is executive 

openness-evenness which is significant at the ρ < .01 level. Since the addition of member culture 

factors did not make a significant contribution to explaining fairness, it would appear immediate 

performance leadership and executive openness-evenness play a major role in the practice of 

fairness in performance management. This is made even the more impressive by the very good 

cross-validity of this explanatory power at 22.7 percent across different samples. 

The regression of leadership and cultural variables on perceived system orientation (table 5.46) 

indicated that immediate performance leadership significantly explains 20.7 percent of perceived 

system orientation while inclusion of executive prioritisation of performance management and 

executive open evenness explain a further 3.5 percent raising performance leadership explanatory 

power to 24.2 percent. The model which included only immediate performance leadership apart 
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from explaining a bigger proportion of member perceptions about performance management 

practice was found to be a better fit than the model that included the other two leadership factors 

meaning immediate performance leadership is more important in shaping member perceptions of 

performance management. Inclusion of the member culture factors returned negative but non-

significant βi and t values indicating that there is a negative though not significant association 

between member culture (in-group and paternalistic orientation) and perceived system orientation. 

Hence any increment of in-group and paternalistic orientation necessarily leads to negative 

perceptions with respect to the performance management system among employees. The re-

analysis excluding the redundant member culture factors (table 5.47) confirmed the explanatory 

power of immediate performance leadership discussed above. This finding clarifies the 

contradictory results found under Hypothesis 3 which indicated no variation in perceived system 

orientation associated with performance leadership variation. Since from the regression only 

immediate performance leadership and executive prioritisation of performance management are 

highly significant (ρ < .001 and <.01 respectively), it appears only these two leadership 

measurements have an association with perceived system orientation not executive evenness and 

openness.  

The regression of performance leadership and member culture on member affect for the existing 

PM system indicated that leadership explains 23.4 percent of member affect for performance 

management practice and member culture is redundant as it adds a non significant 0.8% (table 

5.48). Just like was the case with the performance leadership-perceived system orientation 

regression, immediate performance leadership is the most influential factor (explaining 13.3 

percent), though prioritisation of performance management and executive openness and evenness 

are important (jointly explaining a further 10.1).  Of the three leadership factors, it is immediate 

performance leadership and executive evenness and openness which are highly significant at the ρ 

< .01 and .001 levels respectively. The additional finding that there are significant and large 

differences between organisational member affect for performance management practice given the 

perceived system orientation [F(12,  236) = 5.091; p = .000; w = .5] – section 5.4.1.8 and 

appendices 8 (xxvii) – (xxviii) and that  perceived system orientation (PSO) significantly explains 

16.5% of affect for the performance management system (tables 5.63 and 5.64) lends credence to 

the performance leadership-PSO-affect linkage thesis.  
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The explanation for observed linkage between immediate performance leadership and PSO seems 

to lie in the closeness immediate leadership has with job incumbents. Once PM is prioritized at 

corporate level, then IPL plays the mediating role and shapes the perceptions in members of the 

orientation of the system as a whole. Executive evenness and openness may not be felt by job 

holders at the lower level since the general practice is for these levels to deal with the top echelons 

through IPL. Arguably, workplaces that have effective lower and middle managers are strongly 

advantaged regarding successful performance management and may have an advantage over 

competitors. Since organisational success in part depends on successful performance management 

it is arguable that a movement from performance management to performance leadership may be 

necessary for organisational success. This may be done by tailoring training and development 

programmes to the growth of lower and middle level leadership hence creating leadership 

ecologies (Senge, 1999) in organisations. An important element in these programmes may be an 

emphasis on the centrality of organisational justice, specifically procedural justice. Yet, following 

Gatley et al. (1996), this may have to begin with social justice at national level as injustice at that 

level necessarily spills into organisations.  

That performance leadership significantly predicts perceived system orientation and member 

affectivity for performance management practice is supportive of the literature that links 

leadership, procedural justice and member outcomes as well as the literature that links leadership 

directly positive member outcomes (Magoola, 1995/1996; Gomez-Meija, 1996; Barett, 1998; 

Kotter 1998 and Senge, 1999). Gomez-Meija‘s model discussed in detail in chapter two actually 

clarifies the impact of supervisory feedback on employee behaviour with dysfunctional feedback 

leading to combative, aggressive and hostile employee responses (member outcomes) as feelings 

of betrayal are rife. 

Lastly it may be noted that given the redundancy of member cultural factors in all the analyses for 

hypothesis 4, member culture does not explain perceived system orientation and affect. This 

finding on member culture appears to contradict the literature that posits that national/societal 

culture and hence member culture has a big influence on corporate culture and hence 

organisational processes (Hodgettes et al. (2006). The literature reviewed (Adler, 1991; England 

and Lee, 1974; Hofstede, 1980 and 1991; House et al, 2004; Javidan and House, 2002; Laurent, 

1983; Orpen, 1978; Ronen and Shenkar, 1985; Trompenaars, 1994 and Whitely and England, 

1980) indicates a consensus on the link between national or societal and organisational or 
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corporate culture mediated by organisational member culture. Hodgettes et al (2006) bring to the 

fore the importance of national or societal culture for organisational performance management 

when they conclude that societal culture is translated into organisational member culture which 

then impinges on the systems and processes organisational members erect – centralized or 

decentralized decision making systems; individual or group rewards; informal or formal 

procedures; the leadership practices in place and subordinate norms and what types of leadership 

they accept (for example humane orientation, the degree to which individuals in societies and 

hence organisations encourage rewarding individuals for being fair, altruistic, friendly, generous, 

caring and kind to others will lead to a preference for supervisory humaneness). From the theory, 

therefore, societal culture has a direct impact on organisational culture because organisational 

culture is ―shaped by (among other factors) the cultural preferences of the leaders and employees‖ 

(Hodgettes et al, 2006). Since organisational culture has been defined as ―the shared values and 

beliefs that enable members to understand their roles and norms of the organisation‖ (Hodgettes et 

al (2006), in-group orientation and paternalistic orientation would be expected to shine through 

and influence the practice (of lack thereof) of objectivity and fairness. Viewed in light of the 

literature on mechanisms for mitigating negative cultural influences on organisational processes 

(Burns and Stalker, 1961; Mendonca and Kanungo, 1996; Newman and Nollen, 1996; 

MacGaughey and CeCieri, 1999 and McGuire et al, 2002) and the literature on the nature of 

organisational culture (Hodgettes et al., 2006; Luthans, 2005 and Jeuchter,1998), however, it is 

noted that certain organisational  culture norms may have mitigating impacts more important than 

previous research (Adler, 1997; Hofstede, 1991 and Laurent, 1983) has acknowledged. Such 

mitigating norms include the amount of work expected and the degree of cooperation between 

employees and managers; the dominant values advocated by the organisation and expected of 

members; the philosophy of how employees and customers should be treated; the rules relating to 

employee behaviour and the organisational climate manifested through the character of interaction 

between members, with customers and the way members feel they are treated by management 

Indeed, from Trompenaars‘ (1994) equity-hierarchy and person emphasis-task emphasis (figure 

2.8 in chapter two) continuum of organisational cultures, emphasis by management of certain 

characteristics such equity and equality as core values in the work place may lead to unlearning of 

member cultural norms running counter to these with member longevity in the organisation. This 

research‘s finding rather than being contradictory in fact supplies evidence for the further 

development of the postulations of researchers like Jeuchter (1998), Luthans (2005) and Hodgets 
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et al. (2006) who theorised that society based member culture manifests itself through the degree 

of cooperation between employees and managers, the values advocated by the organisation, the 

philosophy on treating people, the rules and organisational climate. The implication of our finding 

is that this may actually suppress the impact of member culture as members unlearn societal 

culture and learn organisational culture given that culture is learned (Hofstede, 1981/1991 and 

Trompenaars, 1994). Unlearning of some elements of Mbigi‘s hunter society begins in the 

institutions that create Mazrui‘s (1980) triple heritage – religious institutions and western style 

schools. By the time people enter organisations from the labour market, they are no longer the 

ubuntu prone types but new beings capacity to adorn multiple garbs dependent on the situation. It 

may be argued, therefore, that the core values of entrants into organisations which from the 

predominant literature as reviewed by McGuire et al (2002) exert telling influence on activities in 

organisations are not the pure collectivist ones of the old Africa but less collectivist hybrids 

learned from the religious institutions, the educational system and through organisational 

socialisation given that workers spend 67 percent of the awake day and 71.4 percent of the week in 

organisations. The apparent lack of cultural influence may thus be explained by the fact that our 

qualitative data included only society generated member culture not corporate culture which was 

collected by qualitative means. If, as we have argued above, corporate culture has a major impact, 

then its exclusion from the quantitative analysis may explain the apparent disappearance of 

culture.  Given that procedural justice is a hybrid of procedural and interactional justice (Adams, 

1965,; Herzberg, 1966; Schein, 1972/1978/1980; Schermerhorn et al., 1985; Robbins, 1986; 

Tornow, 1988 and De Meuse and Tornow, 1993), it may be speculated that leadership which is 

taken by some scholars as part of corporate culture (Scein, 1997) or as its major ‗creator‘ 

(Thompson and Strickland, 1987) positively mediates any would be negative impacts of member 

culture. This argument is in support of Mendonca and Kanungo‘s (1996) postulation that cultural 

constraints on performance management practices in developing countries can be obviated by two 

types of interventions – adoption of strategies to counter constraints and build on the strengths of 

the organisation‘s internal work culture and adoption of the nurturant-task leadership style and its 

set of empowerment strategies. 

The finding regarding performance leadership‘s explanation of procedural justice is in line with 

both the literature on the role of leadership in performance management and that on procedural 

justice. First the literature on leadership propounds the use of open communication and 
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participatory systems that enable employee contribution to decision making (Kouzes and Posner, 

1987; Kanter, 1982; Sayles, 1993; Magoola, 1995/1996; Barett, 1998; Hughes et al., 1999 and 

Senge, 1999). Open communication and participative approaches in the leadership literature are in 

sync with the postulation that procedural justice is enhanced by solicitation of employee inputs, 

existence of a two way communication system during the process, ability of employees to 

challenge or rebut the evaluation, consistence of standards application inter alia. (Adams, 1965; 

Landy et al., 1978; Loventhal, 1980; Folger and Greenberg, 1985; Price and Mueller, 1986; 

Greenberg, 1986/1987; Lind and Tyler, 1988; Folger and Konovsky, 1989; Tyler, 1989; Organ, 

1990; McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992; Cropanzano and Folger, 1996; Kim et al., 1996; Cropanzano 

and Greenberg, 1997; Konovsky et al., 1998 and Beugre, 2002). For procedural justice 

requirements of consultation; listening to subordinates through two way communication channels 

and availing avenues for employees to challenge and rebut unfair evaluations (Cropanzano and 

Greenberg, 1997; Williams, 1998 and Bolino et al., 2002) to occur, participative and open 

communication systems are a prerequisite. From this perspective, if top executives do not 

symbolize abidance to standards middle level and lower level managers will not abide. From this 

literature, there is a conceptual link between leadership and procedural justice though it has not 

been explicitly stated. The finding of this study first, provides evidence for the first explicit 

statement of the link between leadership and procedural justice. Secondly, it enables the researcher 

to build on the link between leadership and effective performance management in the literature 

(Rensburg, 1999 and Bolino et al., 2002) to move the theory towards a triangular link between the 

three concepts as depicted by figure 7.4. 

Figure 7.4: A framework of the links between leadership, procedural justice and effective 

performance management 
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Such a triangular link is consistent with the literature on organisational justice discussed under 

section 2.4.8 which posits that interactional justice is critical for perceptions of procedural justice. 

In that review, it was noted that Cropanzano and Folger‘s (1996) review of  the work by Bateman 

and Organ (1983), Folger and Konovsky (1989) Greenberg (1986/1987), Konovsky et al. (1987), 

Landy et al. (1978), Loventhal (1980), Mowday et al.(1982),  O‘Reilly and Chatman (1986) and 

Tyler (1989) on procedural justice/fairness showed that procedures are fundamental determinants 

of perceived fairness and the motivational route (constructiveness or destructiveness) an employee 

takes. It was also noted following Brockner (2002) that there are interactive effects of procedural 

fairness as people engage in various sense making processes as a reaction to the procedural 

fairness exhibited by their exchange partners (supervisors, peers inter alia). In making sense of the 

exchange using procedural fairness information, there is a determination of the nature of 

relationship with the exchange partners specifically, whether the exchange partner provided the 

other with accounts for his or her actions and more generally treated others with dignity and 

respect. This is what Beugre (2002) treats as interactional justice which all the same refers to the 

quality of interpersonal treatment people received during the implementation of a procedure or 

what (Cropanzano and Greenberg, 1997) posited as treatment of employees with respect and 

dignity and giving explanations for decisions or what Bies (1987) called social accounts. This 

argument was also supported by Williams (1998) who argued that apart from the structural 

elements of procedure – consistency of application, freedom from bias, accuracy of evidence – the 

social aspects (quality and nature of interpersonal interaction during the process such as people 

feeling they have say and are treated with dignity and respect in the decision making process and 

the manner in which decisions are communicated inter alia) are very important in assessing 

procedural justice. Williams indeed concluded that the existence of interpersonal aspects to 

fairness underlines the social basis of the relationship between the employee and employer which 

is part of the psychological contract. In short, performance management can best be 

conceptualised in the context of an interface between a socioeconomic exchange and the 

psychological contract. This part of performance management is premised on voluntary 

furnishment of a service to another with a general expectation of a reciprocal fair return based on 

trust in social relations (Blau, 1964; Hvinden, 1984; Katz and Khan, 1978 and Organ, 1990). The 

expected returns from the organisation by employees include good working conditions and 

satisfying supervision and fair treatment (Adams, 1965, Herzberg, 1966). This expectation is 

reduced into a psychological contract – an implicit agreement between employer and employer to 
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treat each other fairly, a presumption of shared beliefs which give rise to a variety of expectations 

of each party (Schein, 1980; Schermerhorn et al., 1985; Robbins, 1986; Tornow, 1988 and De 

Meuse and Tornow, 1993). These expectations go beyond a fair day‘s work for a fair day‘s pay to 

the whole pattern of rights, privileges and obligations between work organisations (Schein, 1972). 

It is actually the perceptual expression of the social element of performance management which is 

both its raw material and its outcome. What an individual expects of the organisation forms her/his 

part of the contract with the organisation but also what the individual receives from the 

organisation shapes her/his feelings about the organisation – the state of the psychological 

contract. This state is dynamic as it is continually negotiated and renegotiated. In performance 

management, the joint setting of goals and expectations between supervisors and subordinates, 

whose harbinger was the philosophy of management by objectives, represents the renegotiation 

process (Schein, 1978). This particular stage of the performance management process enables the 

surfacing of implicit assumptions and expectations. If management is derelict in keeping up its 

part of the bargain (according to the employee‘s expectations), negative repercussions on 

employee performance and satisfaction are expected (Robbins, 1986). 

Seen from this perspective, the critical elements of performance management that determine 

constructive engagement or otherwise, fall outside economic contractual obligations – job 

descriptions, objectives, and targets – but fall within the social elements of the hybrid involving 

procedural and interactional justice yet it is this part of the hybrid that is oft mismanaged or even 

disowned/ignored by employers. The criticality of properly managing the social elements of 

performance in ensuring the psychological contract is not violated is prominently demonstrated by 

the literature (Schein, 1980; Schermerhorn et al, 1985 and De Meuse and Tornow, 1993). This can 

only be practically operationalised to the benefit of the organisation under contextual variables 

that positively mediate the management of the reciprocal fulfilment of reciprocal obligations. 

Since immediate supervisors who dispense immediate performance leadership routinely interact 

with their direct reports in one-on-ones, agree goals, review performance inter alia; the perceptions 

of objectivity are likely to be built through these interactions (fair or otherwise) hence the 

explanatory power of immediate performance leadership regarding objectivity. 

The literature on organisational justice in Africa is also supported by the findings of this study. 

Beugre (1983/2002) and Jones et al., (1996) found that there was placement of high premium on 

procedural and interactional justice by subordinates in Ivory Coast and Botswana respectively. In 
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both studies, managers showing respect, courtesy, consideration, shaking hands with 

surbordinates, seeking subordnates‘ inputs, empathizing with subordinates in personal problems 

and allowing subordinates to challenge unfair decisions (what we termed ‗active redress‘ in this 

study) were rated as most effective by subordinates indicating the critical role played by 

procedural justice for organisational leadership. As discussed in chapter three, African sayings 

relating to the nature of gift delivery being more central than the gift itself and the example of  an 

African president‘s outburst on ‗shabby‘ gift delivery and rejecting the gift as such adds support to 

the findings of this study regarding the link between leadership and procedural justice. Whether 

there is concrete realization of this expectation or whether it is given expression in practice by 

organisational members is not clear from the literature. This is unlikely to be the case, however, 

given the expectations of non-questioning of injustices reported to be prevalent in African 

organisation (Ting-Toomey, 1988) or the powerfulness of power holders in some of these 

organisation who are unaccountable to their subordinates and other constituents, think they bestow 

favour and expect and receive obedience and deference (Jones et al., 1996; Blunt and Jones, 1997 

and Beugre, 2002) leading to the conclusion that; 

 ―rarely do subordinates raise direct concerns about the potential weaknesses and/or 

abuses of the ‗chief‘. In many organisations, managers do not often have to justify 

their decisions and tend to rule by the stick and carrot strategy. The manager behaves 

as if he/she were omniscient. Authority lies in the formal position rather than 

objective criteria of competence, performance and contribution to the organisation‖ 

(Beugre, 2002, p.1098).  

Because of the above, the need to develop mechanisms to combat this tendency and raise the civic 

clout of employees in African organisations is apparent. With such mechanisms, the cognitive 

need for procedural justice found in Ivory Coast and Botswana by researchers such Beugre 

(1983/2002) and Jones et al., (1996) may be actualised into concrete positive managerial 

behaviour and in its absence subordinate contestation against managerial failure without fear of 

the stick.  

That performance leadership significantly predicts perceived system orientation and member 

affectivity for performance management practice is supportive of the literature that links 

leadership, procedural justice and member outcomes as well as the literature that links leadership 

directly to positive member outcomes (Magoola, 1995/1996; Gomez-Meija, 1996; Barett, 1998; 

Kotter 1998 and Senge, 1999). Gomez-Meija‘s model discussed in detail in chapter two actually 

clarifies the impact of supervisory feedback on employee behaviour with dysfunctional feedback 
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leading to combative, aggressive and hostile employee responses (member outcomes) as feelings 

of betrayal are rife. 

In summary, hypothesis 4 positing that the two independent variables of member culture 

(measured by in-group orientation and paternalistic orientation) and performance leadership 

(measured by immediate performance leadership, executive openness and evenness, and executive 

prioritisation of performance management) will significantly explain the variance in performance 

management practice (measured by hardware support, review information utility, objectivity and 

fairness) and member outcome(measured my perceived system orientation and member affect for 

PM practice) was strongly supported by the following findings: 

(f) In-group orientation and paternalistic orientation are negatively though not significantly 

associated with perceived system orientation, 

(g) Immediate performance leadership significantly explained hardware support (6 percent) and 

objectivity (78.4 percent), 

(h) Immediate performance leadership jointly with executive openness and evenness significantly 

explain post review information utility (5.2 percent); fairness  (25.7 percent) and member 

affect for performance management practice (23.4 percent),  

(i) Immediate performance leadership together with prioritisation of performance management by 

organisational top executives significantly explain perceived system orientation (24.2 percent) 

and 

(j) Perceived system orientation not only has a significant and large effect on affect for 

performance management practice [F(12,  236) = 5.091; p = .000; w = .5] but also significantly 

explains 16.5% of affect. 

All the regression equations that supported the hypothesis had very good generalisability and 

superb cross-validity at 22.1 across different samples.  

Hypothesis 4 was rejected in as far as: 

(g) In-group and paternalistic orientation did not explain any performance practice variable, 

(h) Executive openness-evenness and executive prioritisation of performance management were 

not good predictors of hardware support. 

(i) Executive prioritisation of performance management was not a predictor of post review 

information utility, 
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(j) Executive openness-evenness and prioritisation of performance management were not good 

predictors of objectivity, 

(k) Executive openness-evenness was not a good predictor of affect for performance management 

practice and  

(l) Executive prioritisation of performance management was not a good predictor of fairness and 

affect for performance management practice. 

The rejection of the above parts of the hypothesized associations appears to contradict the 

literature but goes to show that the leadership factors have differing interactions with performance 

management practice factors and that performance leadership as a whole may be significantly 

associated with performance management practice in aggregate. A verification of this proposition 

is necessary using aggregate scores of the scales constructed by this study. 

7.6. The role of leadership and procedural justice in performance management practice 
 

Following the performance leadership-procedural justice link gleaned in the literature, hypothesis 

5 stated that performance leadership (measured by immediate performance leadership, executive 

openness-evenness and executive prioritisation of performance management) and procedural 

justice (measured by objectivity, fairness, standards abidance, supervisory humaneness, prior 

standards specification and an active redress system) will be significant predictors of performance 

management practice (measured by performance management empowerment, effective 

management of individual performance failure, review information utility, effective management 

of team performance failure, effective team review, team reward, customer review and effective 

upward feedback). 

From table 5.50, the conclusion the study notes that performance leadership (immediate 

performance leadership, executive openness-evenness and prioritisation of performance 

management) and procedural justice (objectivity, fairness, standards abidance, supervisory 

humaneness, prior standards specification and active redress system) significantly (ρ = .02) 

explain 7.7 percent of effective management of individual performance failure. From table 5.51, it 

is clear that executive honest prioritisation of performance management, supervisory humaneness 

and prior standards specification significantly (ρ < .001) explain performance review information 

utility. The results of the regression of performance leadership and procedural justice on 

management of team failure (table 5.52) show that performance leadership alone does not largely 

predict management of team failure as it explains a meagre 2.4 percent of management of team 

failure. It is jointly with the procedural justice factors (objectivity, fairness, standards abidance, 

prior standards specification and active redress system) that the explanatory power leaps to 13 
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percent and the significance level from ρ < .05 to ρ < .001. This supports the hypothesised 

importance of procedural justice in the effectiveness of the other performance management 

practice elements of this study. The finding is also in line with the posited linkage between 

leadership and procedural justice found in the literature regarding the two concepts. As discussed 

in section 7.2.3 both leadership (Kouzes and Posner, 1987; Kanter, 1982; Sayles, 1993; Magoola, 

1995/1996; Barett, 1998; Hughes et al., 1999 and Senge, 1999) and procedural justice (Adams, 

1965; Landy et al., 1978; Loventhal, 1980; Folger and Greenberg, 1985; Price and Mueller, 1986; 

Greenberg, 1986/1987; Lind and Tyler, 1988; Folger and Konovsky, 1989; Tyler, 1989; Organ, 

1990; McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992; Cropanzano and Folger, 1996; Kim et al., 1996; Cropanzano 

and Greenberg, 1997; Konovsky et al., 1998 Williams, 1998; Beugre, 2002 and Bolino et al., 

2002) require open communication and participatory systems which enable solicitation of 

employee inputs through challenging unfair decisions, and consultation among others.   

On team review (table 5.53), the above pattern generally replicated given that leadership factors 

explain only 2.6 percent of the practice of team review at the ρ < .05 level and addition of the same 

procedural justice factors above moves the percentage explained to 11.4 and the significance level 

to ρ < .001. Regressed on team reward, the results (table 5.54) indicate that executive evenness and 

openness, prior standards specification and active redress system significantly (ρ < .05) explain 9.8 

percent. From table 5.55, the finding was that immediate leadership and active redress system 

significantly explain (ρ < .05) 6.9 percent of customer review. Regarding upward review (table 

5.56), leadership explains only 1.9 percent which is even not significant yet inclusion of 

objectivity, fairness and standards abidance under the second model significantly (ρ < .001) move 

the portion explained to 8.1 percent. Standards abidance appears to be a critical contributor given 

the fact that its coefficients were the ones which were highly significant. Addition of supervisory 

humaneness, prior standards specification and active redress to the explanatory mix raised the 

portion explained to 11.2 percent at the ρ < .05 level but again, standards abidance maintains a ρ < 

.001 level and of the added factors, only standards abidance is significant at the ρ < .05 level. 

Looking at the factors, it is noteworthy that prior standards specification and standards abidance 

are the most important in predicting upward review. This does not mean that the other factors are 

not important. This is in line with the literature on performance feedback and fairness which 

places importance on specifying standards by which members will be evaluated before hand, 

consistently applying them, openness and trust in all interactions and providing mechanisms for 
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correcting wrong decisions (Armstrong, 1994; Williams, 1998; Schaltz, 2001; Beugre, 2002 and 

Brockner, 2002). Schaltz (2001) specifically makes the point that for subordinates not to suffer 

timidity in providing feedback to their supervisors; trust and openness have to be an established 

culture of the organisation. It seems abidance gives subordinates the confidence that negative 

feedback may not be taken personally. It is thus clear that if employees are allowed to openly 

review their supervisors without fear or favour, it is critical that standards are set on the outset and 

are abided to by all the players. In this way, there is no chance of a subordinate getting victimized 

simply because he/she provided negative feedback to his/her immediate supervisor. From the 

qualitative data gathered by this study, chapter six discussed a prolonged appeal case in one of the 

organisation arising from this phenomenon. It is only when all members know the standards 

before hand and trust that everyone will play by those standards that the freedom to freely assess 

managers is unlocked. From the qualitative data in chapter six, it was noted that at South African 

Breweries under the ―my leader my way‖ philosophy, members are inducted in positive leadership 

and self management practices to empower subordinates point out negative tendencies among their 

supervisors and that the HR function monitors adherence to policies and procedures and the 

existence of the correct spirit in all interactions enabling the growth of upward feedback. At 

NWSC where instead of individual upward feedback, workouts are used, subordinates as a group 

are reassured that there will be no victimization by the use of a ―strange‖ intermediary who listens 

and takes note of the feedback in the absence of managers who are then briefed in a workshop 

format. This may explain why the posthoc tests on leadership differences at (table 5.33 returned 

similarities between SAB and NWSC. 

From the above, it is noted that specific leadership factors significantly explain smaller 

proportions of PM practice. Inclusion of procedural justice factors, notably objectivity, fairness 

and supervisory humaneness makes a major contribution to the proportion explained and the 

significance levels. It may be argued, therefore, that a leadership-procedural justice nexus is 

important in explaining the uptake of various performance management practices. The 

performance leadership factors (immediate performance leadership, executive openness-evenness 

and prioritization of performance management by top executives) predispose an organisation‘s 

management to practice procedural justice (objectivity, fairness, standards abidance, supervisory 

humaneness, prior standards specification and active redress of wrongs) which mediates the 

uptake of various effective practices.   
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7.7. The leadership-perceived system orientation-affect nexus 

 Hypothesis 6 stated that owing to a leadership-perceived system orientation-affect nexus: 

a) Performance leadership (measured by immediate performance leadership, supervisory 

humaneness and executive prioritization of performance management) will be positively 

associated with member outcomes (measured by perceived system orientation and affect),  

b) Perceived system orientation will be positively associated with member affect for the 

existent performance management practice.  

From tables 5.57, 5.58 and 5.59, leadership explains 24 percent of PSO but only immediate 

performance leadership and prioritization of PM have significant t-values (table 5.57). To test 

whether procedural justice would improve the explanatory power following postulations in the 

literature which appeared to link leadership with justice, the researcher decided to add procedural 

justice dimensions into the equation. Addition of objectivity improved the percentage meagrely to 

24.8 percent which in any case is not significant. The inclusion of fairness, however, significantly 

raised the percentage explained to 37.3 (model 3); standards abidance had no significant effect 

(model 4) while supervisory humaneness significantly raised explanatory power to 38.7 percent 

(model 5). Addition of prior standards specification raised the portion explained to 39.1 percent 

but not significantly so (model 6). A reanalysis excluding the redundant variables confirmed that 

the two leadership factors – immediate performance leadership and prioritization of performance 

management – significantly explain 24 percent of PSO and inclusion of fairness and supervisory 

humaneness improved the explanatory power to 38.7 percent (table 5.58). Regressed on PSO 

alone, the procedural justice factors returned highly significant explanatory power of a sizeable 

portion of PSO with objectivity jointly with fairness explaining 35.2 percent; inclusion of 

standards abidance, supervisory humaneness and prior standards specification raising the 

proportion to 36.8 percent and active redress system contributing a meagre 0.1 percent (table 

5.59). Regarding affect (tables 5.60 and 5.61), it was found that performance leadership 

significantly explained 23.2 percent while procedural justice explained 10.5 percent bringing the 

jointly explained proportion to 33.6 percent.  

From the above finding, a modification of hypothesis six (a) is proposed as follows: 

Performance leadership (measured by immediate performance leadership and prioritization of 

performance management) and procedural justice (measured by fairness and supervisory 

humaneness) will be positively associated with member outcomes (measured by perceived system 

orientation and member affect for existing PM practice).  
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This modified hypothesis may be verified by further research. Hypothesis six (b) which theorised 

that perceived system orientation will be positively associated with member affectivity for the 

existent performance management practice was tested using the parametric ANOVA and simple 

regression. In section 5.4.1.8, the parametric ANOVA test results indicated that perceived system 

orientation had a significant and large effect on member affect for performance management (F = 

5.09, p = .000) and  F (12,  236) = 5.091; p = .000; w = .5 respectively. The regression tests too 

(table 5.63) returned significant associations given that PSO significantly explained 16.5 percent 

of affect. The F ratio of the regression ANOVA (table 5.64) also confirms the earlier finding under 

section 5.4.1.8 since it is large at 48.847 and is highly significant (p = .000).  Read together these 

findings substantiate the hypothesised positive relationship between PSO and affect. Clearly, PSO 

is crucial for member affective responses to performance management practice. This finding is 

important given that procedural justice theory posits that organisational member constructiveness 

or destructiveness is determined by perceived fairness (Cropanzano and Folger, 1996).   

In the discussion regarding hypothesis 6 (a) above, it was noted that performance leadership alone 

explains a lower percentage of member outcome than when it is combined with procedural justice. 

This buttresses the conclusion of this study that a leadership-procedural justice nexus is critical 

following the discussion of the joint effect of leadership and procedural justice on PM practice in 

section7.3. In this respect, the practice of effective and just performance leadership forms positive 

perceptions about PM among members which shapes member affective responses to its processes. 

These responses then determine the effective implementation of PM systems in organisations, 

their entrenchment and stability. In chapter six, the exemplification for this tendency was noted 

from the qualitative data of URA where as reported in Box 6.5 organisational members derided the 

system signifying member aversion for PM leading to failed uptake and unstable systems 

frequently changing systems. Indeed, this thesis is in line with findings on procedural justice Ivory 

Coast and Botswana (Beugre, 1983/2002 and Jones et al.,1996) where subordinates where found 

to place high premium on procedural and interactional justice. In both studies, managers showing 

respect, courtesy, consideration, shaking hands with subordinates, seeking subordinates‘‘ inputs, 

empathizing with subordinates in personal problems and allowing subordinates to challenge unfair 

decisions (termed ‗supervisory humaneness‘ and ‗active redress‘ in this study) were rated as most 

effective by subordinates. This not only signifies the critical role played by procedural justice for 

organisational leadership but also their influence on member affective responses.  
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7.8. The role of regulation and environmental munificence in performance management 

practice 
 

Five tendencies in the literature regarding contextual influences on organisational practice were 

discussed in chapter three including: 

1. The social justice-organisational justice contagion thesis whose central contention is the 

emergence of organisational procedural practices following national procedural and systemic 

controls in which case social justice spills-over as organisational justice (Greenberg, 1987/ 

1990a/1993a; Sheppard et al.,1992; Cropanzano and Greenberg, 1997 and Beugré, 2002)  

2. Institutional theorists whose position is that differences are not only at the root of national 

differences in organisational characteristics and functioning but also shape social relations. 

Thus existing laws, regulations and rules (formal legal system) and the coercive processes in a 

country (its institutional environment) promote certain behaviours and restrict others forming 

the dominant logic that shapes organisational structures, processes and practices (Zucker, 

1977; DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Maurice et al., 1986; Whitley, 1992a and b; Gatley et al., 

1996; Roberts, 1997; Budhwar and Sparrow, 2002; Harvey, 2002 and Magnusson et al., 2008).  

3. Scholars on determinants of competitive advantage (Porter, 1990; Bloom and Van Reenen, 

2007 inter-alia) discussed in the background to this study who explain the role of firm and 

national environmental factors (such as ownership, factor conditions, demand conditions, 

related and supporting industries, firm strategy and the role of government) in the 

competitiveness of firms and nations. 

4. The contextual perspective in strategic HRM which postulates that context interacts with and 

influences internal functions (Brewster and Bournois, 1991; Brewster et al., 1991; Brewster, 

1993; 1995 and 1999; Martìn-Alcazàr et al., 2005).  

5. The thesis in sections of cross-cultural literature that systems in African countries vary through 

the differing colonial and post-colonial influences (Jackson, 2002) that necessarily engender 

disparate regulatory frameworks.  

Two dimensions in the above categorisation – institutional environment with its spill-over 

offshoot and relative munificence of resources – are considered central to the uptake of effective 

management practices as they determine organisational wherewithal for such an undertaking 

(Staw and Szwajkowiski, 1975; Leff, 1978; Zussman, 1983; Robbins, 1984; Maurice et al., 1986; 

Whitley, 1992a/1992b; Lachman et al., 1995; Gatley et al. 1996; Harvey, 2002; Beugré, 2002 and 
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Andrews, 2009). This study considers these dimensions key factors in the development of 

effective organisational and national performance management systems or even performance 

literacy (performeracy). 

 

7.8.1.  Regulatory terrain and performance management practice 
 

The institutional thesis mentioned above points to the influence of regulatory regimes on 

organisational effectiveness. Proposition 1 thus stated that effective national regulation will be 

positively associated with adaptation of effective performance management (PM) practices. 

The literature review of the country employment regulation (chapter three) and the qualitative 

examination of the interview and archival material (chapter six) demonstrated that particular 

regulatory contexts emerged in the countries under investigation out of specific political 

economies. Following the arguments of literature cited above, this political economy has imposed 

(as Erzberger and Kelle, 2003; put it) a concrete ―normative order‖ that has influenced the 

regulatory direction of each country. South Africa‘s orientation, for example, is anchored in the 

desire to redress the distortions wrought by the specific history of apartheid. Thus the various 

regulatory instruments effected by the post apartheid governments have been informed by the 

needed redress and negation of past ills. Thus the enactment of the National Economic, 

Development and Labour Act No. 35 of 1994; the bill of rights of the national constitution (Act 

No. 108 of 1996); the Labour Relations Act (LRA) No. 66 of 1995; the Basic Conditions of 

Employment Act (BCEA) No. 75 of 1997; the Employment Equity Act (EEA) no. 55 of 1998; the 

Skills Development Act (SDA) no. 97 of 1998 and the Skills Development Levies Act (SDLA) 

No. 5 of 1999. The combined effect of these laws is the emergence of a robust institutional 

framework which has become the bedrock of growing effective participation in work places and 

imbibing a wide array of performance management practice. This framework includes the 

following vehicles: 

(a) The tripartite National Economic Development and Labour Council (NEDLAC) composed of 

major stakeholders in HRM, labour, business and the state. These players to arrive at joint 

decisions on pertinent issues.  

(b) Active involvement of work place forums in decision making. This is why unionized workers 

at the Rand Water Board successfully resisted the imposition of a new PM system and through 

the participation forums provided by the law a hybrid solution was agreed (see chapter six).  
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(c) An elaborate and active process of dispute resolution under the Commission of Consultation

Mediation and Arbitration (CCMA) and a labour courts system from the provincial to the

Supreme Court level (Labour Appeals Court).

(d) Affirmative action in education and development for Africans, Coloured, Indians (ACI)

generically named ―black people‖, women and people with disabilities including prohibition of

discrimination using workplace practices.

(e) Creation of the National Skills Authority and Sector Education and Training Authorities –

(SETAs) as national and sector pathways for organisational learning. These institutions

develop policy and strategy for work place learning as well as monitor their implementation

and compliance by organisations with legal provisions regarding equitable skills development

and learning. Specifically section 2 of the Skills Development Act, 1998 provides for

increased investment in education and training and for workplaces to be used as active learning

environments.

(f) Creation (under the Skills Development Levies Act) of various modes of financing for skills

development including the skills development levies, appropriations to the NSA by parliament,

interest on investments by the NSA and SETAs, donations and at least 1 percent of the pay roll

in the public sector. This has enabled the financial capacity for these institutions to perform.

(g) Compliance mechanisms aimed at assuring compliance are included in each of the above laws.

The code of good practice under schedule 8 of the LRA enjoins employers to conduct a

mandatory analysis of employment policies, practices, procedures and the working

environment and submit an annual report to the government.  Contracts with government are

conditioned on compliance with the EEA and contravening companies may be blacklisted or

suffer a heavy fine. For the SDA, it is a requirement that ‗learnership‘ agreements between the

learner and the employer, a group of employers and a training provider spell out the

obligations of each party.

Other illustrations of institutionally pushed practices are: 

(a) The participative arrangements at the organisational level in South Africa such as the

participation forums at the Rand Water Board.

(b) The consensual implementation of a performance management system at South Africa

Breweries.
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(c) The resistance by unionised employees against imposition of a new performance management 

system by a new CEO leading to the maintenance of the old system at that level and the use of 

a new system for managers leading to a situation in which one organisation has a dual 

performance management system.  

(d) The ability of the Rand Water Board to maintain a relatively effective hybrid system and 

additionally implement leading edge performance management interventions discussed in 

chapter six and the preceding sections of this chapter in spite of the weaknesses in initiating 

the balanced performance management framework (BPMF).  

(e) The use of team processes which encourage team effort, integrative approaches and team 

culture. 

The situation in Uganda was starkly different. With no historically compelling anchor to spur far 

reaching employment legislation reforms, employment regulation was anarchic. No reform of 

employment law was undertaken until 2006 and so it remained predominantly colonial. Whereas 

some workers‘ rights were entrenched in the 1995 constitution of Uganda under articles 40 

(providing for safe and health working conditions as well as freedom to join a union and bargain) 

and 42 (providing for fairness in administrative decision making) it was not until another eleven 

years in 2006, that the first enabling acts were enacted by parliament. These included the 

Employment Act (2006); the Labour Union Act (2006) and the Labour Disputes (arbitration and 

settlement) Act (2006). In 2008, another law, the Public Service (negotiating, consultative and 

disputes settlement) Act (PSLDA) was enacted. Of all these laws, only the PSLDA provides for 

the creation of consultative committees in each public service unit capped by a national 

negotiating and consultative council. The other employment laws do not create mechanisms for 

employee participation in decision making save distributive negotiations. It appears this is the case 

owing to the Uganda government philosophy of attracting FDI through cheap labour rather than 

skilled labour enhanced by protection of worker rights beyond the right to unionise. Another 

problematic area of employment legislation and regulation is enforcement failure with overall lack 

of transparency and respect for court decisions by government agencies. As a result, several 

incidents where paramilitary state agencies have physically stormed courts using the army to curb 

execution of decisions by those justices of the courts who try to be independent and just have been 

recorded (The Government of the USA, 2005).  
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The result of the above divergence is that while South Africa has implemented national regulation 

which has positively impacted performance management processes and consequences, the 

situation in Uganda is dire. Thus the World Bank‘s categorisation of SA (43) as having a more 

rigid and Uganda (3) a much less rigid employment regime on the rigidity of employment index (0 

= less rigid; 100 = more rigid – The World Bank Group, 2007). Unbundling the nature of non-

rigidity observed in Uganda, it emerges that on a laxity-rigidity index, Uganda would be 

categorised as negligently lax. This explains the absence of a minimum wage for example where 

some workers are paid a slave wage in the name of attracting foreign direct investment. Abusive 

practices with regard to people management such as non-issuance of appointment letters to 

employees, illegal terminations, non-remittance of employee pay as you earn and social security 

deductions and the range of performance review and downsizing abuses reported in chapter six in 

respect of URA have also been left to flourish. The divergence in the two countries‘ employment 

texture thus illustrates this study‘s generic conceptualisation that divergent specific historic 

conditions engender divergent policy, legislative and institutional frameworks placing 

organisations hosted by different countries under different concrete circumstances which impact 

the uptake of specific workplace systems, processes and practices. Indeed even within country 

differences can be explained using the same postulation. For example despite a poor contextual 

setting in Uganda given the country‘s weak national framework, in the specific case of National 

Water and Sewerage Corporation (NWSC), the specific firm and sector history of non 

performance occasioned mainly by political factors
1
 led to a rigorous performance contracting 

system between the NWSC and the government of Uganda that occasioned uptake of several 

effective practices. This was not the case for the URA which operates under a lose targets system 

under the national annual budgeting framework. This in-country difference illustrates the 

proposition that specific politico-economic trajectories are associated with specific institutional 

(specifically regulatory) outcomes. Indeed, the absence of a significant difference between SAB 

and NWSC on executive openness-evenness in the post hoc analyses of the quantitative data (table 

5.33) appears to be informed by the fact that despite working in different countries, industries and 

legislative frameworks, the member buy-in of the approaches adopted was advanced by the very 

fact of participation priory and eventually respectively. While in South Africa, the legislative 

framework for such participation was national, for NWSC, there was a specific contractual 
                                                           
1
 At one point in Uganda‘s history, a populist fascist government declared that water was a freely occurring element of nature in Lake Victoria for which no one should 

pay leading to a culture of non-payment of water bills. Coupled with government non-payment of huge water and sewerage bills, political interference in human resource 

and other management decisions and various malfeasant behaviours by organisational members the water utility (NWSC) ailed for decades only being salvaged by 

government‘s annual subsidies. 
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obligation to install participative structures devolving power to lower units (autonomy). This 

contracting framework led NWSC to implement specific participative approaches to performance 

management such as developing in-house systems for monitoring the effectiveness of member 

participation called the checkers system. Hence there were highly participative workshops to agree 

goals among other issues affecting performance involving all members and IDAMCs. These 

highly participatory and extensive workshops played a big role in enhancing performance 

management awareness leading to quite good buy-in and understanding. Thus in Uganda, despite a 

weak legislative compulsion, NWSC was working under a rigorous regulatory framework – the 

performance contract with government. The same regulatory rigour was not applied in the case of 

URA which operates under a loose targets system under the national annual budgeting framework 

thus the significant differences between that organisation and NWSC even when they reside in the 

same country.  Indeed, the apparent similarity between Rand Water and URA regarding 

performance management enlightenment in the preceding discussion appears to be informed by 

the buy-in difficulties encountered by the two organisations owing to the fact that in both cases, 

their systems were impositions from above implemented without raising the awareness of 

members. However, working under a more rigorous legislative framework and exposed to a 

relatively better economic base and sophisticated managerial environment, Rand Water non-the-

less implemented an effective hybrid system and various training and development programmes 

beyond what National Water and Sewerage Corporation in Uganda, also a government owned 

water provider has implemented through the stretch-out programmes and far beyond what URA 

working under a loose arrangement could accomplish. 

Thus proposition one‘s postulation that effective national regulation will be positively associated 

with adaptation of effective performance management (PM) practices is confirmed. The study now 

turns to the discussion of the role of resource availability or scarcity in practice effectiveness.  

7.8.2. The influence of environmental munificence on performance management practice 

The study used national economic indicators as a measure of environmental munificence. 

Availability of resources from a munificent environment offers a strong basis for implementation 

of ICT, training and other programmes that buttress performance management practice. 

Environmental munificence is thus at the centre of determining the availability of resources for the 

uptake of leading edge performance management technologies and thus the character of practices 



 350 

in organisations. Proposition 2 was hence that availability of resources to organisations for 

adaptation of effective PM practices will be positively associated with environmental munificence. 

The discussion of this proposition focuses on the existent institutional arrangements that engender 

resource supportiveness or otherwise in the South African and Ugandan task environments. This 

emphasizes that the emergence of an enabling financing framework for the development of work 

place performeracy is associated with the existence of a supportive regulatory framework backed 

by environmental munificence. From the findings discussed under proposition 1 and hypotheses 1 

and 2 South Africa has comprehensive consultation of employees on performance management; 

less in-group favouritism and better resourced performance management systems. In chapter six, it 

also emerged that South African organisations were more inclined to analyse performance 

evaluation forms and generate reports for subsequent HR decisions. They also exhibited more 

developed training, development, coaching and mentoring infrastructure as well as performance 

improvement programmes. Specifically at Rand Water, the incidence of training programmes 

(both through in-house skills and management development courses and academic studies at 

tertiary institutions) was high. This phenomenon is linkable to the compliance requirements of the 

LRA‘s code of good practice (discussed under proposition one above) which demand that 

employers submit an annual report to the government on compliance with the requirements for 

employment equity including equitable training and development for example.  The historically 

generated arrangements in South Africa, therefore, explain the domination of the ACI groups and 

women in the training and development programmes of the country‘s organisations. This 

domination has led to accusations of reverse apartheid (Kanya, 2000) especially since the 

restorative approach was extended to contract awards to the ACI population groups collectively 

labelled blacks. The same restorative phenomenon explains why in South Africa individuals are 

relatively more dependent on organisational facilitation for their further education than in Uganda.   

As mentioned in the discussion of regulatory effects, the creation (under the Skills Development 

Levies Act) of various modes of financing for skills development including the skills development 

levies, appropriations to the NSA by parliament, interest on investments by the NSA and SETAs, 

donations and at least 1 percent of the pay roll in the public sector has enabled the financial 

capacity for these institutions to perform. The combined effect of the law and resultant institutions 

is a robust financing framework which has facilitated transparency, equity and funding of skills 

development and learning in organisations. It has also enabled relative transparency in 
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nominations for training programmes and a vibrant partnership between the public and private 

sectors of the economy in providing education and training in and for the workplace. One has to 

point out though that the NEDLAC legislation and its effectiveness remain under scrutiny. 

Nonetheless, it is noteworthy that robust financing has been enabled by the relative robustness of 

South African economy which provides a good basis for resource mobilisation. It is because of 

this that the various modes of financing for skills development under the Skills Development 

Levies Act (the skills development levies, appropriations to the NSA by parliament, interest on 

investments by the NSA and SETAs, donations and at least 1 percent of the pay roll in the public 

sector) raised substantial funding. This is a critical capacity given that, as already indicated above, 

resource adequacy or munificence plays a central role in the breadth and depth of performance 

management as it is at the centre in deciding which incentives to have as consequences and indeed 

the range of other interventions to implement (Leff, 1978; Robbins, 1984; Staw and 

Szwajkowiski, 1975; Zussman, 1983 and Lachman et al., 1995).  

 Thus the study found that while a conducive legislative and institutional framework is a necessary 

condition for the uptake of effective performance management (see section 7.5.1 above), it is not 

sufficient. Environmental munificence is an additional prerequisite for the emergence of 

organisational sophistication in performance management practice because it places at the disposal 

of organisations a wider and deeper resource base. As noted in chapter three, South Africa enjoys 

munificence relative to Uganda which suffers relative scarcity. Indeed, the South African 

government in erecting educational levies not only drew from a large base but also created an 

additional funding avenue for organisations. Thus, organisations in South Africa find it easier to 

mobilize resources for implementation of performance management systems, processes and 

consequences. This was supported by the interview responses in South African organisations 

reported in chapter six which noted good financial capacitation of performance management than 

did the organisations from Uganda. Organisations in the former country have as a consequence 

initiated a wider array of performance management practices than Uganda‘s organisations have 

been able to afford. The interventions implemented at the Rand Water Board for example cost 

large sums of money and a government owned organisation in a different context would be hard-

pressed to provide. The high levels of training spend in South Africa are, therefore, not only 

pushed by the law (as already mentioned above, section 2 of the Skills Development Act, 1998 

provides for increased investment in education and training) but also afforded by a munificent 
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environment. Indeed, even in Uganda, NWSC has implemented a wider array of interventions than 

URA owing to its ability to mobilise resources through the market (water is sold while tax 

collection if wholly government funded) and donor funding (the water sector is one of the top 

priorities in the millennium development goals of the United Nations). 

7.8.3. Conclusions regarding propositions one and two of the study 

The above findings regarding propositions 1 and 2 support the thesis of this study that a positive 

institutional framework plus a better economic clout create a propensity for effective performance 

management. This is in line with the theory positing that institutional differences are at the root of 

differences in organisational characteristics and functioning in different countries – and within 

countries (Gatley et al., 1996, Maurice et al,. 1986 and Whitley, 1992a/1992b). This postulation is 

strengthened by the experience in Uganda where the overall legislative and institutional 

framework is weaker but a performance contracting arrangement compelling a particular 

environment was entered between the government and NWSC. From this arrangement emanated 

the participatory approaches at NWSC reported in chapter six and discussed above. Yet in the 

same country where such an arrangement was absent between the government and the Uganda 

Revenue Authority (URA), another government agency, the organisation latched from crisis to 

crisis, from restructuring to restructuring, downsizing to ‗oversizing‘ to re-downsizing and from 

one performance management system to another in quick succession. The absence of an 

institutional framework that compels movement towards best practice appears to be linked to 

failures at URA including use of untrained champions, member aversion to the performance 

management system in place, lack of ongoing training in performance management and frequent 

restructurings without due regard to member involvement  among other ills. The South African 

contrast is instructive in this regard. As noted above, the elaborate SETA framework there 

compels organisations not only to handle PM in a manner that does not fall into the pitfall of 

unfair employment practices. Thus given specific regulatory conditions, performance management 

takes on a specific character. Regarding resource availability the portraits of the contexts of the 

two countries, the existent financing bases and or arrangements and the uptaken PM interventions, 

the study found that organisations in the relatively munificent environment of South Africa 

outperformed those in Uganda. Even in Uganda, NWSC is in a relatively more munificent position 

than URA given that it sells water and the performance contracting arrangement with government 

compels the organisation to invest specified percentages in effective management. Additionally, 
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the organisation is able to borrow against its projected income. This is not the case for URA which 

depends on a nationally administered budget for funding. Hence the magnitude of resources to 

organisations for deeper and wider PM engineering is dependent on environmental munificence.  

The study then concludes with respect to regulatory and resource influences on performance 

management thus: 

(a) Effective employment regulation mediates the uptake of effective performance management 

systems, processes and practices such as structures for member participation, deeper member 

and organisational learning, member performance management enlightenment and review 

information utility in determining consequences for example.   

(b) Environmental munificence spurs deeper and broader investments in performance 

management interventions and human capital generally. 

(c) The joint effect of effective regulation and environmental munificence is effective launch, 

member participation, member enlightenment and managerial commitment leading higher 

performance literacy (performeracy). 

7.9. Deductions and proposed models from the findings 

This section addresses objective four of this study which concerned the development of 

explanatory and analytical frameworks associating successful performance management with the 

goodness of fit between performance management practices and context using existing theory and 

the abstracted context and practice. 

Following from the discussion of the differences in national economic, legislative and institutional 

contexts and performance management practice in the organisations given these contexts, it is 

noted that drawing from South Africa‘s SETA framework, it is possible to mainstream various 

aspects of work place practices at the national level and influence the direction of their 

development in organisations. The literature is, however, devoid of suggestions or models for 

mainstreaming performance management literacy at both national and organisational levels. From 

the pointers in the preceding discussion in this chapter it is possible to base on a merger between 

the nascent performance enlightening approach at the Rand Water Board with the more 

established training in the integrated management process at South African Breweries to develop a 

system which transcends creating the traditional learning organisations to creating performance 

literate or performerate organisations. This entails building models that may be used in building a 
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performance empowering culture, effective team approaches to performance management and 

performance leadership development. The study turns in this direction in sections 7.5.1 to 7.5.3 

below. 

 

7.9.1. Towards a process model for creating performance literate (performerate) 

organisations and nations 

It is the argument of this study that effective performance management practice at organisational 

level creates a critical mass for the necessary national learning environment and better national 

performance. However, the effort to extricate Africa from the performance desert discussed in 

chapter one has to begin with a definition of areas for the necessary action including building 

models to guide such action at the national, institutional and organisational levels. The work that 

approximates this area argues for adopting a learning approach to strategy formulation, 

implementation and evaluation as well as creating a learning climate (Pedler et al., 1991). This 

work lacks specifics on learning in particular management areas such as performance 

management. The other existing work, Senge (1990), Guest (1999), Parsloe and Wray (2003) and 

Torrington et al., (2005) are on creating a learning organisation in general. 

Synthesising the postulations of this literature with the integrated management process employed 

at South African Breweries and the NSA/SETA approach of South Africa, a framework for 

implementing a lasting performance management system and creating performance literate 

(performerate) organisations and nations can be constructed. From such a synthesis, this study 

proposes two frameworks of avenues to organisational and national performeracy (figures 7.5 and 

7.6).  

In both frameworks, organisational context may include the organisational system, the 

organisational system in place, management competence, organisational climate, employee 

participation, corporate culture, organisational justice and work place size. National context means 

political transparency and stability, munificence or scarcity of financial resources, mechanisms for 

social justice, an enabling policy and legislative environment and sound institutional 

arrangements. An enabling policy and legislative environment may include financing mechanisms, 

progressive economic and social policies and a supportive legislative framework. Good 

institutional arrangements may include frameworks for organisational compliance, financing 

coordination mechanisms, learning coordination mechanisms, regulatory arrangements and 
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capacity building avenues. Following these frameworks, the avenues to performeracy at the 

organisational and national levels can be mathematically stated. 

Figure 7.5: The organizational performeracy framework 
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Figure 7.6: The national performeracy framework 
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One possible way of constructing such an expression is to use the general structure used in stating 

Wherry‘s theory of rating (Wherry, 1952/1957 and Wherry and Bartlett, 1982) to reduce the above 

diagrammatic frameworks thus;  

1     organisational performeracy[ . . ] [ . . ][ . ] [ . ]

         [ . . ][ . . ] [ ][ . . ] [ ][ . ]                    

z org per z nat cont z legframe z snaif

z comp mech z enfor leg avfin z org cont morglearn z corglearn
 

2     national performeracy[ . . ] [ . . ] [ . ] [ . ][ . ][ . ]

         [ . ][ . . ] [ . ][ . ] [ ] [ . ]                 

z nat per z nat cont z legframe z snaif z regmech z finar

z compmech z enfor leg z orgcont z corglearn mnatlearn z cnatlearn
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Where all terms are in standard score form if quantitative research methods are used, otherwise the 

standard score form does not apply and [z.org.per] = organisational performeracy; [z.natcont] = 

national context; [z.legframe] = legislative framework for workplace management and learning; 

[z.snaif] = supportive national institutional framework; [z.compmech] = compliance mechanisms; 

[z.enforleg] = enforcement of legislative provisions; [z.avfin] = organisational level availability of 

finances; [z.orgcont] = organisational context; [z.morglearn] = mechanisms for organisational 

learning; [z.corglearn] = character of organisational learning; [z.nat.per] = national performeracy; 

[z.finar] = national level financing arrangements; [z.mnatlearn] = mechanisms for national 

learning and [z.cnatlearn] = character of national learning. 

It has to be noted that whereas the two models are expressed separately, in practice there is a tight 

link between them. While supportive national interventions enable the building of organisational 

performeracy, performerate organisations create a critical mass for the necessary national learning 

environment and better national performance. This explains the appearance of some terms in both 

models. As an important step in the transformation of Africa‘s organisations into robust centres of 

excellence at the fore front of the continent‘s development agenda, it is necessary to put the above 

linkages into practice. A starting point in this process may be the empirical testing of the above 

models by researchers to inform the intended practical implementation.  

7.9.2. Towards a new literacy form – performeracy 

The above proposition attempts to extend the trajectory of developing new literacy forms that has 

existed for sometime as evidenced in the literature where newer forms such as numeracy and 

information/computer literacy have been found to be critical for socio-economic advancement and 

economic take-off (Cippolla, 2002 and Forsth, 2005). Research in places as diverse as Australia, 

China, India, Nigeria and Uganda appears to confirm the importance of these newer literary forms 

by highlighting the central role played by the above newer forms in community development and 

economic take off in many parts of the developing world (Okiy, 2003; Forsth, 2005; Mackerras, 

2005; Dent, 2007 and Mitra and Singh, 2008). The spread of literacy through community and rural 

libraries has for example been linked to economic uplift in Uganda (Mackerras, 2005) and Nigeria 

(Okiy, 2003). Indeed, Lockett (1974) found that good managers were likely to be both literate and 

numerate; Crawford (1995) found that numeracy matters in all spheres of life while Parsons and 

Bynner (1997) found that people who were both literate and numerate were more likely to secure 
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gainful employment, progress in their jobs as well as in income compared to those who were only 

literate. A new form of literacy, computer or information literacy has been described a meta-

competency considered because it enables and enriches those who gain it to adeptly deal with the 

multiple sources of information such as speech, television, CD ROMs, tapes, discs and the internet 

which are indispensable in the world of work today (Rader, 1996). Hence, it had been concluded 

that literacy, numeracy and information literacy are critical for competitiveness and economic 

performance because they are connected to personal development, occupational skills and 

information technology skills (Addis, 2003).  

Clearly, basic skills such as literacy, numeracy and information literacy are critical for 

competitiveness and economic performance because they are connected to personal development, 

occupational skills and information technology skills (Addis, 2003).This has been demonstrated 

by the economic importance of Switzerland and Singapore which though small have managed to 

capture niches in banking, food products, watches, pharmaceuticals for the former and micro-

electronics, telecommunications, information technology, biotechnology, pharmaceuticals and 

optics for the later both backed by advanced skills, not cheap labour as many African countries are 

wont to argue. At a group level, organisational literacy exemplified by the concept of 

organisational learning (Senge, 1990; Pedler et al., 1991; Poppert and Lipshitz, 1998; Guest, 1999 

and Torrington et al, 2005) has been postulated to be at the centre of excellence. Extending this 

concept and based on the theory of performance management which posits that effective PM is 

critical to effective performance, it is theorised that a movement beyond performance management 

to performance leadership literacy – termed performeracy – is needed. This study puts the 

definition of this newer concept and the development of a model or models for attaining 

organisational and national performeracy (figures 7.5 and 7.6 are a starting point in this direction) 

at the centre of the search for answers to the questions about how Africa can escape the 

performance poverty depicted by the World Bank analysis reviewed in chapter one.  Two 

dimensions – institutional environment and scarcity vs. munificence of resources – have been 

discussed as central to effective responses to strategic challenges (Lachman et al., 1995; Harvey, 

2002). This study considers these dimensions key factors in the development of organisational and 

national performeracy. The basis for bridging the gap between the above modes of individual 

literacy and organisational or team literacy may be found in the literature on organisational 

learning (Senge, 1990; Pedler et al., 1991; Poppert and Lipshitz, 1998; Guest, 1999 and 
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Torrington et al, 2005). But this literature is devoid of suggestions or models for the erection of 

systems for creating performerate organisations but writing on creating learning organisations, 

Pedler et al., (1991) by suggesting the  adoption of a learning approach to strategy formulation, 

implementation and evaluation, using participative policy making approach and availing learning 

opportunities through creating a learning climate provides some pointers. 

Yet for performance leadership and literacy to be cultivated, mechanisms that combat in-group 

based training of people and ensure training in performance management permeates the entire 

organisation have to be erected. Developing Pedler et al.‘s (1999) ideas together with those of 

Senge (1990), Guest (1999), Parsloe and Wray (2003) and Torrington et al., (2005) on creating a 

learning organisation and synthesising them with the approach to performance management at 

South African Breweries in the context of the SETA approach in South Africa gleaned from the 

qualitative material, the study proposes a stepwise model for implementing a lasting performance 

management system and creating a performerate organisation. This intra-Africa diffusion of some 

effective practices may enhance adaptation given that such practices may be less ‗sticky‘ than 

those imported from the west (Bhagat et al., 2002) given that African countries may be closer to 

each other contextually judging from the cultural maps of earlier studies (Hofstede, 1991 and 

Trompenaars, 1993/1994) than Europe or USA from where most of the practices are diffused to 

Africa often unsuccessfully. Intra-Africa transfer is important given the indication in the literature 

that transfer of knowledge, which is contextualised information, is a function of the frames of 

reference developed through the transactional relationships engaged in by societies as they grapple 

with their concrete problems over time (Polanyi, 1958; Daft and Lengel, 1986;  Winter, 1987; 

Gemawatt, 1991; Cyert and March, 1992; Garud and Nayyar, 1994; Szulanski, 1996; Davenport 

and Prusak, 1998; Glazer, 1998 and De Long and Fahey, 2000) as reviewed by Bhagat et al. 

(2002, pp.206-208). It may thus be argued that this social knowledge coalesced into cultural 

norms, policies, legal regimes, institutions, management systems, processes and  structures is 

easier to transfer from within Africa than from without hence this study‘s use of effective practices 

in South Africa and Uganda as the building blocks of models for application within Africa. This is 

an important step since continued attempts to import systems from the west will largely meet 

ineffective uptake yet, there is hardly any work on intra-Africa transfer of practices. The little 

there is outside the Euro-Africa and Ameri-Africa transfer is on Asia-Africa transfer in the looking 

east proposal by Horwitz et al., (2002).   
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7.9.3. Towards an integrated performance leadership and literacy development process 

In this sub-section, basing on the preceding discussions and arguments, the study describes the key 

steps in building a sustainable performance leadership and literacy system (the PL
2
S). It answers 

the question of how specifically can organisations begin moving towards a PL
2
S in practice? It is 

important to point out from the outset that the elements of a PL
2
S may be bounded or unleashed 

by social rules, norms and cultural values. Hence, in making a proposition for implementing a 

PL
2
S, the specific historical, cultural and politico-economic contexts are critically important in 

guiding the shape different PL
2
Ss will take in different organisations and countries. The 

framework proposed is, therefore, a generic guide for specific adaptation. 

PL
2
S may be defined as a process of co-ordinated development and leadership of performance 

through enabling intra-organisational flow of performance relevant knowledge as a bedrock or 

backbone for performance excellence. It is basically about creating systems, processes and 

environments (ecologies) for knowledge, skills and attitudes development, upgrading and transfer 

for the betterment of performance. The context under which the PL
2
S is orchestrated and the 

outcomes managed in order to maximise competitive potential are important considerations. PL
2
S 

is thus a comprehensive approach to the development of organisational and national performeracy 

given that it is both a system and a framework for leading performance. The proposed PL
2
S has 

the following pillars and building it requires getting them right: 

1. An enlightened institutional and legislative framework for developing and enforcing the 

necessary policies, legal instruments and regulations that support effective PL
2
S development. 

2. An enabling organisational environment; 

(a) Appropriate cultural disposition 

(b) Appropriate leadership stance 

(c) Appropriate policy making framework 

(d) Appropriate strategy formulation framework 

3. Management competence and instruments necessary for maintaining an effective PL
2
S. 

As discussed in chapter six and the preceding sections of this chapter, the actual orchestration of 

this cycle depends heavily on concrete national and organisational circumstances regarding the 

character of education, leadership, culture, institutional framework and availability of economic 

resources. The depth of uptake of the steps in this cycle is, therefore, likely to vary. For example 
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organisations operating under unfavourable institutional and legislative frameworks may find 

themselves trying out later processes in the cycle without an enabling national framework. In such 

circumstances, one would not expect the PL
2
S to thrive to its full potential but this would all the 

same be better than no PL
2
S at all. Practitioners may, therefore, have to craft what works to a 

certain extent in their particular conditions. From the findings, it appears benefits accrue from the 

environment through practice to outcomes in series. In the upper layers of performance 

management, practice and outcomes are impacted by the macro environment while at the lower 

layers, macro contextual issues may have no direct impact. Rather organisational members may 

tend to be confronted more by micro-contextual elements such as supervisory inhumanness, 

shallowness or even mediocrity. There is nonetheless an association of mutual (even symbiotic) 

influence between the layers as outcomes in turn impact on the organisational environment. In 

making this PL
2
S proposition, it is important to note that context is critically important and 

specific historical, cultural and economic imperatives will guide the shape it takes. It is, therefore, 

not a kind of one size fits all prescription but a general framework for specific adaptation. The 

influential pathways are summarised in figure 7.7 whose first step is creation of organisational 

readiness to take up the necessary facets.  

The second step is funding, that is, adequate resourcing of performance management systems. This 

calls for efficient and rational resource allocation and planning for performance management 

system development both at national and organisational levels. This implies mainstreaming 

performance management as a strategic issue both at national and organisational levels. The 

resources needed for vigorous performance management are more than simply the finances and 

HR needed to design, implement and maintain a performance management system and include 

leadership support and commitment; supportive  national politico-economic, policy, legislative 

and institutional context; active member participation and support, quality facets assessment; 

competent design; adequate facilities; appropriate technology; complementary and consistent 

policies; supportive corporate and member culture; cross-functional integration; executive,  middle 

and immediate leadership as plus member commitment or will; managerial awareness; stakeholder 

education and  acceptance; adequate funding; role specificity and an enabling environment. At 

step three of the model of influential pathways to a performerate organisation, it may be noted that 

an assessment is made of PL
2
S quality, technical feasibility, costs in a broad sense including time 

and cash and social relationships involved. This model is useful in describing the processes of 
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uptake and from it; a framework of reference can be constructed for the uptake of a robust PL
2
S 

facets mix given a specific organisation‘s context.  

The framework ties together the several factors posited by the theory and gleaned from this 

study‘s findings in chapters five and six as critical for the successful uptake of an integrated 

performance leadership and literacy system (PL
2
S). In one framework, a large array of the 

influential factors and or actors is captured. The utility of the framework lies in the possibility of 

analysing in detail each of its seven elements for quality; cost implications and social effects on 

the organisation inter alia. Thus, the government may be analysed under national context in 

respect of its role as the main regulator and controller of the national environment. If the 

government‘s role is inhibitive as the findings in the case of Uganda showed, then the tendency 

may be for abusiveness to permeate organisational processes uncensored. In such a situation, there 

would be little impetus or even competence for organisations to develop and implement leading 

edge PL
2
Ss. Additionally, governments play a major role in promoting improvements in public 

education and regulating education as a whole including private education which is a critical input 

into the labour market and the level of sophistication it attains.  

Under organisational readiness, an analysis may be conducted of whether an ecologic rather than 

positional leadership is in existence. Ecologic leadership posited by Senge (1990) and Hughes et 

al. (1999) is crucial in enabling cross-functional integration of policies, strategies and decision 

making processes for the efficient and effective working of the PL
2
S. Building a leadership 

ecology ensures formal mechanisms and means of co-operation and information exchange are 

established not only at the highest level but also at all levels throughout the organisation enabling 

PL
2
S imperatives to be kept sight of throughout the organisation. This enables the building and 

maintenance of a PL
2
S consistent with strategy, policies and other plans throughout the 

organisation.  

This study is cognisant of the propensity for theorized hence potential benefits of frameworks or 

models not to be concretely realized thus the need for tools to assess the realization of the benefits 

of the framework proposed in figure 7.7. The implementation of a PL
2
S alone though necessary is 

not sufficient to create significant benefits – in fact it may even create serious tensions and 

dissatisfaction if poorly done. The outcomes of the proposed assessment tools, therefore, help in 

identifying the specific interventions necessary for creating an environment conducive to 
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unleashing quality PL
2
Ss and processes engendering full benefits. As discussed in chapter six, in

some of the organisations studied poor launch and implementation of performance management 

systems engendered lack of education in their dynamics and non-awareness of the basic tenets of 

performance management and practice by organisational members. They could thus not figure out 

how it could actually be made to work in their particular circumstances.  
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Figure 7.7: A framework of the influential pathways to a performerate organisation 
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There was also the question of failed performance management persistence, the tendency for the 

players to get disinterested after the initial euphoric implementation phase. Yet a long term 

perspective ought to be developed at the launching stage because understanding, competence and 

benefits tend to build up incrementally over time especially as member awareness and 

performance literacy increases. 

An important element of ensuring the success of the above framework is developing 

corresponding tools for the detailed analysis of each step and each of the alternatives available 

for the successful conclusion of the specific steps of the system. Such an analysis may be along 

the dimensions of quality, technical feasibility, needed effort, cash outlay, social implications on 

the organisation, the autonomy it affords units and members and the overall impact of investing 

in the specific alternative or any other mix selected according to concrete demands (figure 7.8). 

Using the same logic, just as each of the elements (boxes) in figure 7.7 above may be analysed 

along the lines proposed in the template in figure 7.8, each of the columns in figure 7.8 may be 

further dissected and analysed in detail. Hence dissecting the last column of figure 7.8, for 

example, organisations may conduct a detailed analysis of the impact of investment in 

performance leadership. The framework in figure 7.9 is a possible approach to this analysis. The 

character of the elements in this particular example is positive but in reality, one could encounter 

negative ones leading to hostility, apathy intention to leave and such like negative consequences 

in which case urgent action would have to be taken to rectify them.  

Figure 7.8: A framework for assessing PM facets for selection of a robust mix 
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Figure 7.9: Prototype framework for analysing the impact of investment in specific PM practices 
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leave 

 Comfortable with ratings

 Assured of consistence and 

reliability 

 Satisfaction with equity, usefulness

and accuracy of system 

 Exertion of effort

 Low occurrence of destructive tendencies

 Establishment and maintenance of rapport.

 Enhanced extra-role behaviours

 Honest and direct expression of needs, wants, opinions,

feelings and beliefs 

 Supportive feedback

 Respect for personal dignity

 Low absenteeism

 Low staff turnover 

 Continuous observation of performance
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 Review information utility

 Objective behaviour

 Prior standards specification

 Implementation of an active redress system 

Distributive 

justice 

 Positive perceptions 

regarding distributive 

fairness and equity 

 Perceived 

supportive/helping 

climate 

 Purposive member interest, goal 

orientedness and cooperation 

 No mystery regarding  outcomes

 Sense of personal satisfaction

 Low levels of intention to leave

 Effective consequences management

 Purposive member interest, goal orientedness, 

cooperation, interest and higher exertion of effort to 

perform 

 Celebration of successes with members

 Low absenteeism

 Low staff turnover 

Behavioural  

outcomes 
Perceptual 

reactions 

Affective  

responses 

Uptake of effective 

PM practice 
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Hence even with successful PL
2
S implementation, there has to be ongoing development of 

systems, processes and tools for ongoing assessment and redevelopment given environmental 

flux. This calls for recreating the system after every planned review. One cannot, therefore, say 

―we have arrived‖ otherwise like a wheelbarrow; the system will come to a grinding halt once 

pushing is terminated – pushing has, therefore, to be unceasing hence the cyclical dynamic in 

figure 7.7. Each stage of the cycle is critical for overall success and it may be necessary to keep 

retracing the steps to make sure a specific step was well handled or to take into account 

information that may not have been available at the time the specific step was implemented or 

simply to bring it in line with the changing environment.  

7.10. Conclusion 
 

This chapter has discussed the results in light of the objectives, hypotheses and propositions of 

the study regarding the investigation of the degree to which the quality of the meta-

organisational context influences the quality of the internal organisational context and the 

associated performance management practice and member perceptions of and attitudes to 

performance management. The findings indicate that national and organisational contexts impact 

performance management practice. Significant differences were found between South Africa and 

Uganda in in-group orientation and between the four organisations in in-group orientation, 

immediate performance leadership, executive openness-evenness and performance management 

practice generally. The study established that performance leadership and procedural justice are 

strong predictors of performance management practice and member outcomes. It was also 

established that the existent institutional framework and resource munificence have strong 

influences on effective performance management. The quality and extent of facets uptake seems 

to be associated with the quality of the policy, legislative and institutional framework under 

which organisations operate as well as relative munificence of economic resources. Thus the 

difference in the uptake of performance management facets appears to have been heavily 

influenced by legislative and institutional forces. On contextual impact, however, it appears if 

exposed to leading edge technologies and effective leadership, organisations can inhibit negative 

contextual influences. Lessons were drawn from the findings and models for explaining and 

predicting the found associations as well as for developing performance literacy at organisational 

and national levels suggested.   
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONSTIONS FOR FURTHER 

RESEARCH 
                                                                                            

1.1.Introduction 

 

This study was about contextual quality, performance management practice and member 

outcomes favourability. The thesis opened, in chapter one, with a depiction of the dire 

performance situation of Africa‘s organisations and as a result the host nations themselves. The 

research problem was stated as an investigation of  the degree to which the quality of meta-

organisational variables – the socio-economic environment, the employment regulatory 

environment and national cultural orientation – influence specific organisational contextual 

variables (organisational member culture and performance leadership) and how these shape 

performance management practice and in turn member attitudes regarding the existent 

performance management practice. This meant empirically testing the conceptual framework that 

associates member outcomes with performance management practice and the context in which it 

is practiced and developing an empirically based explanatory and analytical model to describe, 

understand and predict the impact of context on performance management practice. Chapter two 

then laid the global theoretical basis as a springboard for the investigations that followed. 

Chapter three placed the study in the concrete managerial context of Africa as provided by 

previous research. Then in chapter four, the methodology of the study was set forth explaining 

and justifying the adoption of a mixed methods research design. Chapter five moved into 

reporting the quantitative data gathered by survey method while chapter six reported the 

qualitative material gathered through in-depth interviews and data from archival material. 

Subsequently, in chapter seven, the study dicussed the findings and on their basis developed 

some models for developing performance leadership and literacy covering the spectrum of 

associations found in the data in light of best practice as exposed by the study.  

The thesis now closes, in this chapter, with a summary of the research findings, their contribution 

to the body of performance management knowledge and the research limitations. The chapter 

also posits recommendations for practice and future research. 
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8.2. Summary of the research findings 

8.2.1. Conclusions about the research problem 

The problem and general objective set out in sections 1.3 and 1.4 and summarised in the 

introduction above have been sufficiently answered. In specific terms the results point to: 

1) Variations in the regulatory and resource munificence conditions of South Africa and Uganda 

with various implications for performance management practice.  

2) Associations between contextual variation and variation in performance leadership practice 

and member outcomes.  

3) The existence of a performance leadership-procedural justice nexus in effective practice and 

member outcomes favourability. 

4) Association of effective regulation with effective practice.   

5) Association of environmental munificence with deeper and wider PM interventions. 

6) A tight link between perceived system orientation and member affectivity for existant 

practice. 

8.2.2. Conclusions about the research objectives, hypotheses and propositions 

The study has fulfilled the research objectives it set out to achieve and sufficiently tested the 

hypotheses and propositions defined at commencement. The first objective was verification of 

variability in country socio-economic trajectories and resultant regulatory, economic and cultural 

textures. The second objective called for an assessment of whether country socio-economic, 

regulatory and cultural variability engenders internal organisational context and performance 

management practice variability. The third objective entailed establishing whether variation in 

performance management practices is associated with member outcomes variability. The fourth 

objective centred on using existing theory and the discovered practice to develop explanatory 

and analytical models and frameworks associating successful PM with the goodness of fit 

between PM practice and context including whether a supportive context can actually be 

generated.  These models and frameworks were successfully developed and explained in sections 

7.3 – 7.5 and 7.9.  

Following the above summary and the findings discussed in chapter seven, the following are the 

conclusions of this study: 
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1. In Uganda, an increase of in-group orientation was associated with a decrease in paternalistic 

orientation while in South Africa, the two variables vary in a similar direction thus in Uganda 

organisational paternalism is in-group based. 

2. Organisational differences in in-group orientation are associated with differences in the 

practice of performance management enlightenment.  

3. Organisations in South Africa and Uganda tend to practice more individual performance 

evaluation, individual reward and single source feedback than they practice team evaluation, 

team reward and multi-source feedback. 

4. The difference between organisations in lower and middle level leadership is influenced most 

by the existence of objectivity, prior standards specification and fairness. 

5. Effective performance leadership is positively associated with effective performance 

management practice, positive member perceptions of the existent performance management 

system and positive member affect for existing performance management practice. 

6. Objectivity, fairness, prior standards specification and to a lesser extent supervisory 

humaneness influence the extent to which organisations prioritise performance management. 

7. Member perception of the existent performance management system not only has a 

significant and large effect on member affect for the system but also significantly explains a 

sizeable proportion member affect for the system. 

8. Both in-group orientation and paternalistic orientation are negatively associated with member 

perceptions of the existent performance management system. 

9. High quality legislative and institutional frameworks jointly with munificence of resources 

positively mediate the managerial and financial capability for the adoption of 

consultative/participatory and facilitative performance management approaches, processes 

and structures as well as a wide array of performance based consequences. 

10. Effective lower and middle level leadership is positively associated with procedural justice 

and the two jointly explain the existence of performance management empowerment, 

effective management of individual performance failure, follow up of performance review 

information, effective management of team performance failure, effective team review, team 

reward, customer review and upward feedback. 
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8.3.Contributions to knowledge  

The major comtributions of this study were discussed in chapter one and can be summarised into 

ten clusters. First, conducting performance management research in an African context (i) 

pioneers work in a more specific area of management (performance management) as opposed to 

general management or even human resource management (ii) adds to the body of knowledge on 

performance management in Africa and its cross-cultural nature and (iii) generates an African 

perspective on performance management which may serve as a guideline for managers in Africa 

in conceptualising and implementing performance management systems in their organisations.  

Second, the study has bridged the gap in the understanding of PM in Africa by undertaking a 

cross-cultural study of the contextual dynamics of performance management in specific African 

countries. This has moved performance management beyond the instrumental/humanistic 

construct and developed the investor perspective by applying the human capital thesis to 

performance management.  

Third, the study built a model that links organisational performance management to national 

learning and thus made the first steps towards a national learning model from a performance 

management view point.  

Fourth, grounding the study in Uganda and South Africa laid the ground for companies investing 

across the two countries to avoid the pitfalls of transplanting their approaches from one country 

to the other wholesale in the belief that ‗this is Africa‘ in a homogeneous sense. Of particular 

importance is the use of African experiences of effective practice to provide insights for the 

needed intra-Africa transfer of managerial knowledge. Presently, the work on knowledge transfer 

has concentrated on Euro-African and America-Africa transfers hence the convergence-

divergence debate (Horwitz et al., 2002) and the cross-vergence propositions that recently 

emerged looked east to Asia not in Africa (Horwitz et al., 2002).  

Fifth, demonstrating the link between labour relations and performance management issues 

provided evidence to support the argument that labour issues are people management ones 

thereby dispelling the view that attempts to delink the two (Nel et al., 1997).  

Sixth, the study modified Hofstede‘s (1984/1991) thesis that in collectivist situations, 
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organisational management is personal relationship oriented and members depend on their 

organisations for training and other long term support. The study found that rather those who 

benefit from such dependence on organisational support are not organisational members as a 

whole but in-group members since these are the ones who would be in personal relationships 

with those in positions of power (in-group members).  

Seventh, the study constructed linear models that specify the contribution of particular 

procedural justice factors to the effectiveness of particular performance leadership factors. The 

establishment of the magnitude of contribution of various procedural justice factors to specific 

performance leadership variables enabled specification of the nature of the links between 

effective performance leadership and procedural justice. Further, identification of the underlying 

procedural justice factors that contribute to the concrete manifestation of performance leadership 

in organisations was done.  The study thus specified a leadership-procedural justice nexus in 

‗uptaking‘ effective performance management practices.  

Eighth, through diagrammatic modelling, the study built an integrated performance leadership 

and literacy development framework [(the P
L2

P) or P
L2

S – S for system]. This latent framework 

captures the multiple elements in the pathways for building national and organisational 

performeracy. It postulates the creation of enabling national and organisational contexts leading 

to supportive regulatory and institutional frameworks as well as resource munificence for 

organisational and national performeracy.  To support this framework, the study developed a 

complimentary framework for assessing the quality, technical feasibility, required effort, 

financial cost, social implications, needed autonomy and likely overall impact of investment in 

specific PM facets before they are implemented. Also developed was an additional framework 

for monitoring and evaluating the impact of investment in specific PM facets in terms of 

perceptual reactions, affective responses and behavioural outcomes. By framing the avenues to 

performerate organisations and nations, a theoretical basis has been laid for building them.  

Ninth, new concepts in the study of cross-cultural performance management such as 

performance leadership, the mentrix, performeracy and organisational cultural capital were 

generated. Performance leadership entails an eco-systemic process in which all members co-lead 

performance issues creating a highly participative, supportive, humane and collegial environment 



 
372 

which enables constructive criticism, creativity and initiative taking thus performance that beats 

standards of excellence. The mentrix, a mentorship matrix adds to the existing models and may 

be used not only as an analytical but also as a training and development tool.  The new concept 

performeracy enriches the literature examining organisational enlightenment thus not only 

extending the theory on literacy to include organisations and performance but also moving the 

discourse on organisational enlightenment beyond the traditional learning organisation thesis. 

Another new concept – organisational cultural capital – developed by this study indicates that 

culture in organisations is a coalescence of member culture which mirrors societal culture and 

corporate culture and it is a resource that can be developed, accumulated and deployed to gain 

competitive advantage or conversely that can in fact inhibit competitiveness if the resultant 

melange is dysfunctional.  

Tenth, from a theoretical and academic viewpoint, the study; 

(a)  Developed and validated scales in the African context. 

(b) Made contributions to the specific literature areas of management practice in developing 

countries, performance management and contextual studies.  

(c) Contributed methodologically having used more complicated quantitative methods such 

as MANOVA, discriminant analysis and hierarchical regression as well as qualitative 

data analytical techniques. This methodological sophistication is unlike earlier 

contextual research which has tended to use simple statistical methods like means and 

standard deviations (Brewster and Bournois, 1991). This allowed a deeper analysis and 

thus better understanding of the variables that influence performance management 

practice and member outcomes in different national and organisational environments. 

This work has thus enriched the contextual model of analysis with the use of these 

techniques.  

8.4.Implications for practice and policy formulation 

The findings and conclusions of this study have research and practical implications as well. 

Regarding managerial practice, the mentrix (mentorship matrix) developed by the study from 

abstracting best practice at one of the organisations studied may be used in organisations to 

cultivate star performers or those not exploiting their potential optimally for development.  The 

specification of the nature of the links between effective performance leadership and procedural 
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justice has practical implications as it may be used in implementing practical management 

interventions in organisations following the modelled procedural pathways to effective 

performance leadership. This may involve practically constructing specific procedural justice 

enhancing processes as a step to erecting effective performance leadership in organisations. 

The latent structure of performeracy regarding the creation of enabling national and 

organisational contexts with respect to supportive regulation and financing for organisational and 

national learning may be put to use by practitioners. This latent structure can be used by policy 

makers and management practitioners for example to create enabling environments for building 

performerate organisations and nations. As demonstrated by South Africa‘s SETA framework, 

one of the solutions to facilitating the growth of good learning and performance management 

systems both at organisational and national levels is the mainstreaming of organisational learning 

and performance management enlightenment (performeracy) as a strategic issue. Only then can 

leadership support and commitment, active member participation and support, competent design 

and efficient and rational resource allocation for adequate facilities and appropriate technology 

be assured. Similarly, the framework proposed by the study for the assessment of facets with a 

view to selecting a robust mix for uptake as well as the one suggested for monitoring and 

evaluation of facets implementation have practical implications.  

8.5.Implications for further research 

Due to the relative recence of performance management and organisational learning theories, 

there is no comprehensive model of how people, organisations and as a result nations can 

become performance management literate or performerate. Hence, studies of socio-economic 

development that centre on enlightenment have concentrated on studying the central role of 

literacy, numeracy and more recently computer and information literacy. This is so despite 

organisations constituting major units in any national development effort.  The study found that 

performance leadership is critical to effective practice and that jointly with procedural justice 

significantly influences member outcomes. From this finding, linear models that highlight the 

magnitude of the contribution of each procedural justice factor to the effectiveness of 

performance leadership were constructed. The good generalisability and cross-validity of the 

models means they can be replicated using different samples (Field, 2006). Further lines of 

research were pointed at by the proposed frameworks of avenues to performerate organisations 
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and nations. From the above, six lines of research are apparent. First, the linear models that 

specify the contribution of particular procedural justice factors to the effectiveness of particular 

performance leadership factors may be empirically interrogated in other contexts and refined. 

The specified leadership-procedural justice nexus in ‗uptaking‘ effective performance 

management practices may thus be tested including empirically interrogating the modified 

hypothesis 6(a) regarding the joint influence of leadership and procedural justice on member 

outcomes. Second, researchers may design studies to ascertain the comprehensiveness of the 

model regarding component representation. Third, the constructs for measuring each of the 

components need to be developed and their validity established. Fourth, researchers may design 

a mixed methods research to gauge the convergence or otherwise of the findings using different 

methods. Fifth, the organisational performeracy framework may be tested in several 

organisations and the national one in several countries to assess whether the findings can be 

replicated across different samples. Sixth, following the methodological contributions of the 

study, future research in contextual studies may do deeper analysis using MANOVA, 

discriminant analysis, hierarchical regression and qualitative data analytical techniques.  

8.6.Limitations of the study 

Firstly, because the study was basically evaluating organisational variation on a number of 

variables, where the expected variations in the outcomes variables associated with variations in 

the predictor variables did not materialise, it was not possible to conclude from this study alone 

that there is actually no association. In such cases a correlational study assessing direct 

correlations between the variables would have been more apt. The lack of association between 

performance leadership and organisational differences in management of team performance and 

the failure to find an association between performance leadership and organisational differences 

in performance management empowerment and to a large extent effective management of team 

performance posed such a dilemma. A correlational study would have enhanced this study‘s 

ability to draw solid conclusions regarding associations between variables.  

Secondly, direct comparisons are an old problem of research where the organisations under 

investigation are not in the same industries. Of the four organisations, only two – the Rand Water 

Board and NWSC – could be directly compared given that they are both water providers. SAB 

lacked a direct comparator given that Nile Breweries opted out of the study. The same was the 
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case with URA because the South African Revenue Services declined. This weaknesses is, 

however, not severe given that since the researcher was investigating similar cross-cutting 

processes; leadership, performance management practice and member outcomes that can be 

benchmarked across industries.  A related possible criticism of this study is the inclusion in the 

sample of South African Breweries the only private firm which is also a mature multi-national 

corporation which thus would be expected to have the most developed and institutionalised 

performance management systems as well as financial muscle being dependent on the 

international market for resources. It is also clear that the sample size in terms of the number of 

organisations was rather small to conclude on national differences between South Africa and 

Uganda. Further validation of the findings of this study through a larger study may thus be 

necessary. 

Thirdly, the study may be accused of suffering the problem of combining company data to make 

national returns. Going by the quantitative data alone and given that the similarities between 

companies across countries revealed by these data, it would appear that to that extent the study 

did a better job in isolating company differences and drawing lessons there from than was the 

case for national difference. It is arguable that such an aggregation of data is permissible given 

the contagion between the national and organisational contexts regarding member culture, 

procedural justice and performance leadership as postulated by the institutional, contextual and 

spill-over theses (Greenberg, 1987/1990a/1993a; Brewster and Bournois, 1991; Brewster et al., 

1991; Sheppard Sheppard et al.,1992; Brewster, 1993/1995/1999; Gatley et al., 1996; 

Cropanzano and Greenberg, 1997; Beugré, 2002 and Martìn-Alcazàr et al., 2005) discussed in 

sections 2.3.2 and 2.3.3 of chapter two. Generally, this literature posits that societal or national 

procedural and systemic controls shape organisational practices concluding that a relationship 

exists between social justice and organisational justice; institutional plus educational systems and 

managerial practice. Thus at organisational level, the three variables (member culture, procedural 

justice and performance leadership) which are important for effective performance management 

and member outcomes favourability may reflect national characteristics.  

8.7.Conclusion 

This study explored four clusters of associations theorised to lead to positive member 

perceptions and affect regarding performance management practice. These clusters were first, 
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whether there are significant variations in the member culture and the performance leadership of 

South Africa and Uganda thus leading to organisational variations member culture and the 

performance leadership; performance management practice and member outcomes. Secondly 

whether there are variations in the quality of the policy, legislative and institutional frameworks, 

and resource munificence of South Africa and Uganda and if so whether high quality policy, 

legislative and institutional frameworks jointly with munificence of resources positively mediate 

the managerial and financial capability for the adoption of consultative/participatory and 

facilitative performance management approaches, processes and structures as well as a wide 

array of performance management consequences. Thirdly, whether performance leadership and 

procedural justice significantly explains the variance in the remaining performance management 

practice variables and member outcomes Fourthly, whether perceived system orientation 

significantly predicts member affect for the existent performance management practice. These 

relations are schematically summarised in 8.1. 

The findings pointed to a specification of the linkages between particular macro and micro 

contextual variables and performance leadership practice variables. Using discriminant analysis, 

the magnitude of the significant contribution of each procedural justice factor to each leadership 

factor has been established. Combining the three levels of associations (performance leadership-

procedural justice; performance leadership-perceived system orientation and perceived 

leadership-member affect), it is argued that for organisations in Africa to excel, it appears they 

have to begin by paying particular attention to creating leadership ecologies particularly at lower 

and middle levels and the promotion of organisational justice, particularly procedural justice.  
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Figure 8.1: A generic explanatory model of the connections between context, performance 

                      management practice and member outcomes 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Source: Developed by the author 

The study also highlighted the need for performance literacy at national and organisational levels 

if African economies have to escape the dismal performance that they are currently characterised 

by. It has argued that for organisations to erect enabling mechanisms and effectively contribute 

to national economic emancipation, there have to be enabling legislative and institutional 

frameworks. Lessons were drawn from the experience of South Africa and one sector in Uganda 

to draw conclusions and develop models for enhancing performance literacy nationally and 

organisationally. Additionally, a new concept that denotes performance literacy – performeracy – 

has been introduced. Lastly, the study suggested empirical interrogation of the proposed models. 
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Appendix 2: Research Instruments 

a) Survey Questionnaire

CODE…………………….      The Graduate School of Business 
University of Cape Town 

PhD Research Project 

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

Introduction: 

The purpose of this survey is to understand the existing general management and performance management 

arrangements at  organisations in Africa. Alternative answers are provided to most of the questions reducing 

to the minimum the need to write answers. The questionnaire takes about thirty minutes to complete, please 

spare this period of your precious time to assist the research by giving us your valuable opinion. Please read the 

opening statement of each section/issue carefully and follow the instructions provided in completing each 

specific segment. 

SECTION I: On the implementation of your organisation’s goals and objectives, the nature 

of the performance management process and your general awareness of the 

  system in use  

1. To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding performance management at

your organisation? (Please place an  ―X‖  inside the box  that corresponds to the answer at the top of

the list that most represents the extent of your agreement or disagreement with each statement).
 Inclined 

 Strongly  Inclined  to  Strongly 

 Agree  to agree  disagree  disagree 
(i) The current corporate mission, values, goals

and objectives were agreed by top management

and communicated to the rest of the organisation                 

(ii) The current departmental/section/team goals were

mutually set/agreed between specific departmental/

section/ members and their managers in team

planning sessions

(iii) My current individual targets were not  mutually

agreed between me and my immediate supervisor

(iv) At this organisation, every body (employees

and managers alike) is trained in how to set

goals, measure performance, conduct

performance reviews and give effective

feedback

1 2 3 4 

4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 

2 1 4 3 
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  Inclined 

 Strongly  Inclined  to  Strongly 

 Agree  to agree  disagree  disagree 

(v) In my organisation, I often find myself working

on assignments without a clear understanding

of what it is I am supposed to be doing

(vi) It is clear to me how my performance review

rating links to my pay and career progression

and or prospects

(vii) I am confident my performance review

rating reflects my actual performance

(viii) My organisation provides sufficient

assistance in terms of information and

suggestions for accomplishing my

assignments

(ix) At this organisation, there is no clear link

between performance and remuneration, training

and development as well as career development

(x) After the goals for my job have been agreed

and I am ready to set about achieving them:

a) I have difficulty getting the equipment

and related tools I need to do my job.

b) I have no difficulty getting the

management support I need to do

my job.

c) The equipment and other facilities

I am provided to perform my job are

not the best.

2. To what extent would you say in reviewing their direct reports‘ work, managers at your organisation:

(Place an “X” in the box representing your rating):

   Not at  A  Quite  Very 

     All   little  a bit  much 

a) Are polite?

b) Are helpful and offer guidance

throughout the review period?

1 2 3 4 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 

1 3 4 2 

4 2 1 3 

4 3 1 2 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4
 4 
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      Not at  A  Quite  Very 

     All   little  a bit  much 

c) Always ensure two-way exchange

of views takes place during

performance review sessions?

d) Try to abide by the set procedures

for performance management?

e) Focus on previously agreed

standards?

3. To what extent is each of the statements (a-k) below true about performance evaluation at your

organisation? (Place an X in the column representing your choice):

Not 

at all 

A 

little 

Quite 

a bit 

Very 

much 

(a) At this organisation, I am often called on to review and discuss

the quality of work and general performance of other

employees equal in rank to mine

4 3 2 1 

(b) At this organization, other employees of equal rank to mine

often review the quality of my work and my performance in

general

4 3 2 1 

(c) At this organisation, employees do not review and discuss the

general performance and quality of their managers‘ work
1 2 3 4 

(d) At this organisation, internal customers participate in

evaluating the performance of employees whose output

constitutes part or all of their input or whose service is

necessary for the accomplishment of tasks

4 3 2 1 

(e) At this organization, external customers are not called upon to

rate how employees specifically serving them are meeting their

expectations

1 2 3 4 

(f) At this organisation, external customers are often called upon to

rate how the organisation is meeting their expectations
4 3 2 1 

(g) There is a performance management manual or pack which is

used by every body in managing performance
4 3 2 1 

(h) At this organisation, every one is inducted in the policies and

procedural dos and don‘ts of the performance management

system in place

4 3 2 1 

(i) I am not involved in establishing my performance expectations 1 2 3 4 

(j) My goals document does not clearly specify in advance the

standards of performance on which I am evaluated
1 2 3 4 

(k) My manager/team leader has discussed with me in a very

detailed and clear way the performance standards by which I

will be reviewed for the current period

4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 
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4. How certain are you that organisational members will receive formal written feedback on the

achievement or non achievement of their agreed individual goals this review period (Please place and

―X‖ in the box that most closely approximates your answer)?

    Most  Very  Very  Most 

     Uncertain   Uncertain   Uncertain   Certain   Certain   Certain 

          

5. During the past review period, how often did your immediate team leader or manager discuss your

work performance with you?
     Not  About 1 – 4  About once  About once  About every 

at all   times  a year  a month  a week  day or so 

6. To what extent would you say the performance of teams is formally reviewed at your organisation?
  Not at  A  Quite  Very 

    All   little  a bit  much 

7. To what extent would you agree that at the end of each review period, career discussion and planning

sessions are held at your organisation?
  Not at  A  Quite  Very 

    All   little  a bit  much 

8. When your work performance was discussed with you in the last review period, would you agree that

the discussion was held: [Please place an X in the column that most represents the forum/medium in

which the discussion took place].

Forum/Medium 
Not 

at all 

A 

little 

Quite a 

bit 

Very 

much 

(a) In several one on one progress review meetings during the review

period
4 3 2 1 

(b) During several telephone discussions 4 3 2 1 

(c) Via several e-mail messages 4 3 2 1 

(d) In a number of informal chats 4 3 2 1 

(e) In a general discussion of a general meeting 1 2 3 4 

(f) In a general performance meeting considering general performance 1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3 2 1 4 5 

1 2 3 4 

1 4 3 2 
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Forum/Medium 
Not 

at all 

A 

little 

Quite a 

bit 

Very 

much 

(g) Only in the scheduled end of period review meeting 1 2 3 4 

(h) During team on team reviews 1 2 3 4 

(i) In the career discussion and planning session 1 2 3 4 

9. When your work performance was discussed with you in any of the above forums, how often did you

receive practical suggestions for improving your work?
 About half  Every 

Never  Seldom  the time  Often  time 

     

10. Whenever you DO NOT attain the set performance targets  by the end of the agreed period, how

often does each of the following happen?
 Almost           About half      Quite  Almost 

 Never      Rarely  Time Often         Always 

a) A meeting is held with my manager to explore

reasons or problem  areas leading to failure and

jointly agree on  needed improvement

b) I and my manager jointly develop and agree action

to remove obstacles to good performance

c) My manager does not take interest in my

improvement progress nor encourage me along

the way nor clarify what needs to be done nor

offer advice nor ensure I am adequately facilitated

to make the necessary improvement

(d) In the next review period, my manager holds

interim review meetings with me in which s(she)

advises me, shares her/his information and counsel

with me on how to achieve and allows me to voice

my disagreements and concerns

11. Whenever you EXCEED the performance target that is expected of you by the end of the agreed

period, how often would you say each of the following would happen?
 Almost  About half  Quite   Almost    

 never  Rarely  the time  often  always 

a) I am recognised and rewarded for my good

work

b) I am not praised for taking initiatives to

excel

1 2 3 4 5 

5 1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 5 4 

5 4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 5 3 2 1 
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  Almost                           About half       Quite         Almost     

                                                                                                   never         Rarely           the time           often        always 

 

 

c) No action of any sort is taken                           

 

d) I am coached and trained to better my 

performance even further                              

 

12. After completion of the performance review forms at the end of each period at your organisation, how 

likely is it for each of the following to happen?               
                              No            Small            50%          Quite        Almost  a 

  Chance     Chance        Chance       Likely        Certainty   
a) The forms are analysed and the results  

discussed with each individual concerned             

 

b) The forms are filed on the personal files  

and no follow up will be made                              

 

c) Lessons are drawn from the various  

discussions of individual performance  

and used in designing improvements for the  

whole organisation                  

 

13. How certain are you that individuals will receive formal written feedback on the achievement or non-

achievement of the agreed goals of their immediate work teams this review period?  
                                                                                                                

    Most                Very                                        Very                                  Most 

              Uncertain        Uncertain         Uncertain       Certain         Certain        Certain 

 

          

 
 

14. When target performance goals for your immediate work team/unit/section were EXCEEDED, how 

often do the following things happen? 
                                                                                                              Almost                    About half    Quite     Almost 

                                                                                                               never       Rarely     the time       often      always 

a) All people in my work unit are rewarded or  

             recognised as a group for their team  

achievements             

 

b) The entire team is coached and trained to 

Enhance performance even further 

 

c) Each individual team member is rewarded  

or recognised according  to his/her individual  

contribution to the team                      

  

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2 1 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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15. When target performance goals for your immediate work unit/section ARE NOT ACHIEVED, how

often do the following things happen?
Almost   About half    Quite   Almost 

 never  Seldom    the time        often  always 

a) Individuals in this unit who are poor team

players and tend to pull team

performance down by not doing their fair

share of team work are identified and taken

through team building sessions so as to

improve their performance  in the team

b) Reasons for the group's failure to attain

expected results are explored and practical

suggestions for improvement agreed

c) The entire group is coached and trained in

team work and elimination of the

weaknesses that caused poor performance

16. To what extent would you agree that a formal appeal process through which members can challenge

and seek redress for unfair performance assessments is active at your organisation?
 Inclined 

 Strongly  Inclined  to  Strongly 

     Agree  to agree  disagree  disagree 

SECTION II: On the management setting under which performance is managed. 

A. How much does each of the following statements

describe how the top management team of your

organisation handles the various issues listed below Not at  A   Quite   Very   

(Place an “X” in the box representing your rating) :    All  little  a bit  much 

1. They are honest and ethical in dealing with employee

performance

2. They tend to concentrate on other issues and give

performance management issues low priority

3. Always entertain employee expression of their opinions

4. If they make decisions which the subordinates disagree with

it is normal and safe to strongly and openly point it out

5. Value and trust workers in matters of performance

6. They show a real interest in trying to be fair

2 3 5 4 1 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 

4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

4 1 2 3 
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 Not at  A   Quite   Very 

      (Place an “X” in the box representing your rating) :   All  little  a bit  much 

7. They encourage employees to point out where managers

may be going wrong

8. They insist on dealing with subordinates through

the established chain of communication

9. Employees have to make an appointment to see any of them

B. How much do you believe your immediate manager

or team leader does each of the following?

1. Raises the status of the team members by treating them

with dignity

2. Provides the necessary assistance such as information,

suggestions  and funding for accomplishing assigned tasks

3. Praises members who do a good job

4. Jokes with and tells stories to staff below her/him when the

going seems to be getting tough

5. Asks for suggestions from staff below her/him to

enable  her/him perform her/his job better

6. Holds the worker responsible for errors that may be the

result of faults of the organisation or within the system

7. It is normal for him/her to allow a subordinate  with

specific expertise to lead him/her on tasks which

require this expert input

8. Does not try to become thoroughly familiar with my work

And job performance before reviewing my performance            

9. Is objective in his/her assessment of my performance

10. Is respectful during performance review meetings

11. Always lets me know when I am doing well in my

work

12. Is always completely frank and candid with

me when discussing my performance

1 2 3 4 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

1 2 4 3 

1 2 4 3 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

4 3 2 1 

4 1 2 3 

4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 

3 4 1 2 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 
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                                                                                                                                        Not at          A          Quite      Very    

      (Place an “X” in the box representing your rating) :               All          little        a bit       much 
 

13. Takes into account factors beyond my  

control such as failures and shortcomings of the  

organisation while evaluating my work performance 

 

14. Is friendly during performance review sessions 

 
SECTION III 

 

This section is about your assessment of and feelings about the performance management system 

and practice at your organisation. 
 

1. Choose (―X‖) one alternative answer for each of the descriptions below that you feel most represents 

how you and most members of your organisation would describe your organisation‘s performance 

management system: 
                                        Very much        Somewhat         Not much         Not at 

                                                                                                             Like                  Like                      Like             All 

(a) It encourages and solicits employee  

views and inputs  

 

(b) The system always takes into account employee 

views before performance related decisions are 

made 

 

(c) In this system promotion tends  to be linked more  

to the influence one has and the people one knows 

than to one‘s performance at work 

 

(d) The system puts more emphasis on 

communication from management  

than on that from non-managerial employees  

 

(e) It allows for a fair assessment and reflection  

of how an individual has been  performing 

 

(f) It is judgmental, culprit focused and, therefore, 

aimed more at fault finding and dispensing  

blame than a search for  solutions for better  

performance 

 

(g) At this organisation, informal considerations like  

ethnic  origin, race, political affiliation and status  

tend to defeat fair and effective application of  

performance management rules and policies 

 

(h) In this system, it is common for an employee‘s 

advancement in the organisation to be slowed 

or even derailed for reasons like being critical  

of the management 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

4 3 1 2 

1 2 3 4 

1 4 3 2 

1 2 3 4 

4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 

4 1 2 3 

1 2 3 4 
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                                       Very much        Somewhat         Not much           Not at 

                                                                                                             Like                  Like                   Like                  All 

 

(i) The system has created a situation where people 

have been placed in dead end jobs with no career 

progression prospects 

 

(j) In this system, the promotion policy is unfair 

 

 

(k) The system is transparent  
                                   

 

(l) The procedures, rules and ethics of the system are  

consistently applied to all members of this  

organisation 

 

(m) In this system, there is prior adequate specification  

of team goals for all teams through team planning  

sessions involving all team members              

 

(n)  The consequences and rewards for each  

individual fairly reflect their individual and 

unit performance 

 

(o) It is possible here for one to suffer  

for system failures which are not one‘s fault 

 

(p) Gives employees opportunity to participate in   

developing the standards by which they are 

assessed 

 

 

(q) Links actual performance with decisions on 

salary, career progress and termination 

 

 

(r) Provides team rewards for team performance  

 

 

(s)  Does not give room for managers here to be 

reviewed by their direct reports  

 

 

  

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

3 4 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 
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                                 Very much        Somewhat     Not much     Not at 

                                                                                    Like                  Like                 Like          All 
2. From the list below, put and ―X‖ in the box below 

 the alternative that most closely represents what 

 you think is the general attitude or feeling  

of the members of your organisation towards the  

current performance management system:  

                              

(a) Members are enthusiastic about  the system  

 

(b) Dissatisfied with the system 

                                

(c) People here feel comfortable with how  

performance is rated 

 

(d) People are disinterested in the success of  

the system 

 

(e) Members feel aggrieved by system 

 

(f) There is a feeling of assured support for the  

continuation of the current system 

 

(g) There is a general feeling of betrayal by the system 

                                

(h) Members are motivated  by the system to  

perform better 

 

(i) Members feel the system is used in an  

inconsistent and unreliable manner 

 

(j) The system has created cynicism abandonment  

of attempts at excellent performance  

 

(k) Member  trust the review system 

 

 

3. How would you overall rate or describe the performance management system at your organisation:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

4 1 3 2 

4 1 2 3 

4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 

2 3 4 1 

4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 

4 3 2 1 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

4 1 3 2 
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SECTION IV 
 

This section consists of real life scenarios to which different people will react differently. There is, 

therefore, no right or wrong reaction. Two or more alternative scenarios are presented for each 

question. You are asked to select [using an “X”] ONE statement from each group of alternatives 

that you MORE STRONGLY believe to be the case or reaction as far as you are concerned. In 

some cases, you may find that you believe more than one statement or none at all. In such cases, 

please select the one you more strongly believe to be the case as far as you are concerned.  
 

A close friend of yours has picked you for a birthday dinner. In haste as he/she is running late, he/she speeds 

down the wrong direction of a one way street in your city and he is waved down by a traffic Police Officer. He 

refuses to stop and speeds off. The officer takes down the registration plate numbers and your friend is traced 

for court appearance. You are the only witness and his counsel advises that if you testify that you were at a 

party with your friend and were not anywhere in the city on that day, you will save your friend a harsh 

penalty.  

1. What right has your friend to expect you to protect him?  
a) My friend has a definite right as a friend to expect me to testify in his defence      {   3   } 
b) He has some right as a friend to expect me to testify in his defence                        {   2   } 
c) He has no right as a friend to expect me to testify in his defence                             {   1   } 
2.  What do you think you would probably do in view of the obligation of a sworn witness and the obligation 

to your friend?  
a) Testify that he was not in the city      {   2   }       

b) Testify that he was in the city    {   1   } 

 

 

You have just come from a confidential management meeting of your organisation. You have a 

close friend whose career will be ruined unless she can resign before the management’s decision 

becomes known. You happen to be having a drink with the friend that evening.  
 

3. What right has your friend to expect you to tip her off?  

a) She has a definite right as a friend to expect me to tip her off. {  3    }  

b) She has some right as a friend to expect me to tip her off.        {   2   }  

c) She has no right as a friend to expect me to tip her off.            {   1   }  

4. Would you tip her off in view of your obligation to the organisation and your obligations 

to your friend?  

a. Yes      {   2   }  

b. No      {   1   } 

 

 

5. If a manager gives instructions to a direct report that are not quite accurate which of the 

two reactions below would more likely be the reaction of most people in your organisation?  

a) It should be possible to point out to the manager it is a mistake. In this case one should ask the 

manager why the inaccurate instructions were given.  {   1   }  

b) In most cases the manager is right. Even if the manager is wrong, one should do what he or she 

tells one to do, otherwise there will be problems. {   2   }  

 

6. Your department is asked to implement a project that was designed by one of your 

peers who is an expert in the specific project area. The department’s manager is not 

an expert in this area. There is a debate as to how to manage the project. Which of 
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the two approaches below do you think most people in your organisation would opt 

for?  
a) Appointment of the subordinate as the project leader for this project only so that authority 

is in the hands of the most knowledgeable person for better results. {   1   } 

b) Retention of the department manager as the project leader as a manager can not be below 

and report to his or her subordinate even if it is only for one specific project. {   2   } 

 

7. There are different ideas about what makes a good manager, which one of the two descriptions, 

(a) or (b), below do you think usually represents a good manager? 

 

a) A good manager is a person who gets the job done. He or she takes care of the information, 

people and equipment needed for the execution of the tasks. Subordinates are left free to do their 

part of the job and the manager intervenes only if necessary.{ 1   } 

 

b) A good manager is a person who gets their group of subordinates working well together. He or 

she knows the right answers to most of the questions arising at work and guides subordinates 

continuously and helps them in solving various problems ranging from work related problems to 

personal problems. He/she is a kind of father/mother. {   2   }   

 

8. A meeting is called to take a decision about the early retirement of an employee who has worked 

with your organisation for 15 years and performed his/her job in a satisfactory way. For various 

reasons, his/her performance deteriorated to an unsatisfactory level last year and there is no 

reason to believe that the situation will improve. The members of the meeting are divided on 

which of the two actions described below to take. Which one of the two do you think is more 

appropriate in this case? 

 

a) The job performance should remain the criterion for the decision regardless of the age of the 

person, their length of service and their previous records.  {   1   } 

 

b) One can not disregard the 15 years the employee has worked for the organisation. One has to take 

into account the fact that this particular individual has been with the organisation for long. {  2   } 

 

There are different opinions about the responsibility that an organisation should carry for enabling 

its employees give a dignified burial to their dead relatives.   
 

9. Which of the opinions below (a) or (b) is more appropriate?  

a) The organisation should be responsible and financially assist and give an employee time off to 

give a decent burial to his or her deceased relatives. {   2   }  

b) The responsibility of burying deceased relatives is a personal matter and the organisation has no 

obligation to give finances and time off for burial. Employees who lose relatives should only pay 

last respects on weekends. {   1   } 

10. Which of the two in (9) above is closer to your organisation‘s current policy, (a) { 2 } 

or  (b) { 1  }? 
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SECTION V: This section asks for general information required for statistical categorisation 

                         and analysis. Please select (“X”) the chosen response or fill in your answer for  

                         each of the questions asked as required by each case. 

 

1. How old are you? (a) Under 20 {   1   }         (b) 20 – 30     {   2   }       (c) 31 – 40    {   3   }   

 

          (d)  41 – 50  {    4   }        (e)  51 – 60    {   5    }      (f)  Over 60       {   6   } 

 

2. If you are responding from South Africa, please indicate if you are:   (a) Indian     {   1   }      (b) 

Coloured    {   2    }      (c) White   {    3      }   

 

(d)  Black    {   4    }          (e)  Chinese  {    5    }     (f) Other  {    6    } (specify)  

 
                                                                                                                                                    

 

3. If you are responding from South Africa, please select your first language from the following 

languages otherwise if you are responding  in Uganda, please skip to question four below: 

 

(a) TshiVenda                      (b) isiNdebele                       (c) isiZulu                         (d) xiTsonga                  

 
 

(e) isiXhosa                   (f)isiSwati                    (g) Southern seSotho             (h) seTswana 
 

 

(i)  Northern seSotho                   (j) Afrikaans                  (k)  English                     (l) sePedi 

 
 

4. If you are responding in Uganda, please indicate your first language in the space below?  

    

 

 

5. For how many years have you worked with your current organisation?                                                                  

 

6. Please name the department at which you are currently working 

 

7. What is the highest educational certificate you obtained in school? 

 

(a) FOR COMPLETION BY RESPONDENTS IN SOUTH AFRICA ONLY. RESPONDENTS IN 

UGANDA, PLEASE SKIP TO 7 (b): 

 

ABET(1-4) or less         Matric               Diploma or                  Honours or         Doctoral 

than Matric grade 12         grade 12        Bachelor’s  Degree        Masters Degree      Degree 

 

                          

 

 
  

4 1 2 3 

8 7 6 5 

12 11 10 9 

1 4 5 3 2 
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(b) FOR COMPLETION BY RESPONDENTS IN UGANDA ONLY: 

 

                                             Diploma or                   Masters         Doctoral         

O’Level         A’Level           Bachelor’s Degree             Degree            Degree                          

                      

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

WE THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR ASSISTING THE RESEARCH 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

5 4 3 2 1 
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b) Management interview guide 
 

 
CODE…………………                                                    

 The Graduate School of Business 
University of Cape Town 

PhD Research Project 

 

[Self introduction and explanation of purpose and nature of research] 

 

1. Could you please describe this organisation‘s corporate planning process or how you develop 

your corporate plan? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. How long is your corporate planning cycle? 

 

3. When did your current cycle begin and when is it ending? 

 

4. Could you please enumerate for me who takes part in this planning process? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. In what ways and in which fora do the different players take part? 
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6. How do the various organisational units/departments/sections uptake the corporate plan? 

How do they internalise it and chip off their own part as it were? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7. In particularising or customising organisational goals to the various units, how is the fit 

between corporate strategy and the formal performance management process ensured? 

 

 

 

 

 

8. Do you have a corporate performance management mission and objectives/goals specifying 

the purpose the formal performance management process serves and the desired outcomes to 

be achieved from the process? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9. Are these goals and objectives communicated to the various stake holders including 

employees? 

 

 

 

10. How? 

 

 

 

 

11. Describe for me your formal Performance management process 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 



 
435 

12. To what extent does your organisation rely on each of the following methods of appraisal to evaluate 

how well you perform your work? (Encircle one number per item from a-f). 

 

               Not at    A       Some    Quite      Very 

                 All      little     what      a bit       much 

a) Automatic control systems or built-in monitoring  

devices (e.g., computer rejections, mechanical alerts)?    1             2             3           4            5 

 

b) Appraisals by  managers or staff specialists  

outside of your immediate work unit?                              1             2             3           4            5 

 

c) Appraisals made by my supervisor and myself, when  

we meet to review and evaluate my work?                      5             4             3           2            1 

 

d) Appraisals by my supervisor individually?                      1             2             3           4            5 

 

e) Appraisals by myself to review and evaluate my 

own performance?                                                            1             2             3           4            5 

 

f) Appraisals based on a variety of reports by  

my supervisor, coworkers/peers, customers/clients  

and subordinates (if any).                                                 5             4             3           2            1 

 

13. How long is your Performance Management cycle? 

 

14. How or where is your formal performance management process positioned within the 

existing corporate structure? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

15. Who has power to implement the provisions of the performance management system in 

respect of individual employees including evaluating them and making decisions affecting 

them? 

 

 

 

 

16. Does your company/organisation have a department and a manager specifically responsible 

for performance management? 

 

(a) Yes                    (b)  No    
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17. If yes what is the name of the department and title of the manager?

(a) Name of department

(b) Title of manager

18. What performance management activities does this department and manager handle?

i) 

ii) 

iii) 

iv) 

v) 

19. Do line managers and unit/section/team supervisors handle any performance management

activities?

(a) Yes (b) No

20. If yes, list or describe these activities

21. Has your organisation introduced changes to its performance management system in the last

four years?

22. If yes briefly list or describe these changes

Yes No 
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23. Briefly give the reasons that made the above changes necessary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

24. Describe the process leading to the adaptation of the current performance management 

system at your organisation  

 

 

 

 

 

 

25. Were these changes designed entirely by your staff or the organisation received external 

assistance? 

(a)  Designed entirely by the organisation‘s staff        

 

(b)Designed with external assistance   

 

26. If there was external assistance, of which form was it? (otherwise, go to question 17). 

 

(a) Consultants were hired          (b) There was financial support from donor institutions  

    

 (c)  There was technical assistance          (d) There was collaboration and sharing of ideas 

  from donor institutions                              with sister organisations in the region 

 

  (e)  If none of the above  which support was received and from whom? 

 

 

 

 

27. Were the changes implemented entirely by your staff or was the external assistance involved 

as well? 

(a) Implemented entirely by the organisation‘s staff  

 

(b) Implemented with external assistance    
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28. What difficulties or challenges did your organisation face or is facing in implementing the 

new Performance Management System? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

29. Do you use any special performance enhancement techniques other than conventional 

performance evaluation?  

 

(a)   Yes                     ( b)  No     

 

30. If yes name and describe these techniques 

 

 

 

 

 

31. Were your employees trained or are they being trained in performance management matters 

of your company/organisation? 

 

(a) Yes                          (b)  No        

 

32. If yes, describe this training 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

33. Is there a link at this organisation between performance evaluation and: 

(a) Promotion? 

 

(b) Development? 

 

(c) Termination? 

 

(d) Special awards and rewards such as bonuses? 

 

34. Describe this link if in existence  

 

 

35. Does your organisation measure: 

 

(a) Individual contribution to the attainment of organisational goals? 
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How? 

 

 

 

(b) Team contribution to the attainment of organisational goals? 

 

At which team level(s) 

 

How is this done? 

 

 

 

 

 

(c) Intangible (soft) individual contributions to work such as effective interpersonal skills, 

and teamness? If so how? 

 

 

 

 

 

36. Do you have a formal (structured) mentoring process for information sharing and skills 

transfer between ‗superiors‘ and ‗juniors‘?  

 

37. How does this work? 

 

 

 

38. Do you have a mechanism for monitoring and evaluating the performance management 

process and feeding back how the system if functioning? 

 

39. If yes, describe the mechanism 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR SPARING YOUR TIME TO ASSIST THIS 

RESEARCH 
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Appendix 3: Scales 

 
Appendix 3 (a): Scale before exploratory factor analysis 
 
CONTEXT FACETS 

 

Leadership dimension 

 

Top leadership variables 

 

Q1. Top management at this organisation are honest and ethical in dealing with employee performance 

Q2. Top management at this organisation tend to concentrate on other issues and give performance 

       management issues low priority 

Q3. Top management at this organisation always entertain employee expression of their opinions 

Q4. It is normal and safe for employees to strongly and openly point out if top management at this 

       organisation make decisions which the subordinates disagree with 

Q5. Top management at this organisation value and trust workers in matters of performance 

Q6. Top management at this organisation show a real interest in trying to be fair 

Q7. Top management at this organisation encourage employees to point out where managers may be going 

       wrong 

Q8. Top management at this organisation insist on dealing with subordinates through the established chain  

       of communication 

Q9. Employees have to make an appointment to see any member of the top management of this 

       organisation 

 

Immediate leadership variables 

 

Q10. My immediate supervisor raises the status of team members by treating them with dignity 

Q11. My immediate supervisor provides the necessary assistance such as information, suggestions and  

         funding for accomplishing assigned tasks 

Q12. My immediate supervisor praises members who do a good job 

Q13. My immediate supervisor jokes with and tells stories to staff below her/him when the going seems to  

         be getting tough 

Q14. My immediate supervisor asks for suggestions from staff below him/her to enable him/her perform  

         his/her job better 

Q15. It is normal for my immediate supervisor to allow a subordinate with specific expertise to lead  

         him/her on tasks which require such expert input 

Q16. My immediate supervisor tries to become thoroughly familiar with my performance at work before  

         reviewing my performance 

Q17. My immediate supervisor tells me when I am doing well in my job 

 

Member culture dimension  

 

Q1. What right has your close friend to expect you to testify in his/her defence in a case where he/she 

       committed an offence to which you are the only prosecution witness 

Q2. What do you think you would probably do in view of the obligation of a sworn witness and the 

       obligation to your friend? 

Q3. What right has your friend to expect you to tip her off about a looming retirement decided at a  

       confidential meeting to which you were privy? 

Q4. Would you tip her off in light of your obligation to the organisation and your obligation to your friend? 

Q5. Would most people in your organisation decline to effect a manager's inaccurate instructions or most  

       would think a manager is right in most cases and if she is wrong, her instructions should be effected to  

       avoid problems? 

Q6. Would most people in your department opt for appointment of a subordinate to lead his manager on a  
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       project of the subordinate's area of expertise or they would think a manager cannot be led by a  

       subordinate? 

Q7. Is a good manager one who gets the job done by providing the necessary resources and leaves    

       subordinates to do their part or the one who knows answers to most questions, helps in sorting out    

       personal problems and is a kind of father/mother figure? 

Q8. In a debate on the early retirement of a now poorly performing employee who has performed well for  

      15 years, would it be more appropriate to maintain performance as the criterion for the decision or this  

      person's age and length of service should count? 

Q9. Should an organisation carry the responsibility of enabling its workers give dignified burials to their  

       relatives or this is a personal matter in which the organisation has no obligation? 

Q10. Does your organisation's policy view the burial of its workers' relatives as a personal matter in which  

         the organisation has no obligation or as a matter in which it shoulders some responsibility? 

 

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PRACTICE FACET DIMENSIONS 

 

Performance empowerment variables 

 

Q1. At this organisation, every body (managers and their direct reports alike) is trained in goal setting, 

      conducting performance review and giving effective feedback 

Q2. At this organisation, every one is inducted in the policies and procedural dos and don‘ts of the  

       performance management system in place. 

Q3. There is a performance management manual which is used by every body in managing performance 

Q4. At my work, I often find myself working on assignments without a clear understanding of what it is I  

      am supposed to be doing 

Q5. During the past review period, how often did your immediate team leader/manager discuss your work  

       performance with you?   

Q6. After the goals for my job have been agreed and I am ready to set about achieving them, I have 

      difficulty getting the equipment and related tools I need to do my job. 

Q7.  After the goals for my job have been agreed and I am ready to set about achieving them, I have no  

       difficulty getting the management support I need to do my job. 

Q8. After the goals for my job have been agreed and I am ready to set about achieving them, the equipment  

       and other facilities I am provided to perform my job are not the best 

Q9. My organisation provides sufficient assistance in terms of information and suggestions for  

       accomplishing my assignments 

Q10. When your manager discussed your work performance with you in the last review period, how often  

         did you receive practical suggestions for improving your work? 

 

Management of individual performance variables 

 

Q1. After completion of the performance review forms at the end of each review period here, the forms are  

      analysed and the results discussed with each concerned individual 

Q2. After completion of the performance review forms at the end of each review period here, the forms are  

       filed on the personal files and no follow up is made 

Q3. After completion of the performance review forms at the end of each review period here, lessons are  

      drawn from the various discussions of individual performance and used in designing improvements for  

       the whole organisation 

Q4. How certain are you that organisational members will receive formal written feedback on the 

       achievement or non achievement of their agreed individual goals this review period? 

Q5. How certain are you that individuals will receive formal written feedback on the achievement or non  

       achievement of the agreed goals of their immediate work teams this review period? 

Q6. My supervisor always lets me know when I am doing well in my work 

Q7. Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of the review period, a meeting is held with my  

       manager to explore reasons or problem areas leading to failure and to jointly agree on needed  

       improvement 

Q8. Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of the review period, I and my manager jointly  

       develop and agree action to remove obstacles to good performance 
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Q9. Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of the review period, my manager does not take 

       interest in my improvement nor encourage me along the way nor clarify what needs to be done nor 

        offer advice nor ensure I am adequately facilitated to make the necessary improvement 

Q10. Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of a review period, in the following review period, 

         my manager holds a number of interim review meetings with me where s(he) advises me, shares 

         her/his information and counsel with me and allows me to voice my disagreements and concerns 

Q11. When my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, I am recognised and 

         rewarded for my good work 

Q12. When my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, I am not praised for 

         taking initiatives to excel 

Q13. When my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, no action of any sort 

         is taken 

Q14. When my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, I am coached and 

    trained to better my performance even further 

Q15. To what extent would you agree that at the end of each review period, career discussion and planning 

         sessions are held for every member of your organisation? 

Management of team performance variables 

Q1. When work performance targets of my immediate work unit are exceeded, each individual member of 

       the unit is rewarded or recognised according to his/her individual contribution to the team 

Q2. The system adequately involves me and other employees in planning and setting team targets 

Q3. To what extent would you say the performance of teams is formally reviewed at your organisation? 

Q4. How likely is it that teams will receive formal written feedback on the achievement or non 

       achievement of agreed team goals this review period? 

Q5. This organisation provides team rewards for team performance 

Q6. When the set team/unit performance targets are not achieved by the end of the agreed period, 

       individuals in my unit who are poor team players and tend to pull team performance down by not doing 

       their share of team work are identified and taken through team building session so as to improve their 

       team performance 

Q7. When the set team/unit performance targets are not achieved by the end of the agreed period, reasons 

       for the group's failure to attain expected results are explored and practical suggestions for improvement 

       agreed 

Q8. When the set team/unit performance targets are not achieved by the end of the agreed period, the entire 

       group is coached and trained in team work and elimination of the weaknesses that caused poor 

       performance 

Q9. When the set team/unit performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, the entire team is 

coached and trained to enhance performance even further 

Q10. When work performance targets of my immediate work unit are exceeded, all people in the unit are  

        rewarded or recognised as a group for their team achievements 

Q11. Departmental goals and targets at this organisation are mutually agreed between departmental 

         members and their managers in team planning sessions 

Performance communication media variables 

Q1. In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in several one on one 

       progress review meetings during the period.  

Q2. In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me over the telephone several 

       times.  

Q3. In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me through email several times 

Q4. In the last review period my manager discussed my performance with me in a number of informal chats. 

Q5. In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in a general discussion of a  

      general meeting. 

Q6. In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in a general performance 

       meeting considering general performance. 

Q7. In the last review period, my manager only discussed my performance with me in the scheduled end of 
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       period review meeting. 

Q8. In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in the team review meeting. 

Q9. In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in the career discussion and  

       planning session. 

Q10. The performance management system here puts more emphasis on communication from management  

         than on that from non-managerial employees. 

 

Procedural justice variables 

 

Q1. My current targets were not mutually agreed between me and my immediate supervisor 

Q2. I am not involved in establishing my performance expectations. 

Q3. The current team goals were mutually agreed between specific team members and their managers in  

       team planning sessions. 

Q4. In this system there is prior adequate specification of team goals for all teams through team planning  

       sessions involving all team members. 

Q5. The current corporate mission, values, goals and objectives were agreed by top management and  

       communicated to the rest of the organisation. 

Q6. My goals document does not clearly specify in advance the standards of performance on which I will  

       be evaluated. 

Q7. My manager has discussed with me in a very detailed and clear way the performance standards by  

       which I will be reviewed for the current period. 

Q8. It is possible here for one to suffer for system failures which are not one‘s fault 

Q9. My immediate supervisor does not try to become thoroughly familiar with my work performance   

       before reviewing my performance 

Q10. My immediate supervisor takes into account factors beyond my control like failures or shortcomings  

         of the organisation while evaluating my performance 

Q11. In reviewing their direct reports' work, managers at my organisation are polite 

Q12. My supervisor is respectful during one on one review meetings 

Q13. My immediate supervisor is always completely frank and candid with me when discussing my  

         performance 

Q14. My supervisor is friendly during performance review sessions 

Q15. Managers at my organisation are helpful and offer guidance throughout the review period 

Q16. Managers here always ensure two-way exchange of views takes place during performance review  

         sessions 

Q17. Managers at my organisation try to abide by the set procedures for performance management 

Q18. Managers here focus on previously agreed standards in reviewing the performance of their direct 

         reports 

Q19. The performance management system here links actual performance with decisions on salary, career 

         progress and termination 

Q20. A formal appeal process through which members can challenge and seek redress for unfair performance  

         assessments  

         is active at my organisation 

Q21. I am confident my performance review rating reflects my actual performance 

Q22. My immediate supervisor is objective in his/her assessment of my performance 

Q23. The performance management system here allows for a fair assessment and reflection of how an  

         individual has been performing 

Q24. The system has created conditions where people have been placed in dead end jobs with no career 

         progression prospects 

Q25. In this system, the promotion policy is unfair 

Q26. The performance management system here is transparent 

Q27. The procedures, rules and ethics of the system are consistently applied to all members of this  

         organisation 

Q28. The consequences and rewards for each individual fairly reflect their individual and unit performance 

Q29. The current performance management system gives employees opportunity to participate in developing 

         the standards by which they are assessed. 
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Performance review degree variables 

 

Q1. At this organisation, I am often called on to review and discuss the quality of work and general  

       performance of other employees equal in rank to mine 

Q2. At this organisation, other employees of equal rank to mine often review the quality of my work and  

      my performance in general 

Q3. At this organisation, employees do not review and discuss the general performance and quality of their  

      managers' work 

Q4. The system here does not give room for managers to be reviewed by their direct reports 

Q5. At this organisation, internal customers participate in evaluating the performance of employees whose  

       output constitutes part or all of their input or whose service is necessary for the accomplishment of tasks. 

Q6. At this organisation, external customers are not called upon to rate how employees specifically serving  

       them are meeting their expectations 

Q7. At this organisation, external customers are often called upon to rate how the organisation is meeting  

      their expectations 

 

MEMBER OUTCOMES DIMENSIONS 

 

Perceived system orientation variables 

 

Q1. In this system, promotion tends to be linked more to the influence one has and the people one knows  

       than to one's performance at work. 

Q2. At this organisation, informal considerations like ethnic origin, race, political affiliation and status tend  

      to defeat fair and effective application of performance management rules and policies 

Q3. The system here is judgmental, culprit focused and, therefore, aimed more at fault finding and  

       dispensing blame than a search for solutions for better performance 

Q4. In this system, it is common for an employee's advancement in the organisation to be slowed or even  

       derailed for reasons like being critical of the management 

 

Affect variables 

 

Q1. Members are enthusiastic about the system 

Q2. Members are dissatisfied with the system 

Q3. People here feel conformable with how performance is rated 

Q4.People here are disinterested in the success of the system 

Q5. Members feel aggrieved by the system 

Q6. There is a feeling of assured support for the continuation of the system 

Q7. There is a general feeling of betrayal by the system 

Q8. Members are motivated by the system to perform better 

Q9. Members feel the system is used in an inconsistent and unreliable manner 

Q10. The system has created cynical abandonment of attempts at excellent performance 

Q11. Members trust the review system 
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Appendix 3 (b): Factor analysis outputs  
 

i) Performance leadership  
 

MO and Bartlett's Test  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .885 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 1621.611 

df 136 

Sig. .000 

 

 

 

Total Variance Explained  

 

 
Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Component Total 
% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 6.035 35.500 35.500 6.035 35.500 35.500 4.257 25.043 25.043 

2 1.936 11.390 46.890 1.936 11.390 46.890 2.937 17.277 42.320 

3 1.108 6.516 53.406 1.108 6.516 53.406 1.726 10.153 52.474 

4 1.011 5.944 59.350 1.011 5.944 59.350 1.169 6.877 59.350 

5 .960 5.650 65.000       

6 .842 4.951 69.951       

7 .725 4.264 74.215       

8 .650 3.821 78.036       

9 .578 3.398 81.434       

10 .567 3.334 84.768       

11 .494 2.904 87.672       

12 .460 2.705 90.377       

13 .406 2.389 92.767       

14 .369 2.170 94.936       

15 .336 1.975 96.911       

16 .307 1.804 98.715       

17 .218 1.285 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
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Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

Q12 .768    

Q11 .754 -.368   

Q14 .700 -.373   

Q17 .695    

Q16 .676    

Q10 .656 -.358   

Q6 .639 .545   

Q7 .631 .355   

Q5 .626 .470   

Q1 .618 .385   

Q15 .541    

Q3 .520   .404 

Q13 .509    

Q4 .479    

Q9   -.690  

Q2 .401  .545 -.347 

Q8 -.342   .557 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

a 4 components extracted.  
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Rotated Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

Q11 .808    

Q14 .773    

Q17 .733    

Q10 .730    

Q12 .690 .337   

Q16 .690    

Q15 .616    

Q13 .592    

Q6  .741 .383  

Q7  .733   

Q3  .683   

Q4  .612   

Q5  .595 .441  

Q2   .659 -.386 

Q8   -.644  

Q1  .519 .525  

Q9    .735 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  

a Rotation converged in 8 iterations.  

 

Component Transformation Matrix  

Component 1 2 3 4 

1 .753 .555 .338 .106 

2 -.659 .638 .384 .109 

3 .007 .022 .251 -.968 

4 .003 .533 -.822 -.201 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  
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ii) Member Culture  
 
 

KMO and Bartlett's Test  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .557 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 503.904 

df 45 

Sig. .000 

 

 

Total Variance Explained  

 

 
Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Component Total 
% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 2.314 23.143 23.143 2.314 23.143 23.143 2.277 22.773 22.773 

2 1.714 17.140 40.283 1.714 17.140 40.283 1.704 17.042 39.816 

3 1.368 13.683 53.966 1.368 13.683 53.966 1.385 13.853 53.669 

4 1.095 10.949 64.915 1.095 10.949 64.915 1.125 11.246 64.915 

5 .960 9.601 74.516       

6 .805 8.051 82.566       

7 .684 6.839 89.405       

8 .472 4.721 94.126       

9 .306 3.059 97.185       

10 .281 2.815 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
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Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

Q2 .785    

Q3 .778    

Q1 .761    

Q4 .648   .360 

Q9  .870   

Q10  .865   

Q5   .683  

Q7  .343 .585  

Q6   .481 .389 

Q8    .782 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

a 4 components extracted.  
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Rotated Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

Q3 .821    

Q2 .758    

Q1 .733    

Q4 .698    

Q10  .911   

Q9  .887   

Q5   .724  

Q7   .677  

Q8    .822 

Q6    .526 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  

a Rotation converged in 6 iterations.  

 

iii) Performance empowerment  
 

KMO and Bartlett's Test  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .695 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 585.659 

df 45 

Sig. .000 

 

Total Variance Explained  

 

 
Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Component Total 
% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 2.606 26.063 26.063 2.606 26.063 26.063 2.383 23.834 23.834 

2 1.899 18.987 45.050 1.899 18.987 45.050 1.994 19.935 43.769 

3 1.261 12.609 57.659 1.261 12.609 57.659 1.389 13.890 57.659 

4 .952 9.519 67.178       

5 .843 8.429 75.607       
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6 .799 7.995 83.602       

7 .640 6.399 90.000       

8 .389 3.893 93.894       

9 .354 3.544 97.438       

10 .256 2.562 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 

 
 

Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 3 

Q8 .819   

Q6 .787 -.399  

Q7 .764 -.461  

Q1 .444 .680  

Q2 .449 .637  

Q3  .616  

Q5   .631 

Q4   .558 

Q9   .500 

Q10   .397 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

a 3 components extracted.  
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Rotated Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 3 

Q7 .894   

Q6 .888   

Q8 .835   

Q1  .838  

Q2  .803  

Q3  .673  

Q5   .681 

Q4   .652 

Q9   .495 

Q10   .450 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  

a Rotation converged in 5 iterations.  

 

 

iv)  Management of individual performance  

 
 
 

KMO and Bartlett's Test  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .826 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 2880.653 

df 105 

Sig. .000 

 

 

Total Variance Explained  

 

 
Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Component Total 
% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 5.195 34.636 34.636 5.195 34.636 34.636 3.658 24.386 24.386 

2 3.041 20.272 54.908 3.041 20.272 54.908 3.203 21.351 45.737 

3 1.798 11.984 66.892 1.798 11.984 66.892 2.756 18.376 64.113 

4 1.041 6.942 73.834 1.041 6.942 73.834 1.458 9.721 73.834 
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5 .909 6.062 79.896       

6 .767 5.116 85.012       

7 .623 4.156 89.168       

8 .438 2.919 92.088       

9 .314 2.093 94.181       

10 .287 1.912 96.093       

11 .197 1.313 97.407       

12 .163 1.087 98.494       

13 
9.908E-

02 
.661 99.155       

14 
6.417E-

02 
.428 99.582       

15 
6.266E-

02 
.418 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
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Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

Q9 .819 -.349 -.375  

Q10 .789 -.348   

Q8 .787 -.358 -.395  

Q7 .778 -.380 -.427  

Q1 .728  .521  

Q2 .711  .419  

Q3 .621  .559  

Q5 .522  .390  

Q12 .461 .835   

Q14 .408 .772   

Q11 .364 .763   

Q13 .432 .696   

Q15 .381  .389 .356 

Q4    .666 

Q6    .431 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

a 4 components extracted.  

 

Rotated Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

Q7 .952    

Q9 .936    

Q8 .929    

Q10 .874    

Q12  .944   

Q14  .889   

Q11  .859   

Q13  .832   

Q1   .877  

Q3   .870  
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Q2   .839  

Q5   .486 .447 

Q4    .761 

Q15    .580 

Q6    .483 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  

a Rotation converged in 6 iterations.  

 

v)  Management of peam performance  
 

 

KMO and Bartlett's Test  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .724 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 768.419 

df 55 

Sig. .000 

 

Total Variance Explained  

 

 
Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Component Total 
% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 3.078 27.984 27.984 3.078 27.984 27.984 2.576 23.420 23.420 

2 1.889 17.170 45.155 1.889 17.170 45.155 1.993 18.121 41.540 

3 1.402 12.749 57.903 1.402 12.749 57.903 1.600 14.543 56.084 

4 1.029 9.356 67.259 1.029 9.356 67.259 1.229 11.175 67.259 

5 .826 7.505 74.764       

6 .740 6.727 81.490       

7 .623 5.667 87.158       

8 .482 4.384 91.542       

9 .424 3.850 95.392       

10 .279 2.532 97.924       

11 .228 2.076 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
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Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

Q7 .826    

Q8 .818    

Q6 .688 -.439 -.387  

Q3 .586    

Q10  .730   

Q9 .432 .680   

Q11 .361 .640 -.410  

Q5 .429  .564  

Q2 .338  .521 -.494 

Q1 .390  .432  

Q4    .780 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

a 4 components extracted.  
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Rotated Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

Q6 .901    

Q8 .885    

Q7 .852    

Q11  .826   

Q9  .822   

Q10  .748   

Q2   .781  

Q5   .736  

Q1   .466  

Q4    .890 

Q3 .389  .335 .507 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  

a Rotation converged in 6 iterations.  

 

vi)   Performance communication 
 

KMO and Bartlett's Test  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .559 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 555.357 

df 45 

Sig. .000 

 

Total Variance Explained  

 

 
Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Component Total 
% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 2.245 22.454 22.454 2.245 22.454 22.454 1.986 19.859 19.859 

2 1.912 19.119 41.573 1.912 19.119 41.573 1.951 19.507 39.366 

3 1.492 14.920 56.492 1.492 14.920 56.492 1.524 15.242 54.608 

4 1.062 10.617 67.110 1.062 10.617 67.110 1.250 12.501 67.110 

5 .983 9.831 76.940       
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6 .625 6.245 83.186       

7 .583 5.826 89.012       

8 .479 4.788 93.799       

9 .395 3.952 97.751       

10 .225 2.249 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 

 
 

 

Rotated Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

Q3 .900    

Q2 .895    

Q7  .824   

Q9  .791   

Q8  .784   

Q6   .873  

Q5   .852  

Q1    .780 
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Q4 .535   .572 

Q10    .518 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  

a Rotation converged in 5 iterations.  

 

vii) Procedural justice  
 

KMO and Bartlett's Test  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .783 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 2858.278 

df 406 

Sig. .000 

 

 
 

Total Variance Explained  

 

 
Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Component Total 
% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 6.359 21.928 21.928 6.359 21.928 21.928 3.799 13.101 13.101 

2 2.200 7.585 29.513 2.200 7.585 29.513 3.484 12.013 25.114 

3 2.086 7.192 36.705 2.086 7.192 36.705 1.967 6.783 31.897 

4 1.964 6.773 43.479 1.964 6.773 43.479 1.943 6.701 38.598 

5 1.646 5.676 49.155 1.646 5.676 49.155 1.798 6.198 44.797 

6 1.265 4.362 53.517 1.265 4.362 53.517 1.746 6.020 50.816 

7 1.120 3.861 57.378 1.120 3.861 57.378 1.569 5.409 56.225 

8 1.100 3.794 61.173 1.100 3.794 61.173 1.361 4.694 60.919 

9 1.062 3.662 64.834 1.062 3.662 64.834 1.135 3.915 64.834 

10 .954 3.289 68.123       

11 .922 3.180 71.303       

12 .915 3.155 74.458       

13 .774 2.670 77.128       

14 .757 2.609 79.737       

15 .687 2.369 82.106       

16 .657 2.267 84.373       
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17 .585 2.018 86.391       

18 .569 1.962 88.353       

19 .484 1.667 90.020       

20 .445 1.533 91.553       

21 .415 1.433 92.986       

22 .398 1.373 94.359       

23 .364 1.254 95.613       

24 .327 1.129 96.742       

25 .320 1.103 97.845       

26 .261 .899 98.744       

27 .188 .650 99.394       

28 
9.641E-

02 
.332 99.726       

29 
7.943E-

02 
.274 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
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Rotated Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Q10 .792         

Q15 .757         

Q13 .709         

Q16 .705         

Q12 .649         

Q22 .619       .452  

Q9 .530         

Q26  .772        

Q25  .756        

Q24  .724        

Q27  .700        

Q28  .624    .341    

Q23 .366 .585        

Q18   .965       

Q17   .960       

Q11    .913      

Q14    .910      

Q6     .728     

Q7     .694     

Q4     .455     

Q19     .393     

Q20      .724    

Q29  .476    .677    

Q5      .456   .448 

Q1       .790   

Q3       .712   

Q2        .639  

Q21        .600  

Q8         .743 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  

a Rotation converged in 14 iterations.  
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viii) Performance review degree (extent of multi-source rating) 
 

 

KMO and Bartlett's Test  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .602 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 640.873 

df 21 

Sig. .000 

 

 

Total Variance Explained  

 

 
Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Component Total 
% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 2.385 34.067 34.067 2.385 34.067 34.067 2.320 33.140 33.140 

2 1.734 24.777 58.844 1.734 24.777 58.844 1.780 25.430 58.570 

3 1.116 15.941 74.785 1.116 15.941 74.785 1.135 16.215 74.785 

4 .885 12.646 87.431       

5 .493 7.046 94.478       

6 .221 3.154 97.632       

7 .166 2.368 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
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Rotated Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 3 

Q5 .920   

Q6 .907   

Q7 .801   

Q1  .941  

Q2  .938  

Q4   .747 

Q3   .736 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  

a Rotation converged in 4 iterations.  
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ix)  Perceived system orientation  
 

KMO and Bartlett's Test(a)  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .742 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 205.048 

df 6 

Sig. .000 

a Based on correlations  

 

Total Variance Explained  

 

 
Initial Eigenvalues(a) Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

 Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

Raw 

1 3.224 55.478 55.478 3.224 55.478 55.478 

2 1.033 17.777 73.254    

3 .933 16.052 89.306    

4 .621 10.694 100.000    

Rescaled 

1 3.224 55.478 55.478 2.227 55.685 55.685 

2 1.033 17.777 73.254    

3 .933 16.052 89.306    

4 .621 10.694 100.000    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

a When analyzing a covariance matrix, the initial eigenvalues are the same across the raw and rescaled solution.  

 

Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Raw Rescaled 

Component Component 

1 1 

Q4 .934 .808 

Q1 .929 .749 

Q2 .886 .728 

Q3 .839 .696 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

a 1 components extracted.  

 

Rotated Component Matrix(a)  

a Only one component was extracted. The solution cannot be rotated.  
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x) Affect  
 

 

KMO and Bartlett's Test  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .940 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 1914.579 

df 55 

Sig. .000 

 

 

Total Variance Explained  

 

 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 6.872 62.471 62.471 6.872 62.471 62.471 

2 .801 7.282 69.753    

3 .612 5.566 75.319    

4 .494 4.494 79.813    

5 .473 4.300 84.113    

6 .393 3.576 87.689    

7 .362 3.295 90.984    

8 .323 2.937 93.921    

9 .250 2.269 96.190    

10 .216 1.968 98.158    

11 .203 1.842 100.000    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
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Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 

Q8 .858 

Q5 .848 

Q10 .834 

Q6 .823 

Q11 .795 

Q7 .792 

Q3 .774 

Q9 .751 

Q1 .746 

Q2 .732 

Q4 .726 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

a 1 components extracted.  
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Appendix 3 (c): Scale emerging from factor analysis 
 
CONTEXT DIMENSIONS 

 

Dimension 1: Leadership 

 

FACTOR 1 (Immediate performance leadership) – Alpha = 0.876 

 

1. Item 1: Q10; My immediate supervisor raises the status of team members by treating them with dignity 

2. Item 2: Q11;  My immediate supervisor provides the necessary assistance such as information, suggestions and 

funding for  accomplishing assigned tasks 

3. Item 3: Q12; My immediate supervisor praises members who do a good job 

4. Item 4: Q13; My immediate supervisor jokes with and tells stories to staff below her/him when the going seems 

to be getting tough 

5. Item 5: Q14; My immediate supervisor asks for suggestions from staff below him/her to enable him/her perform 

his/her job better 

6. Item 6: Q15; It is normal for my immediate supervisor to allow a subordinate with specific expertise to lead 

him/her on tasks which require such expert input 

7. Item 7: Q16; My immediate supervisor tries to become thoroughly familiar with my performance at work before 

reviewing my performance 

8. Item 8: Q17; My immediate supervisor tells me when I am doing well in my job 

 

FACTOR 2 (Open and fair top performance leadership) – Alpha = 0.618 with Item 6 & 0.789 without it 

 

1. Item 1: Q3; Top management at this organisation always entertain employee expression of their opinions 

2. Item 2: Q4; It is normal and safe for employees to strongly and openly point out if top management at this 

organisation make decisions which the subordinates disagree with 

3. Item 3: Q5; Top management at this organisation value and trust workers in matters of performance 

4. Item 4: Q6; Top management at this organisation show a real interest in trying to be fair 

5. Item 5: Q7; Top management at this organisation encourage employees to point out where managers may be 

going wrong 

6. Item 6: Q8; Top management at this organisation insist on dealing with subordinates through the established 

chain of  communication 

 

FACTOR 3 (honest prioritisation by top leadership) – Alpha = 0.618 

 

1. Item 1: Q1; Top management at this organisation are honest and ethical in dealing with employee performance 

2. Item 2: Q2; Top management at this organisation tend to concentrate on other issues and give performance 

management issues low priority 

 

FACTOR 4 (Open door orientation)   
 

Q9. Employees have to make an appointment to see any member of the top management of this organisation 

 

Dimension 2: Member Culture Items 
 

FACTOR 1 (In-group Orientation)  – Alpha = 0.746 

 

1. Item 1: Q1; What right has your close friend to expect you to testify in his/her defence in a case where he/she 

committed an offence to which you are the only prosecution witness 

2. Item 2: Q2; What do you think you would probably do in view of the obligation of a sworn witness and the 

obligation to your  friend? 

3. Item 3: Q3; What right has your friend to expect you to tip her off about a looming retirement decided at a 

confidential meeting to which you were privy? 
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4. Item 4: Q4; Would you tip her off in light of your obligation to the organisation and your obligation to your 

friend? 

 

FACTOR 2 (Paternalism) – Alpha = 0.79 

 

1. Item 1: Q9; Should an organisation carry the responsibility of enabling its workers give dignified burials to their 

relatives or this is a personal matter in which the organisation has no obligation? 

2. Item 2: Q10; Does your organisation‘s policy view the burial of its workers‘ relatives as a personal matter in 

which the organisation has no obligation or as a matter in which it shoulders some responsibility? 

 

FACTOR 3 (Power Distance) – Alpha = 0.397 
 

1. Item 1: Q5; Would most people in your organisation decline to effect a manager‘s inaccurate instructions or 

most would think a manager is right in most cases and if she is wrong, her instructions should be effected to 

avoid problems? 

2. Item 2: Q7; Is a good manager one who gets the job done by providing the necessary resources and leaves 

subordinates to do their part or the one who knows answers to most questions, helps in sorting out personal 

problems and is a kind of father/mother figure? 

 

FACTOR 4 (Ascription) – Alpha = 0.197 

 

Item 1: Q6; Would most people in your department opt for appointment of a subordinate to lead his manager on a 

project of the subordinate‘s area of expertise or they would think a manager cannot be led by a subordinate? 

Item 2: Q8; In a debate on the early retirement of a now poorly performing employee who has performed well for 15 

years, would it be more appropriate to maintain performance as the criterion for the decision or this person‘s 

age and length of service should count? 

 

PRACTICE DIMENSIONS 

 

Dimension 1: Performance Empowerment 

 

FACTOR 1 (Hardware support) – Alpha = 0.86 
 

1. Item 1: Q6; After the goals for my job have been agreed and I am ready to set about achieving them, I have 

difficulty getting the equipment and related tools I need to do my job. 

2. Item 2: Q7;  After the goals for my job have been agreed and I am ready to set about achieving them, I have no 

difficulty getting the management support I need to do my job. 

3. Item 3: Q8; After the goals for my job have been agreed and I am ready to set about achieving them, the 

equipment and other facilities I am provided to perform my job are not the best 

 

FACTOR 2 (performance management enlightenment) – Alpha = 0.699 with Item 3 and 0.744 without 

 it 

 

1. Item 1: Q1; At this organisation, every body (managers and their direct reports alike) is trained in goal setting, 

conducting performance review and giving effective feedback 

2. Item 2: Q2; At this organisation, every one is inducted in the policies and procedural dos and don‘ts of the 

performance management system in place. 

3. Item 3: Q3; There is a performance management manual which is used by every body in managing performance 

 

FACTOR 3 (software support) – Alpha = 0.3254 

 

1. Item 1: Q4; At my work, I often find myself working on assignments without a clear understanding of what it is 

I am supposed to be doing 

2. Item 2: Q5; During the past review period, how often did your immediate team leader/manager discuss your 

work performance with you? 
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3. Item 3: Q9; My organisation provides sufficient assistance in terms of information and suggestions  for 

accomplishing my assignments 

4. Item 4: Q10; When your manager discussed your work performance with you in the last review period, how 

often did you receive practical suggestions for improving your work? 

 

Dimension 2: Management of Individual Performance 

 

FACTOR 1 (management of individual performance failure) – Alpha = 0.96 

 

1. Item 1: Q7;  Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of the review period, a meeting is held with my 

manager to explore reasons or problem areas leading to failure and to jointly agree on needed improvement 

2. Item 2: Q8; Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of the review period, I and my manager jointly 

develop and agree action to remove obstacles to good performance 

3. Item 3: Q9; Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of the review period, my manager does not take 

interest in my improvement nor encourage me along the way nor clarify what needs to be done nor offer advice 

nor ensure I am adequately facilitated to make the necessary improvement 

4. Item 4: Q10; Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of a review period, in the following review 

period, my manager holds a number of interim review meetings with me where s(he) advises me, shares her/his 

information and counsel with me and allows me to voice my disagreements and concerns. 

 

FACTORS 2 (management of individual performance excellence) – Alpha = 0.91 

 

1. Item 1: Q11; Whenever my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, I am 

recognised and rewarded for my good work 

2. Item 2: Q12; When my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, I am not praised 

for taking initiatives to excel 

3. Item 3: Q13; When my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, no action of any 

sort is taken 

4. Item 4: Q14; When my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, I am coached and 

trained to better my performance even further 

FACTOR 3 (post review instrument utility) – Alpha = 0.84 

 

1. Item 1: Q1; After completion of the performance review forms at the end of each review period here, the forms 

are analysed and the results discussed with each concerned individual 

2. Item 2: Q2; After completion of the performance review forms at the end of each review period here, the forms 

are filed on the personal files and no follow up is made 

3. Item 3: Q3; After completion of the performance review forms at the end of each review period here, lessons 

are drawn from the various discussions of individual performance and used in designing improvements for the 

whole organisation 

4. Item 4: Q5; How certain are you that individuals will receive formal written feedback on the achievement or 

non achievement of the agreed goals of their immediate work teams this review period? 

 

FACTOR 4 (prevalence of formal written feedback) – Alpha = 0.347 

 

1. Item 1: Q4; How certain are you that organisational members will receive formal written feedback on the 

achievement or non achievement of their agreed individual goals this review period? 

2. Item 2: Q6; My supervisor always lets me know when I am doing well in my work 

3. Item 3: Q15; To what extent would you agree that at the end of each review period, career discussion and 

planning sessions are held for every member of your organisation. 

 

Dimension 3: Management of Team Performance 

 

FACTOR 1 (management of team performance failure) – Alpha = 0.86 
 

1. Item 1: Q6; When the set team/unit performance targets are not achieved by the end of the agreed period, 

individuals in my unit who are poor team players and tend to pull team performance down by not doing their 
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share of team work are identified and taken through team building sessions so as to improve their performance 

in the team. 

2. Item 2: Q7; When the set team/unit performance targets are not achieved by the end of the agreed period, 

reasons for the group's failure to attain expected results are explored and practical suggestions for improvement 

agreed 

3. Item 3: Q8; When the set team/unit performance targets are not achieved by the end of the agreed period, the 

entire team is coached and trained in team work and elimination of the weaknesses that caused poor 

performance 

 

 

FACTOR 2 (management of team performance excellence) – Alpha = 0.73 
 

1. Item 1: Q9;  When the set team/unit performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, the entire 

team is coached and trained to enhance performance even further  

2. Item 2: Q10; When work performance targets of my immediate work unit are exceeded, all people in the unit 

are rewarded or recognised as a group for their team achievements 

3. Item 3: Q11; When work performance targets of my immediate work unit are exceeded, each individual 

member of the unit is rewarded or recognised according to his/her individual contribution to the team 

 

FACTOR 3 (involvement in team goal setting)  – Alpha = 0.497 

 

1. Item 1: Q1; Departmental goals and targets at this organisation are mutually agreed between departmental 

members and their managers in team planning sessions 

2. Item 2: Q2; The system adequately involves me and other employees in planning and setting team targets 

3. Item 3: Q5; This organisation provides team rewards for team performance 

 

FACTOR 4 (formal team review) – Alpha = 0.332 

 

1. Item 1: Q3; To what extent would you say the performance of teams is formally reviewed at your organisation? 

2. Item 2: Q4; How likely is it that teams will receive formal written feedback on the achievement or non 

achievement of agreed team goals this review period? 

 

Dimension 4: Performance Communication Media 

 

FACTOR 1 (personal non face to face communication) – Alpha = 0.84 
 

1. Item 1: Q2; In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me over the telephone 

several times. 

2. Item 2: Q3; In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me through email several 

times. 

 

FACTOR 2 (personal face to face communication) – Alpha = 0.72 
 

1. Item 1: Q7; In the last review period, my manager only discussed my performance with me in the scheduled end 

of period review meeting. 

2. Item 2: Q8; In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in the team review 

meeting. 

3. Item 3: Q9; In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in the career discussion 

and planning session. 

 

FACTOR 3 (impersonal communication) – Alpha = 0.674 

 

1. Item 1: Q5; In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in a general discussion of 

a general meeting. 

2. Item 2: Q6; In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in a general performance 

meeting considering general performance. 
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FACTOR 4 (Informal communication) – Alpha = 0.348 with item 3 and 0.556 without it 

 

1. Item 1: Q1; In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in several one on one 

progress review meetings during the period. 

2. Item 2: Q4; In the last review period my manager discussed my performance with me in  a number of informal 

chats 

3. Item 3: Q10; The performance management system here puts more emphasis on communication from 

management than on that from non managerial employees. 

 

Dimension 5: Procedural Justice  

 

FACTOR 1 (supervisory objectivity) – Alpha = 0.839 

 

1. Item 1: Q9; My immediate supervisor does not try to become thoroughly familiar with my work performance 

before reviewing my performance 

2. Item 2: Q10; My immediate supervisor takes into account factors beyond my control like failures or 

shortcomings of the organisation while evaluating my performance 

3. Item 3: Q12; My supervisor is respectful during one on one review meetings 

4. Item 4: Q13; My immediate supervisor is always completely frank and candid with me when discussing my 

performance 

5. Item 5: Q15; Managers at my organisation are helpful and offer guidance throughout the review period 

6. Item 6: Q16; Managers at my organisation always ensure two-way exchange of views takes place during 

performance review sessions 

7. Item 7:  Q22.;  My immediate supervisor is objective in his/her assessment of my performance 

 

FACTOR 2 (system fairness) – Alpha = 0.83 
 

1. Item 1: Q23; The performance management system here allows for a fair assessment and reflection of how an 

individual has been performing 

2. Item 2: Q24; The system has created conditions where people have been placed in dead end jobs with no career 

progression prospects 

3. Item 3: Q25; In this system, the promotion policy is unfair 

4. Item 4: Q26; The performance management system here is transparent 

5. Item 5: Q27; The procedures, rules and ethics of the system are consistently applied to all members of this 

organisation 

6. Item 6: Q28; The consequences and rewards for each individual fairly reflect their individual and unit 

performance 

 

FACTOR 3 (standards abidance) – Alpha = 0.94 
 

1. Item 1: Q17; Managers at my organisation try to abide by the set procedures for performance management 

2. Item 2: Q18; Managers here focus on previously agreed standards in reviewing the performance of their direct 

reports 

 

FACTOR 4 (supervisory humaneness) – Alpha = 0.877 
 

1. Item 1: Q11; In reviewing their direct reports' work, managers at my organisation are polite 

2. Item 2: Q14; My supervisor is friendly during performance review sessions 

 

FACTOR 5 (prior standard specification) – Alpha = 0.513 
 

1. Item 1: Q4; In this system there is prior adequate specification of team goals for all teams through team 

planning sessions involving all team members. 

2. Item 2: Q6; My goals document does not clearly specify in advance the standards of performance on which I 

will be evaluated. 
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3. Item 3: Q7; My manager has discussed with me in a very detailed and clear way the performance standards by 

which I will be reviewed for the current period. 

4. Item 4: Q19; The performance management system here links actual performance with decisions on salary, 

career progress and termination 

 

FACTOR 6 (active appeal process) – Alpha= 0.56 with item 1 and 0.76 without it 

 

1. Item 1: Q5; The current corporate mission, values, goals and objectives were agreed by top management and 

communicated to the rest of the organisation. 

2. Item 2: Q20; A formal appeal process through which members can challenge and seek redress for unfair 

performance assessments is active at my organisation 

3. Item 3: Q29; The current performance management system gives employees opportunity to participate in 

developing the standards by which they are assessed. 

 

FACTOR 7 (involvement in setting team targets) – Alpha = 0.516 
 

1. Item 1: Q1; My current targets were not mutually agreed between me and my immediate supervisor 

2. Item 2: Q3; The current team goals were mutually agreed between specific team members and their managers in 

team planning sessions. 

 

FACTOR 8 (involvement in setting individual targets) – Alpha = 0.1769 

 

1. Item 1: Q2; I am not involved in establishing my performance expectations. 

2. Item 2: Q21. I am confident my performance review rating reflects my actual performance 

 

FACTOR 9 

 

Q8. It is possible here for one to suffer for system failures which are not one‘s fault. 

 

Dimension 6: Review degree factors 

 

FACTOR 1 (customer review) – Alpha = 0.85  

 

1. Item 1: Q5; At this organisation, internal customers participate in evaluating the performance of employees 

whose output constitutes part or all of their input or whose service is necessary for the accomplishment of tasks 

2. Item 2: Q6; At this organisation, external customers are not called upon to rate how employees specifically 

serving them are meeting their expectations 

3. Item 3: Q7; At this organisation, external customers are often called upon to rate how the organisation is 

meeting their expectations 

 

FACTOR 2 (peer review) – Alpha = 0.858 

 

1. Item 1: Q1; At this organisation, I am often called on to review and discuss the quality of work and general 

performance of other employees equal in rank to mine 

2. Item 2: Q2.; At this organisation, other employees of equal rank to mine often review the quality of my work 

and my performance in general 

 

FACTOR 3 (upward review) – Alpha = 0.1998 

 

1. Item 1: Q3; At this organisation, employees do not review and discuss the general performance and quality of 

their managers' work 

2. Item 2: Q4; The system here does not give room for managers to be reviewed by their direct reports 
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MEMBER OUTCOMES DIMENSIONS 

 

Dimension 1: Perceived System Orientation (No factors extracted) – Alpha = 0.725 

 

1. Item 1: Q1; In this system, promotion tends to be linked more to the influence one has and the people one 

knows than to one's performance at work 

2. Item 2: Q2; At this organisation, informal considerations like ethnic origin, race, political affiliation and status 

tend to defeat fair and effective application of performance management rules and policies 

3. Item 3: Q3; The system here is judgmental, culprit focused and, therefore, aimed more at fault finding and 

dispensing blame than a search for solutions for better performance 

4. Item 4: Q4; In this system, it is common for an employee's advancement in the organisation to be slowed or 

even derailed for reasons like being critical of the management 

 

 

Dimension 2: Affect (No factors extracted) – Alpha = 0.939 

 

1. Item 1: Q1; Members are enthusiastic about the system 

2. Item 2: Q2; Members are dissatisfied with the system 

3. Item 3: Q3; People here feel conformable with how performance is rated 

4. Item 4: Q4; People here are disinterested in the success of the system 

5. Item 5: Q5; Members feel aggrieved by the system 

6. Item 6: Q6; There is a feeling of assured support for the continuation of the system 

7. Item 7: Q7; There is a general feeling of betrayal by the system 

8. Item 8: Q8; Members are motivated by the system to perform better 

9. Item 9: Q9; Members feel the system is used in an inconsistent and unreliable manner 

10. Item 10: Q10; The system has created cynical abandonment of attempts at excellent performance 

11. Item 11: Q11; Members trust the review system 

 

 

Appendix 3 (d): Scale reliability analysis outputs  
 

i)   Leadership Factor 1 (Immediate performance leadership)  

 
  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q10          My immediate supervisor raises the status of team members by treating them with dignity 

 2.     Q11          My immediate supervisor provides the necessary assistance such as information,  

            suggestions and funding for accomplishing assigned tasks 

 3.      Q12          My immediate supervisor praises members who do a good job 

 4.      Q13          My immediate supervisor jokes with and tells stories to staff below him/her when the  

            going seems to be getting tough 

 5.      Q14          My immediate supervisor asks for suggest suggestions from staff below him/her to enable 

            him/her perform his/her job better 

 6.      Q15          It is normal for my immediate supervisor to allow a subordinate with specific expertise to 

            lead him/her on tasks which require such expert input 

  7.     Q16          My immediate supervisor tries to become thoroughly familiar with my performance at 

                           work before reviewing my performance 

  8.     Q17          My immediate supervisor tells me when I am doing well in my job 
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 Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q10         Q11         Q12         Q13         Q14 

 

Q10             1.0000 

Q11              .5887      1.0000 

Q12              .4873       .6068      1.0000 

Q13              .4346       .3699       .3021      1.0000 

Q14              .5042       .6676       .5580       .4419      1.0000 

Q15              .3897       .3468       .4754       .3482       .4931 

Q16              .4410       .6038       .5193       .3485       .4587 

Q17              .4980       .6470       .5808       .3282       .4751 

 

 

                Q15         Q16         Q17 

 

Q15             1.0000 

Q16              .3481      1.0000 

Q17              .3629       .5695      1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

                   Scale            Scale         Corrected 

                  Mean            Variance      Item-         Squared          Alpha 

                  if Item          if Item         Total          Multiple        if Item 

                  Deleted        Deleted      Correlation  Correlation     Deleted 

 

Q10           19.0320        47.9829        .6464         .4386           .8603 

Q11           19.0800        47.3349        .7564         .6593           .8496 

Q12           18.8120        47.3260        .6883         .5107           .8558 

Q13           18.8320        51.0480        .4850         .2791           .8767 

Q14           18.7720        46.4016        .7019         .5560           .8542 

Q15           18.8360        50.0895        .5258         .3407           .8729 

Q16           18.7120        49.1697        .6345         .4475           .8617 

Q17           18.7880        46.9388        .6700         .5143           .8578 

 

Reliability Coefficients     8 items 

 

Alpha =   .8766           Standardized item alpha =   .8770 

 

ii) Leadership Factor 2 (Executive openness and evenness)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q3           Top management at this organisation always entertain employee expression of their 

           opinions 

  2.     Q4           It is normal and safe for employees to strongly and openly point out  

           if top management at this organisation make decisions which the subordinates disagree with 

  3.     Q5           Top management at this organisation value and trust workers in matters of performance 

  4.     Q6           Top management at this organisation show a real interest in trying to be fair 

  5.     Q7           Top management at this organisation encourage employees to point out where managers 
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       may be going wrong 

  6.     Q8           Top management at this organisation insist on dealing with subordinates through the 

        established chain of communication 

 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q3          Q4          Q5          Q6          Q7 

 

Q3              1.0000 

Q4               .2709      1.0000 

Q5               .3684       .3644      1.0000 

Q6               .3996       .4109       .6099      1.0000 

Q7               .4663       .3612       .4953       .5655      1.0000 

Q8              -.1148      -.1997      -.3341      -.2305      -.2235 

 

 

                Q8 

 

Q8              1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q3            15.7440        14.5848        .4754         .2579           .5212 

Q4            15.7040        14.5466        .4005         .2137           .5474 

Q5            15.7760        13.9416        .5151         .4494           .5010 

Q6            16.2400        13.4281        .6260         .4888           .4589 

Q7            15.4520        12.4575        .5780         .4203           .4592 

Q8            15.3040        22.3329       -.2996         .1227           .7897 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     6 items 

 

Alpha =   .6143           Standardized item alpha =   .6203 

 

iii) Leadership Factor 2 Reconstituted – Executive Open Evenness 

(Excluding item 6; q8)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q3           Top management at this organisation always entertain employee expression of their 

           opinions 

  2.     Q4           It is normal and safe for employees to strongly and openly point out  

           if top management at this organisation make decisions which the subordinates disagree with 

  3.     Q5           Top management at this organisation value and trust workers in matters of performance 

  4.     Q6           Top management at this organisation show a real interest in trying to be fair 

  5.     Q7           Top management at this organisation encourage employees to point out where managers 

       may be going wrong 
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                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q3          Q4          Q5          Q6          Q7 

 

Q3              1.0000 

Q4               .2709      1.0000 

Q5               .3684       .3644      1.0000 

Q6               .3996       .4109       .6099      1.0000 

Q7               .4663       .3612       .4953       .5655      1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q3            12.2040        16.2193        .4880         .2565           .7743 

Q4            12.1640        15.8485        .4492         .2089           .7888 

Q5            12.2360        14.8397        .6125         .4199           .7358 

Q6            12.7000        14.7008        .6767         .4888           .7170 

Q7            11.9120        13.6147        .6320         .4181           .7283 

 

Reliability Coefficients     5 items 

 

Alpha =   .7897           Standardized item alpha =   .7913 

 

iv) Leadership Factor 3 (Executive commitment to/ prioritisation of 

performance management) 

 
R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q1           Top management at this organisation are honest and ethical in dealing with employee  

        performance 

  2.     Q2           Top management at this organisation tend to concentrate on other issues and give 

                           performance management issues low priority 

 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q1          Q2 

 

Q1              1.0000 

Q2               .4495      1.0000 

 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 
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Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q1             2.4760         1.8488        .4495         .2020           . 

Q2             2.7680         1.5524        .4495         .2020           . 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .6186           Standardized item alpha =   .6202 

 

v) Member Culture - Factor 1 (In-group Orientation)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q1           What right has your close friend to expect you to testify in his/her defence in a case where 

        he/she committed an offence to which you are the only prosecution witness? 

  2.     Q2           What do you think you would probably do in view of the obligation of a sworn witness and 

        the obligation to your friend? 

  3.     Q3           What right has your friend to expect you to tip her off about a looming retirement decided  

        at a confidential meeting to which you were privy? 

  4.     Q4           Would you tip her off in light of your obligation to the organisation and your obligation to  

        your friend? 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q1          Q2          Q3          Q4 

 

Q1              1.0000 

Q2               .6161      1.0000 

Q3               .4426       .3951      1.0000 

Q4               .1948       .3231       .5741      1.0000 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q1             4.5640         1.3634        .5294         .4448           .6940 

Q2             4.6880         1.3320        .5739         .4231           .6688 

Q3             4.4960         1.3032        .6157         .4439           .6451 

Q4             4.5640         1.4437        .4475         .3615           .7388 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     4 items 

 

Alpha =   .7462           Standardized item alpha =   .7467 
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vi) Member Culture - Factor 2 (Paternalistic orientation)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q9           Should an organisation carry the responsibility of enabling its workers give dignified 

       burials to their relatives or this is a personal matter in which the organisation has no 

       obligation? 

  2.     Q10          Does your organisation's policy view the burial of its workers‘ relatives as a personal  

        matter in which the organisation has no obligation or as a matter in which it shoulders 

        some responsibility? 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q9          Q10 

 

Q9              1.0000 

Q10              .6723      1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q9             1.8840          .1030        .6723         .4520           . 

Q10            1.9280          .0671        .6723         .4520           . 

 

Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .7931           Standardized item alpha =   .8040 

 

vii) Member Culture - Factor 3 (Power distance)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q5           Would most people in your organisation decline to effect a manager‘s inaccurate 

       instructions or most would think a manager is right in most cases and if she is wrong, her 

       instructions should be effected to avoid problems 

  2.   Q7           Is a good manager one who gets the job done by providing the necessary resources and  

           leaves  subordinates to do their part or the one who knows answers to most questions, helps 

           in sorting out personal problems and is a kind of father/mother figure? 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q5          Q7 

 

Q5              1.0000 

Q7               .2487      1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 
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Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q5             1.5360          .2497        .2487         .0619           . 

Q7             1.3040          .2124        .2487         .0619           . 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .3973           Standardized item alpha =   .3984 

 

 

viii) Member Culture – Factor 4 (Ascription)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q6   Would most people in your department opt for appointment of a subordinate to lead his  

     manager on a project of the subordinate‘s area of expertise or they would think a manager 

       cannot be led by a subordinate? 

  2.     Q8      In a debate on the early retirement of a now poorly performing employee who has performed  

      well for 15 years, would it be more appropriate to maintain performance as the criterion for the 

      decision or this person‘s age and length of service should count? 

 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q6          Q8 

 

Q6              1.0000 

Q8               .1096      1.0000 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q6             1.5680          .2464        .1096         .0120           . 

Q8             1.3080          .2140        .1096         .0120           . 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .1970           Standardized item alpha =   .1975 
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ix) Performance empowerment factor 1 (Hardware support)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q6           After the goals for my job have been agreed and I am ready to set about achieving them, I 

       have difficulty getting the equipment and related tools I need to do my job. 

  2.     Q7           After the goals for my job have been agreed and I am ready to set about achieving them, I 

       have no difficulty getting the management support I need to do my job. 

  3.     Q8           After the goals for my job have been agreed and I am ready to set about achieving them,  

      the equipment and other facilities I am provided to perform my job are not the best 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q6          Q7          Q8 

 

Q6              1.0000 

Q7               .7385      1.0000 

Q8               .6356       .6438      1.0000 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q6             4.6040         4.3526        .7577         .5892           .7833 

Q7             4.4800         4.2747        .7637         .5963           .7771 

Q8             4.6600         4.5145        .6861         .4709           .8495 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     3 items 

 

Alpha =   .8602           Standardized item alpha =   .8604 
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x) Performance empowerment factor 2 (Performance management 

enlightenment)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q1           At this organisation, every body (managers and their direct reports alike) is trained in goal 

       setting, conducting performance review and giving effective feedback 

  2.     Q2           At this organisation, every one is inducted in the policies and procedural dos and don‘ts of 

       the performance management system in place. 

  3.     Q3           There is a performance management manual which is used by every body in managing 

        performance 

 

                  

  Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q1          Q2          Q3 

 

Q1              1.0000 

Q2               .5928      1.0000 

Q3               .3862       .3365      1.0000 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q1             6.3840         3.9242        .5971         .3907           .5034 

Q2             6.2560         4.0386        .5555         .3650           .5570 

Q3             6.2000         4.5221        .4048         .1670           .7443 

 

 

                       Reliability Coefficients     3 items 

 

Alpha =   .6994           Standardized item alpha =   .7008 

 

 

xi) Performance Empowerment factor 3 (Software support)  
 

  

 R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q4           At my work, I often find myself working on assignments without a clear understanding of 

       what it is I am supposed to be doing 

  2.     Q5           During the past review period, how often did your immediate team leader/manager discuss  

       your work performance with you? 

  3.     Q9           My organisation provides sufficient assistance in terms of information and suggestions for 

       accomplishing my assignments 

  4.     Q10          When your manager discussed your work performance with you in the last review period, 

        how often did you receive practical suggestions for improving your work? 
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                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q4          Q5          Q9          Q10 

 

Q4              1.0000 

Q5               .2339      1.0000 

Q9               .1088       .0902      1.0000 

Q10              .0855       .1095       .0748      1.0000 

 

 

        N of Cases =       249.0 

 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q4             9.4538         4.3860        .2080         .0654           .2195 

Q5             8.0602         4.9923        .2253         .0663           .2256 

Q9             9.3454         4.3964        .1380         .0198           .3072 

Q10            8.3092         4.2709        .1336         .0194           .3173 

 

                       Reliability Coefficients     4 items 

 

Alpha =   .3254           Standardized item alpha =   .3467 

 

 

 

xii) Management of Individual Performance – Factor 1 (Management 

of individual performance failure)  
 

   

R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q7           Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of the review period, a meeting is held  

            with my manager to explore reasons or problem areas leading to failure and to jointly agree 

            on needed improvement 

  2.     Q8           Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of the review period, I and my manager  

        jointly develop and agree action to remove obstacles to good performance 

  3.     Q9           Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of the review period, my manager does 

        not take interest in my improvement nor encourage me along the way nor clarify what 

        needs to be done nor offer advice nor ensure I am adequately facilitated to make the  

        necessary improvement 

  4.     Q10          Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of a review period, in the following  

         review period, my manager holds interim review meetings with me where s(he) advises  

         me, shares her/his information and counsel with me and allows me to voice my  

         disagreements and concerns. 
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 Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q7          Q8          Q9          Q10 

 

Q7              1.0000 

Q8               .9048      1.0000 

Q9               .9307       .9028      1.0000 

Q10              .8412       .8135       .8479      1.0000 

 

 

        N of Cases =       248.0 

 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale        Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item          if Item       Total            Multiple          if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q7            10.4113        15.4253        .9399         .8934           .9461 

Q8            10.6371        14.9204        .9138         .8482           .9534 

Q9            10.5363        14.5817        .9413         .8947           .9452 

Q10           10.3790        16.2039        .8595         .7426           .9684 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     4 items 

 

Alpha =   .9648           Standardized item alpha =   .9650 

 

 

 

 

xiii) Management of Individual Performance - Factor 2 (Management 

of individual performance excellence)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q11          Whenever my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, I am 

         recognised and rewarded for my good work 

  2.     Q12          When my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, I am not 

         praised for taking initiatives to excel 

  3.     Q13          When my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, no action 

         of any sort is taken 

  4.     Q14          When my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, I am 

         coached and trained to better my performance even further 
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 Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q11         Q12         Q13         Q14 

 

Q11             1.0000 

Q12              .8429      1.0000 

Q13              .6019       .7187      1.0000 

Q14              .6286       .8588       .7156      1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q11           10.4120        11.8497        .7532         .7474           .9051 

Q12           10.5080        10.9096        .9201         .8911           .8457 

Q13           11.0240        11.8147        .7342         .5574           .9124 

Q14           10.1400        11.9924        .8134         .7884           .8849 

Reliability Coefficients     4 items 

 

Alpha =   .9134           Standardized item alpha =   .9145 

 

xiv) Management of Individual Performance - Factor 3 (review 

information utility or follow up of performance review)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q1           After completion of the performance review forms at the end of each review period here, 

       the forms are analysed and the results discussed with each concerned individual 

  2.     Q2           After completion of the performance review forms at the end of each review period here, 

       the forms are filed on the personal files and no follow up is made 

  3.     Q3           After completion of the performance review forms at the end of each review period here, 

       lessons are drawn from the various discussions of individual performance and used in 

      designing improvements for the whole organisation 

  4.     Q5           How certain are you that individuals will receive formal written feedback on the achievement  

                          or non achievement of the agreed goals of their immediate work teams this review period? 

 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q1          Q2          Q3          Q5 

 

Q1              1.0000 

Q2               .7962      1.0000 

Q3               .7506       .6756      1.0000 

Q5               .4478       .3398       .4002      1.0000 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 
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Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale            Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-            Squared          Alpha 

              if Item         if Item          Total             Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted        Correlation    Correlation   Deleted 

 

Q1            12.8400         6.3759        .8272         .7319           .7232 

Q2            13.1040         7.2341        .7351         .6488           .7701 

Q3            12.1920         8.0594        .7414         .5858           .7762 

Q5            11.1360         9.0979        .4356         .2122           .8924 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     4 items 

 

Alpha =   .8405           Standardized item alpha =   .8404 

 

xv) Management of Individual Performance - Factor 4 (Prevalence of 

             individual formal written feedback)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q4           How certain are you that organisational members will receive formal written feedback on the 

       achievement or non achievement of agreed individual goals this review period? 

  2.     Q6           My supervisor always lets me know when I am doing well in my work 

  3.     Q15          To what extent would you agree that at the end of each review period, career discussion and  

                           planning sessions are held for every member of your organisation. 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q4          Q6          Q15 

 

Q4              1.0000 

Q6               .0912      1.0000 

Q15              .2354       .1260      1.0000 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q4             5.9560         2.9017        .2264         .0593           .2199 

Q6             8.7400         2.8116        .1408         .0199           .3622 

Q15            7.8560         1.9551        .2382         .0664           .1653 

 

Reliability Coefficients     3 items 

 

Alpha =   .3430           Standardized item alpha =   .3477 
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xvi) Management of team performance - Factor 1 (Management of 

team performance failure)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q6           When the set team/unit performance targets are not achieved by the end of the agreed 

        period, individuals in my unit who are poor team players and tend to pull team performance 

        down by not doing their share of team work are identified and taken through team building  

        sessions so as to improve their performance in the team 

  2.     Q7           When the set team/unit performance targets are not achieved by the end of the agreed 

        period, reasons for the group's failure to attain expected results are explored and practical   

        suggestions for improvement agreed 

  3.     Q8           When the set team/unit performance targets are not achieved by the end of the agreed 

        period, the entire team is coached and trained in team work and elimination of the 

        weaknesses that caused poor performance 

 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q6          Q7          Q8 

 

Q6              1.0000 

Q7               .6690      1.0000 

Q8               .6959       .7546      1.0000 

 

 

        N of Cases =       248.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

Q6             7.5363         3.8691        .7281         .5323           .8592 

Q7             7.4435         4.7741        .7651         .6096           .8016 

Q8             7.2379         4.9513        .7894         .6356           .7900 

 

Reliability Coefficients     3 items 

 

Alpha =   .8676           Standardized item alpha =   .8784 

 

xvii) Management of team performance - Factor 2 [Management of 

team performance excellence) 
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q9           When the set team/unit performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period,  

        the entire team is coached and trained to enhance performance even further  

  2.     Q10           When work performance targets of my immediate work unit are exceeded, all people in 

          the unit are rewarded or recognised as a group for their team achievements 

  3.     Q11           When work performance targets of my immediate work unit are exceeded, each individual  

          member of the unit is rewarded or recognised according to his/her individual contribution  

           to the team 
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                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q9          Q10         Q11 

 

Q9              1.0000 

Q10              .4666      1.0000 

Q11              .5404       .4308      1.0000 

 

 

 

        N of Cases =       248.0 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q9             6.7218         4.8413        .5938         .3591           .6014 

Q10            6.8145         4.5565        .5104         .2628           .7004 

Q11            6.7782         4.6348        .5623         .3328           .6324 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     3 items 

 

Alpha =   .7305           Standardized item alpha =   .7341 

 

 

xviii) Management of Team Performance – Factor 3 (Team 

participation in goal setting)  
  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q1           Departmental goals and targets at this organisation are mutually agreed between 

       departmental members and their managers in team planning sessions 

  2.     Q2           The system adequately involves me and other employees in planning and setting team  

        targets 

  3.     Q5           This organisation provides team rewards for team performance 

 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q1          Q2          Q5 

 

Q1              1.0000 

Q2               .1530      1.0000 

Q5               .2611       .3247      1.0000 

 

N of Cases =       250.0 
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Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q1             6.0400         5.4843        .2612         .0734           .4804 

Q2             5.7360         5.2714        .3117         .1104           .4061 

Q5             5.4800         3.7446        .3855         .1512           .2654 

 

                       Reliability Coefficients     3 items 

 

Alpha =   .4978           Standardized item alpha =   .4950 

 

xix) Management of Team Performance – Factor 3 Reconstituted 

(Team involvement in goal setting excluding q1) 
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q2           The system adequately involves me and other employees in planning and setting team  

        targets 

  2.     Q5           This organisation provides team rewards for team performance 

 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q2          Q5 

 

Q2              1.0000 

Q5               .3247      1.0000 

 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q2             3.1480         2.5603        .3247         .1054           . 

Q5             2.8920         1.6068        .3247         .1054           . 

 

Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .4804           Standardized item alpha =   .4902 
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xx) Management of team performance - Factor 4 (Formal team 

review)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q3           To what extent would you say the performance of teams is reviewed at your organisation? 

  2.     Q4           How likely is it that teams will receive formal written feedback on the achievement or non 

       achievement of agreed team goals this review period? 

 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q3          Q4 

 

Q3              1.0000 

Q4               .2284      1.0000 

 

      N of Cases =       250.0 

 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q3             3.6200         2.3329        .2284         .0522           . 

Q4             3.6080          .8015        .2284         .0522           . 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .3323           Standardized item alpha =   .3718 

 

xxi) Performance Communication Media Factors - Factor 1 

(Electronic  

           personal communication)  

 
  1.     Q2           In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with over the telephone 

        several times. 

  2.     Q3           In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me through email  

       several times. 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q2          Q3 

 

Q2              1.0000 

Q3               .7353      1.0000 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 
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Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q2             4.3840          .9604        .7353         .5407           . 

Q3             4.6320          .6833        .7353         .5407           . 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .8405           Standardized item alpha =   .8475 

 

xxii) Performance Communication Media Factors - Factor 2 (Face to 

face personal communication)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q7           In the last review period, my manager only discussed my performance with me in the  

                          scheduled end of period review meeting. 

  2.     Q8           In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in the team  

        review meeting. 

  3.     Q9           In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in the career  

        Discussion and planning session. 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q7          Q8          Q9 

 

Q7              1.0000 

Q8               .4642      1.0000 

Q9               .4785       .4641      1.0000 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q7             6.9840         6.4094        .5505         .3037           .6331 

Q8             5.2920         5.3321        .5394         .2915           .6434 

Q9             5.5480         5.6784        .5490         .3036           .6257 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     3 items 

 

Alpha =   .7219           Standardized item alpha =   .7260 
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xxiii) Performance Communication Media Factors - Factor 3 

(Impersonal communication)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q5           In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in a general  

       discussion of a general meeting. 

  2.     Q6           In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in a general  

       performance meeting considering general performance. 

 
 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q5          Q6 

 

Q5              1.0000 

Q6               .5100      1.0000 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q5             3.5560         1.8543        .5100         .2601           . 

Q6             3.9360         1.6023        .5100         .2601           . 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .6743           Standardized item alpha =   .6755 

 

xxiv) Performance Communication Media Factors - Factor 4 (Informal 

communication)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q1           In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in several one on  

                          one progress review meetings during the period. 

  2.     Q4           There were some incidents in the last review period when my manager discussed my 

       performance with me in a number of informal chats 

  3.     Q10         The performance management system here puts more emphasis on communication from  

       management than on that from non managerial employees. 
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Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q1          Q4          Q10 

 

Q1              1.0000 

Q4               .3867      1.0000 

Q10              .0538       .0188      1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q1             7.2000         3.5261        .3003         .1517           .0367 

Q4             6.2440         3.9764        .2816         .1495           .1022 

Q10            6.2120         4.8906        .0445         .0029           .5561 

 

Reliability Coefficients     3 items 

 

Alpha =   .3483           Standardized item alpha =   .3516 

 

xxv) Justice - Factor 1 (Managerial objectivity)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q9           My immediate supervisor does not try to become thoroughly familiar with my work 

                          performance before reviewing my performance 

  2.     Q10          My immediate supervisor takes into account factors beyond my control like failures or 

        shortcomings of the organisation while evaluating my performance 

  3.     Q12          My supervisor is respectful during one on one review meetings 

  4.     Q13          My immediate supervisor is always completely frank and candid with me when discussing  

        my performance 

  5.     Q15          Managers at my organisation are helpful and offer guidance throughout the review  

        period 

  6.     Q16          Managers at my organisation always ensure two-way exchange of views takes place during 

                           performance review sessions 

  7.     Q22          My immediate supervisor is objective in his/her assessment of my performance 

 

               Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q9          Q10         Q12         Q13         Q15 

 

Q9              1.0000 

Q10              .3738      1.0000 

Q12              .3149       .5174      1.0000 

Q13              .4136       .5409       .5100      1.0000 

Q15              .3451       .5536       .3694       .4772      1.0000 

Q16              .3069       .4349       .3095       .4315       .5814 

Q22              .3572       .4944       .3729       .5000       .4458 
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                Q16         Q22 

 

Q16             1.0000 

Q22              .3510      1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q9            16.2440        36.0647        .4742         .2320           .8343 

Q10           16.2040        31.8980        .6835         .4859           .8019 

Q12           16.0880        34.0645        .5472         .3483           .8244 

Q13           16.4400        33.2032        .6733         .4619           .8048 

Q15           16.5200        34.1783        .6484         .4766           .8095 

Q16           16.2720        33.8534        .5477         .3777           .8246 

Q22           16.3760        34.2597        .5780         .3525           .8193 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     7 items 

 

Alpha =   .8392           Standardized item alpha =   .8400 

 

xxvi) Procedural Justice - Factor 2 (System fairness)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q23          The performance management system here allows for a fair assessment and reflection of  

         how an individual has been performing 

  2.     Q24          The system has created conditions where people have been placed in dead end jobs with no 

                           career progression prospects 

  3.     Q25          In this system, the promotion policy is unfair 

  4.     Q26          The performance management system here is transparent 

  5.     Q27          The procedures, rules and ethics of the system are consistently applied to all members of  

         this organisation 

  6.     Q28          The consequences and rewards for each individual fairly reflect their individual and unit  

         performance 

 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q23         Q24         Q25         Q26         Q27 

 

Q23             1.0000 

Q24              .4467      1.0000 

Q25              .3156       .5156      1.0000 

Q26              .4658       .4401       .4726      1.0000 

Q27              .4006       .4130       .3865       .8991      1.0000 

Q28              .4953       .4687       .3700       .4720       .4297 

 



 
494 

                Q28 

 

Q28             1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q23           13.2360        20.3417        .5531         .3488           .8143 

Q24           13.4840        24.1222        .5957         .4024           .8166 

Q25           13.4560        22.5543        .5148         .3548           .8193 

Q26           13.4760        18.1862        .7616         .8363           .7656 

Q27           13.3600        19.3478        .6952         .8127           .7821 

Q28           12.9680        19.3484        .5823         .3657           .8104 

 

Reliability Coefficients     6 items 

 

Alpha =   .8301           Standardized item alpha =   .8397 

 

xxvii) Procedural Justice - Factor 3 (Standards abidance)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q17          Managers at my organisation try to abide by the set procedures for performance 

        management 

  2.     Q18          Managers here focus on previously agreed standards in reviewing the performance of their 

         direct reports 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q17         Q18 

 

Q17             1.0000 

Q18              .8906      1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       248.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q17            2.5484         1.7871        .8906         .7932           . 

Q18            2.5363         1.7234        .8906         .7932           . 

 

Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .9421           Standardized item alpha =   .9421 
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xxviii) Procedural Justice - Factor 4 (Supervisory humaneness)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q11          In reviewing their direct reports' work, managers at my organisation are polite 

  2.     Q14          My supervisor is friendly during performance review sessions 

 

 

                Q11         Q14 

 

Q11             1.0000 

Q14              .7845      1.0000 

 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q11            2.4080         1.0778        .7845         .6154           . 

Q14            2.4360          .9296        .7845         .6154           . 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .8779           Standardized item alpha =   .8792 

 

xxix) Procedural Justice – Factor 5 (Individual participation in target 

setting) 
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q1           My current targets were not mutually agreed between me and my immediate supervisor. 

  2.     Q2           I am not involved in establishing my performance expectations. 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q1          Q2 

 

Q1              1.0000 

Q2               .3083      1.0000 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 
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Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q1             2.4720         1.5675        .3083         .0951           . 

Q2             2.4680         1.5271        .3083         .0951           . 

 

                       Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .4713           Standardized item alpha =   .4713 

 

xxx) Procedural Justice - Factor 6 (Prior standards specification)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q4           In this system, there is prior adequate specification of team goals for all teams through team 

        planning sessions involving all team members 

  2.     Q6           My goals document does not clearly specify in advance the standards of performance on 

        which I will be evaluated. 

  3.     Q7           My manager has discussed with me in a very detailed and clear way the performance  

        standards by which I will be reviewed for the current period. 

  4.     Q19          The performance management system here links actual performance with decisions on  

        salary, career progress and termination 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

                Q4          Q6          Q7          Q19 

 

Q4              1.0000 

Q6               .2181      1.0000 

Q7               .1650       .3525      1.0000 

Q19              .1841       .1834       .1736      1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q4             8.2280         5.8313        .2705         .0750           .4740 

Q6             8.6640         5.8385        .3675         .1604           .3865 

Q7             8.3160         6.1206        .3316         .1420           .4195 

Q19            8.1520         5.9929        .2567         .0660           .4852 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     4 items 

 

Alpha =   .5130           Standardized item alpha =   .5195 
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xxxi) Procedural Justice - Factor 7 (Active redress system)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q5           The current corporate mission, values, goals and objectives were agreed by top  

       management and communicated to the rest of the organisation. 

  2.     Q20          A formal appeal process through which members can challenge and seek redress for unfair 

                           performance assessments is active at my organisation 

  3.     Q29          The current performance management system gives employees opportunity to participate in 

        developing the standards by which they are assessed  

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q5          Q20         Q29 

 

Q5              1.0000 

Q20              .0459      1.0000 

Q29              .0509       .6500      1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q5             5.8080         5.4409        .0536         .0029           .7604 

Q20            6.9000         2.6606        .6131         .4227           .0658 

Q29            6.6520         1.5129        .5851         .4230           .0739 

 

Reliability Coefficients     3 items 

 

Alpha =   .5611           Standardized item alpha =   .4986 

xxxii) Procedural Justice - Factor 7 Reconstituted (Active redress 

system excluding q5)  
  

 R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q20          A formal appeal process through which members can challenge and seek 

                          redress for unfair performance assessments is active at my organisation 

  2.     Q29          The current performance management system gives employees 

                           opportunity to participate in developing the standards by which they are 

                           assessed  

            

  Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q20         Q29 

 

Q20             1.0000 

Q29              .6500      1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 
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Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q20            3.0280         2.2442        .6500         .4226           . 

Q29            2.7800         1.1281        .6500         .4226           . 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .7604           Standardized item alpha =   .7879 

 

xxxiii) Performance review degree or extent of multi-source rating - 

Factor 1 (Customer review)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q5           At this organisation, internal customers participate in evaluating the performance of  

       employees whose output constitutes part or all of their input or whose service is 

        necessary for accomplishment of tasks 

  2.     Q6           At this organisation, external customers are not called upon to rate how employees  

       specifically serving them are meeting their expectations 

  3.     Q7           At this organisation, external customers are often called upon to rate how the organisation 

        is meeting their expectations 

 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q5          Q6          Q7 

 

Q5              1.0000 

Q6               .8313      1.0000 

Q7               .5813       .5543      1.0000 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q5             5.5320         4.0652        .8130         .7120           .7057 

Q6             5.5040         4.3956        .7959         .6986           .7225 

Q7             5.8680         6.0026        .5937         .3542           .9071 

 

Reliability Coefficients     3 items 

 

Alpha =   .8528           Standardized item alpha =   .8510 
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xxxiv) Performance review degree or extent of multi-source rating - 

Factor 2 (Peer review)  
  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q1           At this organisation, I am often called on to review and discuss the quality of work and  

       general performance of other employees equal in rank to mine 

  2.     Q2           At this organisation, other employees of equal rank to mine often review the quality of my 

        work and my performance in general 

 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q1          Q2 

 

Q1              1.0000 

Q2               .7725      1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q1             4.1960         1.0899        .7725         .5967           . 

Q2             4.5560          .6896        .7725         .5967           . 

 

                       Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .8589           Standardized item alpha =   .8716 

xxxv) Performance review degree or extent of multi-source rating - 

Factor 3 (Upward review)  
 

  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q3           At this organisation, employees do not review and discuss the general performance and 

       quality of their managers' work 

  2.     Q4           The system here does not give room for managers to be reviewed by their direct reports 

 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q3          Q4 

 

Q3              1.0000 

Q4               .1132      1.0000 

 

 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 
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Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q3             2.9160         1.6596        .1132         .0128           . 

Q4             3.9720         1.1197        .1132         .0128           . 

 

Reliability Coefficients     2 items 

 

Alpha =   .1998           Standardized item alpha =   .2033 

xxxvi) Member outcomes – Dimension 1 (no factor) [Perceived system 

orientation]  
  

 R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q1           In this system, promotion tends to be linked more to the influence one has and the people  

       one knows than to one's performance at work 

  2.     Q2           At this organisation, informal considerations like ethnic origin, race, political affiliation  

       and status tend to defeat fair and effective application of performance management rules  

       and policies 

  3.     Q3           The system here is judgmental, culprit focused and, therefore, aimed more at fault finding  

       and dispensing blame than a search for solutions for better performance 

  4.     Q4           In this system, it is common for an employee's advancement in the organisation to be 

       slowed or even derailed for reasons like being critical of the management 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q1          Q2          Q3          Q4 

 

Q1              1.0000 

Q2               .3665      1.0000 

Q3               .3658       .2996      1.0000 

Q4               .4601       .5012       .4507      1.0000 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q1             7.9080         7.8188        .5075         .2630           .6804 

Q2             8.2880         7.9970        .4933         .2775           .6882 

Q3             7.8800         8.1944        .4679         .2380           .7024 

Q4             7.7840         7.5596        .6273         .3969           .6116 

Reliability Coefficients     4 items 

Alpha =   .7317           Standardized item alpha =   .7333 
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xxxvii) Member outcomes – Dimension 2 (no factor) [Affect] 
   

R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

  1.     Q1           Members are enthusiastic about the system 

  2.     Q2           Members are dissatisfied with the system 

  3.     Q3           People here feel comfortable with how performance is rated 

  4.     Q4           People here are disinterested in the success of the system 

  5.     Q5           Members feel aggrieved by the system 

  6.     Q6           There is a feeling of assured support for the continuation of the system 

  7.     Q7           There is a general feeling of betrayal by the system 

  8.     Q8           Members are motivated by the system to perform better 

  9.     Q9           Members feel the system is used in an inconsistent and unreliable manner 

 10.     Q10          The system has created cynical abandonment of attempts at excellent performance 

 11.     Q11          Members trust the review system 

 

                    Correlation Matrix 

 

                Q1          Q2          Q3          Q4          Q5 

 

Q1              1.0000 

Q2               .4845      1.0000 

Q3               .5672       .5177      1.0000 

Q4               .5480       .5349       .4900      1.0000 

Q5               .5377       .6317       .5632       .5998      1.0000 

Q6               .6704       .5119       .6188       .4949       .6438 

Q7               .5167       .5419       .5632       .6187       .7192 

Q8               .5866       .5635       .6456       .5443       .7002 

Q9               .3839       .5532       .5386       .5108       .6607 

Q10              .6216       .5763       .5628       .5377       .7029 

Q11              .5776       .4757       .6644       .4787       .5810 

 

 

                Q6          Q7          Q8          Q9          Q10 

 

Q6              1.0000 

Q7               .5374      1.0000 

Q8               .7362       .6265      1.0000 

Q9               .5702       .5893       .6006      1.0000 

Q10              .6694       .6116       .6635       .6316      1.0000 

Q11              .6690       .5566       .7453       .4931       .6400 

 

                Q11 

 

Q11             1.0000 

 

 

 R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

        N of Cases =       250.0 
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Item-total Statistics 

 

               Scale          Scale      Corrected 

               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 

              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 

              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 

 

Q1            26.5320        64.4990        .6896         .5804           .9355 

Q2            26.5200        64.1783        .6774         .4871           .9361 

Q3            26.4840        63.0540        .7209         .5619           .9343 

Q4            26.8400        63.7655        .6723         .4994           .9364 

Q5            26.8200        61.8831        .8088         .7019           .9306 

Q6            26.6120        62.7043        .7747         .6734           .9321 

Q7            26.7040        62.5385        .7446         .6089           .9334 

Q8            26.7880        62.3846        .8162         .7164           .9305 

Q9            26.6400        63.5165        .6974         .5655           .9353 

Q10           26.7000        62.0261        .7894         .6536           .9314 

Q11           26.7200        64.0337        .7425         .6455           .9335 

 

 

Reliability Coefficients    11 items 

 

Alpha =   .9393           Standardized item alpha =   .9394 
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Appendix 3 (e) Reconstituted scale (Capturing congruent conceptual bundles 

and acceptable reliability parameters) 
 

 

MICRO-CONTEXT DIMENSIONS 

 

Dimension 1: Leadership 

 

FACTOR 1 (Immediate performance leadership) – Alpha 0.88 

 

1. Item 1: Q10; My immediate supervisor raises the status of team members by treating them with dignity 

2. Item 2: Q11;  My immediate supervisor provides the necessary assistance such as information, suggestions and 

funding for  accomplishing assigned tasks 

3. Item 3: Q12; My immediate supervisor praises members who do a good job 

4. Item 4: Q13; My immediate supervisor jokes with and tells stories to staff below her/him when the going seems 

to be getting tough 

5. Item 5: Q14; My immediate supervisor asks for suggestions from staff below him/her to enable him/her perform 

his/her job better 

6. Item 6: Q15; It is normal for my immediate supervisor to allow a subordinate with specific expertise to lead 

him/her on tasks which require such expert input 

7. Item 7: Q16; My immediate supervisor tries to become thoroughly familiar with my performance at work before 

reviewing my performance 

8. Item 8: Q17; My immediate supervisor tells me when I am doing well in my job 

 

FACTOR 2 (Executive openness and evenness) – Alpha = 0.79  

 

1. Item 1: Q3; Top management at this organisation always entertain employee expression of their opinions 

2. Item 2: Q4; It is normal and safe for employees to strongly and openly point out if top management at this 

organisation make decisions which the subordinates disagree with 

3. Item 3: Q5; Top management at this organisation value and trust workers in matters of performance. 

4. Item 4: Q6; Top management at this organisation show a real interest in trying to be fair 

5. Item 5: Q7; Top management at this organisation encourage employees to point out where managers may be 

going wrong 

 

FACTOR 3 (Prioritisation of performance management by top management) – r = 0.45 

 

1. Item 1: Q1; Top management at this organisation are honest and ethical in dealing with employee performance 

2. Item 2: Q2; Top management at this organisation tend to concentrate on other issues and give performance 

management issues low priority 

 

 

Dimension 2: Member Culture 
 

FACTOR 1 (In-group orientation) – Alpha = 0.75 

 

1. Item 1: Q1; What right has your close friend to expect you to testify in his/her defence in a case where he/she 

committed an offence to which you are the only prosecution witness 

2. Item 2: Q2; What do you think you would probably do in view of the obligation of a sworn witness and the 

obligation to your friend? 

3. Item 3: Q3; What right has your friend to expect you to tip her off about a looming retirement decided at a 

confidential meeting to which you were privy? 

4. Item 4: Q4; Would you tip her off in light of your obligation to the organisation and your obligation to your 

friend? 
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FACTOR 2 (paternalism) – r = 0.67 

 

1. Item 1: Q9; Should an organisation carry the responsibility of enabling its workers give dignified burials to their 

relatives or this is a personal matter in which the organisation has no obligation? 

2. Item 2: Q10; Does your organisation‘s policy view the burial of its workers‘ relatives as a personal matter in 

which the organisation has no obligation or as a matter in which it shoulders some responsibility? 

 

 

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PRACTICE DIMENSIONS 

 

Dimension 1: Performance Empowerment 

 

FACTOR 1 (hardware support) – Alpha = 0.86 
 

1. Item 1: Q6; After the goals for my job have been agreed and I am ready to set about achieving them, I have 

difficulty getting the equipment and related tools I need to do my job. 

2. Item 2: Q7;  After the goals for my job have been agreed and I am ready to set about achieving them, I have no 

difficulty getting the management support I need to do my job. 

3. Item 3: Q8; After the goals for my job have been agreed and I am ready to set about achieving them, the 

equipment and other facilities I am provided to perform my job are not the best 

 

FACTOR 2 (performance management enlightenment) – Alpha = 0.69     

 

1. Item 1: Q1; At this organisation, every body (managers and their direct reports alike) is trained in goal setting, 

conducting performance review and giving effective feedback 

2. Item 2: Q2; At this organisation, every one is inducted in the policies and the  procedural dos, don‘ts of the 

performance management system in place. 

3. Item 3: Q3; There is a performance management manual which is used by every body in managing performance 

 

Dimension 2: Management of Individual Performance 

 

FACTOR 1 (management of individual performance failure) – Alpha = 0.96 

 

1. Item 1: Q7;  Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of the agreed period, a meeting is held with my 

manager to explore reasons or problem areas leading to failure and to jointly agree on needed improvement 

2. Item 2: Q8; Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of the agreed period, I and my manager jointly 

develop and agree action to remove obstacles to good performance 

3. Item 3: Q9; Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of the agreed period, my manager does not take 

interest in my improvement nor encourage me along the way nor clarify what needs to be done nor offer advice 

nor ensure I am adequately facilitated to make 

4. Item 4: Q10; Whenever I do not attain the set targets by the end of the agreed period, in the following review 

period, my manager holds a number of interim review meetings with me where s(he) advises me, shares her/his 

information and counsel with me and allows me to voice my disagreements and concerns. 

 

FACTORS 2 (management of individual performance excellence) – Alpha = 0.91 

 

1. Item 1: Q11; Whenever my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, I am 

recognised and rewarded for my good work 

2. Item 2: Q12; When my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, I am not praised 

for taking initiatives to excel 

3. Item 3: Q13; When my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, no action of any 

sort is taken 

4. Item 4: Q14; When my set performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, I am coached and 

trained to better my performance even further 
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FACTOR 3 (post review instrument utility) – Alpha = 0.84 

 

1. Item 1: Q1; After completion of the performance review forms at the end of each review period here, the forms 

are analysed and the results discussed with each concerned individual 

2. Item 2: Q2; After completion of the performance review forms at the end of each review period here, the forms 

are filed on the personal files and no follow up is made 

3. Item 3: Q3; After completion of the performance review forms at the end of each review period here, lessons 

are drawn from the various discussions of individual performance and used in designing improvements for the 

whole organisation 

4. Item 4: Q5; How certain are you that organisational members will receive formal written feedback on the 

achievement or non achievement of the agreed goals of their immediate work teams this review period? 

 

Dimension 3: Management of Team Performance 

 

FACTOR 1 (management of team failure) – Alpha = 0.86 
 

1. Item 1: Q6; When the set team/unit performance targets are not achieved by the end of the agreed period, 

individuals in my unit who are poor team players and tend to pull team performance down by not doing their 

share of team work are identified and taken through team building sessions so as to improve their performance 

in the team. 

2. Item 2: Q7; When the set team/unit performance targets are not achieved by the end of the agreed period, 

reasons for the group's failure to attain expected results are explored and practical suggestions for improvement 

agreed 

3. Item 3: Q8; When the set team/unit performance targets are not achieved by the end of the agreed period, the 

entire team is coached and trained in team work and elimination of the weaknesses that caused poor 

performance 

 

FACTOR 2 (management of team excellence)  – Alpha = 0.73  
 

1. Item 1: Q9;  When the set team/unit performance targets are exceeded by the end of the agreed period, the entire 

team is coached and trained to enhance performance even further  

2. Item 2: Q10; When work performance targets of my immediate work unit are exceeded, all people in the unit 

are rewarded or recognised as a group for their team achievements 

3. Item 3: Q11; When work performance targets of my immediate work unit are exceeded, each individual 

member of the unit is rewarded or recognised according to his/her individual contribution to the team 

 

FACTOR 3 (team review)  

 

Q3; To what extent would you say the performance of teams is formally reviewed at your organisation? 

 

FACTOR 4 (team reward)  

 

Q5; This organisation provides team rewards for team performance 

 

Dimension 4: Performance Communication Media 

 

FACTOR 1 (electronic personal communication) – r = 0.74 
 

1. Item 1: Q2; In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with over the telephone several 

times. 

2. Item 2: Q3; In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me by email messages 

several times. 
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FACTOR 2 (face to face personal communication) – Alpha = 0.72 
 

1. Item 1: Q7; In the last review period, my manager only discussed my performance with me in the scheduled end 

of period review meeting. 

2. Item 2: Q8; In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in the team review 

meeting. 

3. Item 3: Q9; In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in the career review 

session. 

 

FACTOR 3 (impersonal communication) – r = 0.51 

 

1. Item 1: Q5; In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in a general discussion of 

a general meeting. 

2. Item 2: Q6; In the last review period, my manager discussed my performance with me in a general performance 

meeting considering general performance. 

 

Dimension 5: Procedural Justice  

 

FACTOR 1 (objectivity) – Alpha = 0.84 

 

1. Item 1: Q9; My immediate supervisor does not try to become thoroughly familiar with my work performance 

before reviewing my performance 

2. Item 2: Q10; My immediate supervisor takes into account factors beyond my control like failures or 

shortcomings of the organisation while evaluating my performance 

3. Item 3: Q12; My supervisor is respectful during one on one review meetings 

4. Item 4: Q13; My immediate supervisor is always completely frank and candid with me when discussing my 

performance 

5. Item 5: Q15; Managers at my organisation are helpful and offer guidance throughout the review period 

6. Item 6: Q16; Managers at my organisation always ensure two-way exchange of views takes place during 

performance review sessions 

7. Item 7:  Q22.;  My immediate supervisor is objective in his/her assessment of my performance 

 

FACTOR 2 (fairness) – Alpha = 0.83 
 

1. Item 1: Q23; The performance management system here allows for a fair assessment and reflection of how an 

individual has been performing 

2. Item 2: Q24; The system has created conditions where people have been placed in dead end jobs with no career 

progression prospects 

3. Item 3: Q25; In this system, the promotion policy is unfair 

4. Item 4: Q26; The performance management system here is transparent 

5. Item 5: Q27; The procedures, rules and ethics of the system are consistently applied to all members of this 

organisation 

6. Item 6: Q28; The consequences and rewards for each individual fairly reflect their individual and unit 

performance 

 

FACTOR 3 (standards abidance)  – r = 0.89 
 

1. Item 1: Q17; Managers at my organisation try to abide by the set procedures for performance management 

2. Item 2: Q18; Managers here focus on previously agreed standards in reviewing the performance of their direct 

reports 

 

FACTOR 4 (supervisory humanness)  – Alpha = 0.78 
 

1. Item 1: Q11; In reviewing their direct reports' work, managers at my organisation are polite 

2. Item 2: Q14; My supervisor is friendly during performance review sessions 
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FACTOR 5 (prior standard specification) – Alpha = 0.52 
 

1. Item 1: Q4; In this system there is prior adequate specification of team goals for all teams through team 

planning sessions involving all team members. 

2. Item 2: Q6; My goals document does not clearly specify in advance the standards of performance on which I 

will be evaluated. 

3. Item 3: Q7; My manager has discussed with me in a very detailed and clear way the performance standards by 

which I will be reviewed for the current period. 

4. Item 4: Q19; The performance management system here links actual performance with decisions on salary, 

career progress and termination 

 

FACTOR 6 (active redress system) – r = 0.65 

 

1. Item 2: Q20; A formal appeal process through which members can challenge and seek redress for unfair 

performance assessments is active at my organisation 

2. Item 3: Q29; The system gives employees opportunity to participate in developing the standards by which they 

are assessed. 

 

Dimension 6: Review degree factors 

 

FACTOR 1 (customer review) – Alpha = 0.85  

 

1. Item 1: Q5; At this organisation, internal customers participate in evaluating the performance of employees 

whose output constitutes part or all of their input or whose service is necessary for accomplishment of tasks 

2. Item 2: Q6; At this organisation, external customers are not called upon to rate how employees specifically 

serving them are meeting their expectations 

3. Item 3: Q7; At this organisation, external customers are often called upon to rate how the organisation is 

meeting their expectations 

 

FACTOR 2 (peer review) – r = 0.77 

 

(i) Item 1: Q1; At this organisation, I am often called on to review and discuss the quality of work and general 

performance of other employees equal in rank to mine 

(ii) Item 2: Q2.; At this organisation, other employees of equal rank to mine often review the quality of my work 

and my performance in general 

 

FACTOR 3 (upward review)  

 

Q3; At this organisation, employees do not review and discuss the general performance and quality of their 

managers' work 

 

MEMBER OUTCOMES DIMENSIONS 

 

Dimension 1: Perceived System Orientation Items (One Factor Extracted) – Alpha = 0.73 

 

Item 1: Q1; In this system, promotion tends to be linked more to the influence one has and the people one knows 

than to one's performance at work. 

Item 2: Q2; At this organisation, informal considerations like ethnic origin, race, political affiliation and status tend 

to defeat fair and effective application of performance management rules and policies 

Item 3: Q3; The system here is judgmental, culprit focused and, therefore, aimed more at fault finding and 

dispensing blame than a search for solutions for better performance 

Item 4: Q4; In this system, it is common for an employee's advancement in the organisation to be slowed or even 

derailed for reasons like being critical of the management 
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Dimension 2: Affect Items (One Factor Extracted) – Alpha = 0.94 

 

2. Item 1: Q1; Members are enthusiastic about the system 

3. Item 2: Q2; Members are dissatisfied with the system 

4. Item 3: Q3; People here feel conformable with how performance is rated 

5. Item 4: Q4; People are disinterested in the success of the system 

6. Item 5: Q5; Members feel aggrieved by the system 

7. Item 6: Q6; There is a feeling of assured support for the continuation of the system 

8. Item 7: Q7; There is a general feeling of betrayal by the system 

9. Item 8: Q8; Members are motivated by the system to perform better 

10. Item 9: Q9; Members feel the system is used in an inconsistent and unreliable manner 

11. Item 10: Q10; The system has created cynical abandonment of attempts at excellent performance 

12. Item 11: Q11; Members trust the review system 
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Appendix 4: Descriptive statistics   

 
a) Leadership Factors  

 

i) Aggregate descriptive statistics for leadership factors (not 

split by group) 
 

Statistics  

 

 
IMEDIATE EVENNESS PRIORITY 

N 
Valid 250 250 250 

Missing 0 0 0 

Mean 21.5520 15.3040 5.2440 

Std. Error of Mean .4979 .2989 .1403 

Median 20.0000 15.0000 5.0000 

Mode 20.00 16.00 3.00(a) 

Std. Deviation 7.8724 4.7258 2.2190 

Variance 61.9752 22.3329 4.9242 

Skewness .307 -.077 .293 

Std. Error of Skewness .154 .154 .154 

Kurtosis -.770 -.756 -.739 

Std. Error of Kurtosis .307 .307 .307 

Range 31.00 19.00 8.00 

Minimum 8.00 5.00 2.00 

Maximum 39.00 24.00 10.00 

a Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown  
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ii) Descriptive statistics for leadership split by country (1 = South Africa, 2 = Uganda)  

 
Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

COUNTRY Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

1.00 

IMEDIATE 105 31.00 8.00 39.00 22.5333 .7714 7.9046 62.482 .108 .236 -.681 .467 

EVENNESS 105 18.00 6.00 24.00 15.0000 .4458 4.5679 20.865 .230 .236 -.722 .467 

PRIORITY 105 8.00 2.00 10.00 5.2952 .2101 2.1525 4.633 .287 .236 -.559 .467 

Valid N (listwise) 105            

2.00 

IMEDIATE 145 29.00 8.00 37.00 20.8414 .6477 7.7993 60.829 .461 .201 -.723 .400 

EVENNESS 145 19.00 5.00 24.00 15.5241 .4020 4.8406 23.432 -.279 .201 -.693 .400 

PRIORITY 145 8.00 2.00 10.00 5.2069 .1887 2.2727 5.165 .305 .201 -.835 .400 

Valid N (listwise) 145            

 

iii) Descriptive statistics for leadership split by organisation (1 = SAB, 2 = RAND, 3 = NWSC, 4 = 

URA) 
Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

ORGANISE Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

1.00 

IMEDIATE 56 28.00 8.00 36.00 20.8750 .8459 6.3305 40.075 .203 .319 -.121 .628 

EVENNESS 56 17.00 6.00 23.00 13.1071 .5062 3.7884 14.352 .709 .319 .423 .628 

PRIORITY 56 8.00 2.00 10.00 5.0000 .2673 2.0000 4.000 .127 .319 -.869 .628 

Valid N (listwise) 56            
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2.00 

IMEDIATE 49 31.00 8.00 39.00 24.4286 1.2982 9.0875 82.583 -.258 .340 -.968 .668 

EVENNESS 49 18.00 6.00 24.00 17.1633 .6358 4.4504 19.806 -.398 .340 -.270 .668 

PRIORITY 49 8.00 2.00 10.00 5.6327 .3269 2.2885 5.237 .322 .340 -.572 .668 

Valid N (listwise) 49            

3.00 

IMEDIATE 62 27.00 8.00 35.00 19.3548 .9129 7.1886 51.675 .608 .304 -.398 .599 

EVENNESS 62 18.00 5.00 23.00 13.6290 .5922 4.6632 21.745 -.055 .304 -.797 .599 

PRIORITY 62 8.00 2.00 10.00 4.7258 .3154 2.4838 6.169 .477 .304 -1.146 .599 

Valid N (listwise) 62            

4.00 

IMEDIATE 83 29.00 8.00 37.00 21.9518 .8881 8.0908 65.461 .330 .264 -.894 .523 

EVENNESS 83 18.00 6.00 24.00 16.9398 .4937 4.4976 20.228 -.477 .264 -.365 .523 

PRIORITY 83 8.00 2.00 10.00 5.5663 .2243 2.0434 4.175 .372 .264 -.357 .523 

Valid N (listwise) 83            
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b) Member Culture 
 

i) Member culture descriptive statistics (aggregate – no split) 
 

 

Statistics  

 

 
INGROUP PATERNAL 

N 
Valid 250 250 

Missing 0 0 

Mean 6.1040 3.8120 

Std. Error of Mean 9.445E-02 3.357E-02 

Median 6.0000 4.0000 

Mode 8.00 4.00 

Std. Deviation 1.4934 .5308 

Variance 2.2301 .2818 

Skewness -.085 -2.754 

Std. Error of Skewness .154 .154 

Kurtosis -1.360 6.252 

Std. Error of Kurtosis .307 .307 

Range 4.00 2.00 

Minimum 4.00 2.00 

Maximum 8.00 4.00 
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ii) Member culture descriptive statistics split by Country ( 1 = SA, 2 = UG)  
Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

COUNTRY Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

1.00 

INGROUP 105 4.00 4.00 8.00 5.8000 .1416 1.4505 2.104 .106 .236 -1.227 .467 

PATERNAL 105 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.8571 4.771E-02 .4889 .239 -3.359 .236 9.934 .467 

Valid N (listwise) 105            

2.00 

INGROUP 145 4.00 4.00 8.00 6.3241 .1238 1.4902 2.221 -.240 .201 -1.387 .400 

PATERNAL 145 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.7793 4.639E-02 .5586 .312 -2.451 .201 4.739 .400 

Valid N (listwise) 145            

 

 

iii) Member culture descriptive statistics split by organisation (1 = SAB, 2 = RAND, 3 = NWSC & 4 

= URA)  
Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

ORGANISE Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

1.00 

INGROUP 56 4.00 4.00 8.00 5.8214 .2087 1.5621 2.440 .159 .319 -1.368 .628 

PATERNAL 56 1.00 3.00 4.00 3.9821 1.786E-02 .1336 1.786E-02 -7.483 .319 56.000 .628 

Valid N (listwise) 56            

2.00 

INGROUP 49 4.00 4.00 8.00 5.7755 .1896 1.3270 1.761 -.014 .340 -1.096 .668 

PATERNAL 49 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.7143 9.671E-02 .6770 .458 -2.100 .340 2.716 .668 

Valid N (listwise) 49            

3.00 INGROUP 62 4.00 4.00 8.00 6.5968 .1788 1.4079 1.982 -.550 .304 -1.012 .599 
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PATERNAL 62 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.6935 7.828E-02 .6164 .380 -1.874 .304 2.314 .599 

Valid N (listwise) 62            

4.00 

INGROUP 83 4.00 4.00 8.00 6.1205 .1674 1.5254 2.327 -.018 .264 -1.490 .523 

PATERNAL 83 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.8434 5.550E-02 .5056 .256 -3.174 .264 8.791 .523 

Valid N (listwise) 83            
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c) Performance Management Empowerment  

 

i) Aggregate performance empowerment descriptive statistics 

(no split) 
 

Statistics  

 

 
HARDWARE ENLIGHT 

N 
Valid 250 250 

Missing 0 0 

Mean 6.8720 9.4200 

Std. Error of Mean .1920 .1804 

Median 6.0000 10.0000 

Mode 6.00 12.00 

Std. Deviation 3.0352 2.8531 

Variance 9.2125 8.1402 

Skewness .452 -.562 

Std. Error of Skewness .154 .154 

Kurtosis -.677 -.434 

Std. Error of Kurtosis .307 .307 

Range 12.00 12.00 

Minimum 3.00 3.00 

Maximum 15.00 15.00 
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ii) Performance empowerment descriptive statistics by country ( 1 = SA, 2 = UG)  
Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

COUNTRY Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

1.00 

HARDWARE 105 12.00 3.00 15.00 6.7048 .3011 3.0851 9.518 .630 .236 -.381 .467 

ENLIGHT 105 12.00 3.00 15.00 7.6095 .3158 3.2359 10.471 .590 .236 -.360 .467 

Valid N (listwise) 105            

2.00 

HARDWARE 145 12.00 3.00 15.00 6.9931 .2494 3.0035 9.021 .328 .201 -.842 .400 

ENLIGHT 145 7.00 6.00 13.00 10.7310 .1285 1.5467 2.392 -.773 .201 .619 .400 

Valid N (listwise) 145            

 

 

iii) Performance empowerment descriptive statistics split by organisation (1 = SAB, 2 = RAND, 3 = 

NWSC, 4 = URA) 
Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

ORGANISE Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

1.00 

HARDWARE 56 9.00 3.00 12.00 6.3036 .3530 2.6418 6.979 .566 .319 -.350 .628 

ENLIGHT 56 11.00 3.00 14.00 6.6786 .3569 2.6704 7.131 .572 .319 -.085 .628 

Valid N (listwise) 56            

2.00 

HARDWARE 49 12.00 3.00 15.00 7.1633 .4994 3.4961 12.223 .501 .340 -.784 .668 

ENLIGHT 49 12.00 3.00 15.00 8.6735 .5020 3.5142 12.349 .326 .340 -.899 .668 

Valid N (listwise) 49            

3.00 HARDWARE 62 9.00 3.00 12.00 6.5645 .3241 2.5519 6.512 .415 .304 -.756 .599 
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ENLIGHT 62 7.00 6.00 13.00 10.7903 .2171 1.7095 2.923 -.944 .304 .626 .599 

Valid N (listwise) 62            

4.00 

HARDWARE 83 12.00 3.00 15.00 7.3133 .3600 3.2794 10.754 .185 .264 -1.025 .523 

ENLIGHT 83 7.00 6.00 13.00 10.6867 .1561 1.4222 2.023 -.598 .264 .618 .523 

Valid N (listwise) 83            
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d) Management of Individual Performance   

 

i) Management of individual performance descriptive statistics 

(not split by group) 

 

 

 

Statistics  

 

 
INDFAIL INDEXCEL IUTILITY 

N 
Valid 248 250 250 

Missing 2 0 0 

Mean 13.9879 14.0280 16.4240 

Std. Error of Mean .3291 .2837 .2279 

Median 15.0000 15.0000 17.0000 

Mode 20.00 20.00 21.00 

Std. Deviation 5.1821 4.4851 3.6034 

Variance 26.8541 20.1157 12.9842 

Skewness -.430 -.412 -.549 

Std. Error of Skewness .155 .154 .154 

Kurtosis -1.113 -.813 -.567 

Std. Error of Kurtosis .308 .307 .307 

Range 16.00 15.00 14.00 

Minimum 4.00 5.00 7.00 

Maximum 20.00 20.00 21.00 
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ii) Management of individual performance descriptive statistics (split by country 1 = SA, 2 = UG)  

 

 
Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

COUNTRY Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

1.00 

INDFAIL 103 16.00 4.00 20.00 13.4369 .5031 5.1061 26.072 -.314 .238 -1.144 .472 

INDEXCEL 105 15.00 5.00 20.00 12.9048 .4664 4.7788 22.837 -.341 .236 -1.107 .467 

IUTILITY 105 14.00 7.00 21.00 14.4857 .3310 3.3915 11.502 -.107 .236 -.621 .467 

Valid N (listwise) 103            

2.00 

INDFAIL 145 16.00 4.00 20.00 14.3793 .4333 5.2176 27.223 -.529 .201 -1.049 .400 

INDEXCEL 145 15.00 5.00 20.00 14.8414 .3394 4.0870 16.704 -.329 .201 -.915 .400 

IUTILITY 145 13.00 8.00 21.00 17.8276 .2549 3.0694 9.421 -1.049 .201 .606 .400 

Valid N (listwise) 145            

 

 

iii) Management of individual performance descriptive statistics (split by organisation 1 = SAB, 2 = 

RAND, 3 = NWSC, 4 = URA)  

 
Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

ORGANISE Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

1.00 
INDFAIL 56 16.00 4.00 20.00 12.7143 .6485 4.8532 23.553 -.190 .319 -.924 .628 

INDEXCEL 56 12.00 5.00 17.00 12.3036 .5749 4.3019 18.506 -.435 .319 -1.261 .628 
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IUTILITY 56 12.00 8.00 20.00 13.3036 .4069 3.0446 9.270 .245 .319 -.639 .628 

Valid N (listwise) 56            

2.00 

INDFAIL 47 16.00 4.00 20.00 14.2979 .7754 5.3157 28.257 -.541 .347 -1.193 .681 

INDEXCEL 49 15.00 5.00 20.00 13.5918 .7474 5.2318 27.372 -.431 .340 -1.096 .668 

IUTILITY 49 14.00 7.00 21.00 15.8367 .4696 3.2873 10.806 -.682 .340 .614 .668 

Valid N (listwise) 47            

3.00 

INDFAIL 62 16.00 4.00 20.00 11.5645 .6632 5.2217 27.266 .280 .304 -1.256 .599 

INDEXCEL 62 15.00 5.00 20.00 14.7742 .5554 4.3736 19.129 -.408 .304 -.855 .599 

IUTILITY 62 13.00 8.00 21.00 16.1129 .3765 2.9648 8.790 -.593 .304 .523 .599 

Valid N (listwise) 62            

4.00 

INDFAIL 83 16.00 4.00 20.00 16.4819 .4533 4.1301 17.058 -1.276 .264 1.106 .523 

INDEXCEL 83 14.00 6.00 20.00 14.8916 .4265 3.8856 15.098 -.239 .264 -1.045 .523 

IUTILITY 83 11.00 10.00 21.00 19.1084 .2716 2.4743 6.122 -2.003 .264 3.994 .523 

Valid N (listwise) 83            
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e) Management of Team Performance  

 

i) Management of team performance descriptive statistics (not 

split by group) 
 

Statistics  

 

 
TMFAIL TMEXCEL TMREVIEW TMREWARD 

N 
Valid 248 248 250 250 

Missing 2 2 0 0 

Mean 11.1089 10.1573 3.6080 3.1480 

Std. Error of Mean .1964 .1934 5.662E-02 .1012 

Median 12.0000 10.5000 4.0000 3.0000 

Mode 13.00 11.00 4.00 5.00 

Std. Deviation 3.0924 3.0454 .8953 1.6001 

Variance 9.5630 9.2748 .8015 2.5603 

Skewness -.587 -.540 -2.190 -.060 

Std. Error of Skewness .155 .155 .154 .154 

Kurtosis -.619 -.009 3.363 -1.631 

Std. Error of Kurtosis .308 .308 .307 .307 

Range 12.00 12.00 3.00 4.00 

Minimum 3.00 3.00 1.00 1.00 

Maximum 15.00 15.00 4.00 5.00 
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ii) Management of team performance descriptive statistics (split by country 1 = SA, 2 = UG)  

 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

COUNTRY Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 

Error 
Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error 
Statistic 

Std. 

Error 

1.00 

TMFAIL 103 11.00 3.00 14.00 8.8058 .2707 2.7478 7.550 .253 .238 -.350 .472 

TMEXCEL 103 12.00 3.00 15.00 10.1068 .3079 3.1246 9.763 -.695 .238 .092 .472 

TMREVIEW 105 3.00 1.00 4.00 3.1429 .1183 1.2123 1.470 -.940 .236 -.854 .467 

TMREWARD 105 4.00 1.00 5.00 2.7810 .1406 1.4410 2.077 .413 .236 -1.234 .467 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
102            

2.00 

TMFAIL 145 10.00 5.00 15.00 12.7448 .1775 2.1369 4.566 -1.489 .201 3.056 .400 

TMEXCEL 145 12.00 3.00 15.00 10.1931 .2490 2.9984 8.990 -.419 .201 -.073 .400 

TMREVIEW 145 1.00 3.00 4.00 3.9448 
1.903E-

02 
.2291 

5.249E-

02 
-3.937 .201 13.692 .400 

TMREWARD 145 4.00 1.00 5.00 3.4138 .1379 1.6608 2.758 -.405 .201 -1.566 .400 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
145            
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iii) Management of team performance descriptive statistics (split by organisation 1 = SAB, 2 = 

RAND, 3 = NWSC, 4 = URA)  

 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

ORGANISE Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 

Error 
Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error 
Statistic 

Std. 

Error 

1.00 

TMFAIL 56 10.00 3.00 13.00 8.6964 .3409 2.5507 6.506 -.077 .319 -.205 .628 

TMEXCEL 56 9.00 3.00 12.00 9.1786 .3467 2.5944 6.731 -.968 .319 .161 .628 

TMREVIEW 56 3.00 1.00 4.00 2.6429 .1736 1.2994 1.688 -.223 .319 -1.699 .628 

TMREWARD 56 4.00 1.00 5.00 1.9464 .1207 .9029 .815 1.184 .319 1.776 .628 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
56            

2.00 

TMFAIL 47 10.00 4.00 14.00 8.9362 .4359 2.9884 8.931 .468 .347 -.582 .681 

TMEXCEL 47 12.00 3.00 15.00 11.2128 .4904 3.3618 11.302 -1.157 .347 .890 .681 

TMREVIEW 49 3.00 1.00 4.00 3.7143 .1129 .7906 .625 -2.600 .340 5.469 .668 

TMREWARD 49 4.00 1.00 5.00 3.7347 .1929 1.3505 1.824 -.603 .340 -1.031 .668 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
46            

3.00 

TMFAIL 62 3.00 10.00 13.00 12.2742 .1221 .9610 .924 -1.042 .304 -.118 .599 

TMEXCEL 62 12.00 3.00 15.00 10.1774 .3705 2.9170 8.509 -.505 .304 .216 .599 

TMREVIEW 62 1.00 3.00 4.00 3.9194 
3.486E-

02 
.2745 

7.536E-

02 
-3.157 .304 8.232 .599 

TMREWARD 62 4.00 1.00 5.00 2.2581 .1810 1.4250 2.031 .896 .304 -.608 .599 
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Valid N 

(listwise) 
62            

4.00 

TMFAIL 83 10.00 5.00 15.00 13.0964 .2912 2.6532 7.039 -1.696 .264 2.298 .523 

TMEXCEL 83 12.00 3.00 15.00 10.2048 .3376 3.0753 9.458 -.373 .264 -.194 .523 

TMREVIEW 83 1.00 3.00 4.00 3.9639 
2.061E-

02 
.1878 

3.526E-

02 
-5.062 .264 24.210 .523 

TMREWARD 83 4.00 1.00 5.00 4.2771 .1375 1.2524 1.569 -1.766 .264 1.873 .523 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
83            
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f) Performance communication descriptive statistics 

 

i) Performance communication (aggregate descriptive 

statistics) 

 

Statistics  

 

 
ECOMM FACECOMM IMPERSON 

N 
Valid 250 250 250 

Missing 0 0 0 

Mean 9.0160 8.9120 7.4920 

Std. Error of Mean .1065 .2142 .1444 

Median 10.0000 9.0000 8.0000 

Mode 10.00 9.00 10.00 

Std. Deviation 1.6838 3.3868 2.2836 

Variance 2.8351 11.4701 5.2148 

Skewness -1.705 .091 -.630 

Std. Error of Skewness .154 .154 .154 

Kurtosis 1.886 -.850 -.542 

Std. Error of Kurtosis .307 .307 .307 

Range 6.00 12.00 8.00 

Minimum 4.00 3.00 2.00 

Maximum 10.00 15.00 10.00 
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ii) Performance communication descriptive statistics split by country (1 = SA, 2 = UG)  

 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

COUNTRY Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 

Error 
Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error 
Statistic 

Std. 

Error 

1.00 

ECOMM 105 6.00 4.00 10.00 9.0095 .1704 1.7458 3.048 -1.728 .236 1.890 .467 

FACECOMM 105 12.00 3.00 15.00 8.9810 .3946 4.0430 16.346 -.122 .236 -1.352 .467 

IMPERSON 105 8.00 2.00 10.00 7.2857 .2476 2.5371 6.437 -.468 .236 -1.063 .467 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
105            

2.00 

ECOMM 145 6.00 4.00 10.00 9.0207 .1365 1.6435 2.701 -1.699 .201 1.971 .400 

FACECOMM 145 12.00 3.00 15.00 8.8621 .2352 2.8324 8.023 .469 .201 -.270 .400 

IMPERSON 145 8.00 2.00 10.00 7.6414 .1725 2.0772 4.315 -.736 .201 .012 .400 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
145            
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iii) Performance communication descriptive statistics split by organisation (1= SAB, 2 = RAND, 3 = 

NWSC, 4 = URA)  
Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

ORGANISE Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

1.00 

ECOMM 56 4.00 6.00 10.00 9.1786 .1730 1.2948 1.677 -1.439 .319 .744 .628 

FACECOMM 56 12.00 3.00 15.00 7.4286 .5153 3.8558 14.868 .296 .319 -1.038 .628 

IMPERSON 56 7.00 3.00 10.00 7.7143 .2741 2.0513 4.208 -.700 .319 -.152 .628 

Valid N (listwise) 56            

2.00 

ECOMM 49 6.00 4.00 10.00 8.8163 .3068 2.1474 4.611 -1.515 .340 .701 .668 

FACECOMM 49 11.00 4.00 15.00 10.7551 .5021 3.5150 12.355 -.568 .340 -1.324 .668 

IMPERSON 49 8.00 2.00 10.00 6.7959 .4205 2.9438 8.666 -.123 .340 -1.623 .668 

Valid N (listwise) 49            

3.00 

ECOMM 62 6.00 4.00 10.00 9.0645 .2332 1.8365 3.373 -1.821 .304 2.038 .599 

FACECOMM 62 11.00 4.00 15.00 8.5968 .3858 3.0378 9.228 .598 .304 -.187 .599 

IMPERSON 62 7.00 3.00 10.00 7.7097 .2523 1.9867 3.947 -.645 .304 -.097 .599 

Valid N (listwise) 62            

4.00 

ECOMM 83 6.00 4.00 10.00 8.9880 .1640 1.4938 2.232 -1.553 .264 1.806 .523 

FACECOMM 83 12.00 3.00 15.00 9.0602 .2931 2.6703 7.130 .410 .264 -.263 .523 

IMPERSON 83 8.00 2.00 10.00 7.5904 .2363 2.1529 4.635 -.788 .264 .074 .523 

Valid N (listwise) 83            
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g) Procedural justice descriptives 

 

i) Procedural justice descriptive statistics (aggregate) 
 

 

Statistics  

 

 
OBJECTIV SFAIRNES ABIDANCE HUMANESS PRIOSPEC REDRESYS 

N 
Valid 250 250 248 250 250 250 

Missing 0 0 2 0 0 0 

Mean 19.0240 15.9960 5.0847 4.8440 11.1200 5.8080 

Std. Error of 

Mean 
.4242 .3392 .1636 .1196 .1907 .1475 

Median 19.0000 16.0000 4.0000 5.0000 11.0000 6.0000 

Mode 20.00 12.00 4.00 6.00 10.00 4.00 

Std. Deviation 6.7067 5.3627 2.5761 1.8916 3.0156 2.3326 

Variance 44.9793 28.7590 6.6365 3.5780 9.0940 5.4409 

Skewness .209 .139 .540 .119 .113 -.095 

Std. Error of 

Skewness 
.154 .154 .155 .154 .154 .154 

Kurtosis -.763 -.845 -.975 -.899 -.270 -1.203 

Std. Error of 

Kurtosis 
.307 .307 .308 .307 .307 .307 

Range 27.00 22.00 8.00 7.00 16.00 7.00 

Minimum 7.00 6.00 2.00 2.00 4.00 2.00 

Maximum 34.00 28.00 10.00 9.00 20.00 9.00 
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ii) Procedural justice descriptive statistics split by country (1 = SA, 2 = UG)  

 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

COUNTRY Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 

Error 
Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error 
Statistic 

Std. 

Error 

1.00 

OBJECTIV 105 26.00 7.00 33.00 19.4476 .6634 6.7979 46.211 .125 .236 -.681 .467 

SFAIRNES 105 22.00 6.00 28.00 15.9333 .5254 5.3839 28.986 .223 .236 -.919 .467 

ABIDANCE 105 8.00 2.00 10.00 5.1143 .2486 2.5469 6.487 .518 .236 -.989 .467 

HUMANESS 105 7.00 2.00 9.00 4.5143 .1806 1.8507 3.425 .306 .236 -.710 .467 

PRIOSPEC 105 16.00 4.00 20.00 10.0571 .3482 3.5676 12.727 .672 .236 -.125 .467 

REDRESYS 105 7.00 2.00 9.00 5.3333 .2147 2.1999 4.840 .167 .236 -.992 .467 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
105            

2.00 

OBJECTIV 145 27.00 7.00 34.00 18.7172 .5520 6.6465 44.176 .271 .201 -.794 .400 

SFAIRNES 145 22.00 6.00 28.00 16.0414 .4456 5.3656 28.790 .080 .201 -.775 .400 

ABIDANCE 143 8.00 2.00 10.00 5.0629 .2179 2.6061 6.792 .562 .203 -.958 .403 

HUMANESS 145 7.00 2.00 9.00 5.0828 .1571 1.8911 3.576 -.015 .201 -.927 .400 

PRIOSPEC 145 10.00 7.00 17.00 11.8897 .1878 2.2611 5.113 .139 .201 -.500 .400 

REDRESYS 145 7.00 2.00 9.00 6.1517 .1970 2.3727 5.630 -.313 .201 -1.173 .400 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
143            
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iii) Procedural justice descriptive statistics split by organisation (1 = SAB, 2 = RAND, 3 = NWSC, 4 

= URA)  

 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

ORGANISE Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 

Error 
Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error 
Statistic 

Std. 

Error 

1.00 

OBJECTIV 56 26.00 7.00 33.00 18.1429 .7483 5.6001 31.361 .202 .319 -.273 .628 

SFAIRNES 56 18.00 6.00 24.00 14.5179 .6452 4.8279 23.309 .375 .319 -.625 .628 

ABIDANCE 56 8.00 2.00 10.00 4.5536 .2971 2.2232 4.943 .982 .319 .071 .628 

HUMANESS 56 6.00 2.00 8.00 4.4821 .2177 1.6292 2.654 .138 .319 -1.031 .628 

PRIOSPEC 56 12.00 4.00 16.00 8.5714 .3408 2.5503 6.504 .780 .319 1.044 .628 

REDRESYS 56 7.00 2.00 9.00 4.6071 .2620 1.9603 3.843 .577 .319 -.467 .628 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
56            

2.00 

OBJECTIV 49 26.00 7.00 33.00 20.9388 1.1060 7.7417 59.934 -.189 .340 -.951 .668 

SFAIRNES 49 21.00 7.00 28.00 17.5510 .7965 5.5755 31.086 -.066 .340 -1.061 .668 

ABIDANCE 49 8.00 2.00 10.00 5.7551 .3940 2.7578 7.605 .055 .340 -1.365 .668 

HUMANESS 49 7.00 2.00 9.00 4.5510 .2989 2.0923 4.378 .373 .340 -.764 .668 

PRIOSPEC 49 15.00 5.00 20.00 11.7551 .5460 3.8217 14.605 .154 .340 -.743 .668 

REDRESYS 49 7.00 2.00 9.00 6.1633 .3118 2.1828 4.764 -.343 .340 -.688 .668 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
49            
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3.00 

OBJECTIV 62 24.00 7.00 31.00 17.0161 .7643 6.0177 36.213 .527 .304 -.377 .599 

SFAIRNES 62 21.00 6.00 27.00 14.5806 .6820 5.3701 28.838 .456 .304 -.623 .599 

ABIDANCE 62 8.00 2.00 10.00 4.7419 .3592 2.8281 7.998 .640 .304 -1.076 .599 

HUMANESS 62 7.00 2.00 9.00 4.5645 .2494 1.9638 3.856 .343 .304 -.813 .599 

PRIOSPEC 62 8.00 7.00 15.00 10.8065 .2309 1.8183 3.306 .179 .304 -.129 .599 

REDRESYS 62 7.00 2.00 9.00 6.1129 .3095 2.4368 5.938 -.297 .304 -1.230 .599 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
62            

4.00 

OBJECTIV 83 27.00 7.00 34.00 19.9880 .7510 6.8423 46.817 .051 .264 -.876 .523 

SFAIRNES 83 21.00 7.00 28.00 17.1325 .5628 5.1271 26.287 -.156 .264 -.473 .523 

ABIDANCE 81 8.00 2.00 10.00 5.3086 .2680 2.4116 5.816 .608 .267 -.785 .529 

HUMANESS 83 7.00 2.00 9.00 5.4699 .1919 1.7484 3.057 -.208 .264 -.732 .523 

PRIOSPEC 83 9.00 8.00 17.00 12.6988 .2447 2.2292 4.969 -.152 .264 -.457 .523 

REDRESYS 83 7.00 2.00 9.00 6.1807 .2566 2.3381 5.467 -.329 .264 -1.129 .523 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
81            
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h) Performance review degree (extent of multi-source rating) 

descriptive statistics 
 

i) Performance review degree (extent of multi-source rating) 

descriptive statistics [aggregate data] 
 

 

Statistics  

 

 
CREVIEW PREVIEW UPREVIEW 

N 
Valid 250 250 250 

Missing 0 0 0 

Mean 8.4520 8.7520 3.9720 

Std. Error of Mean .2010 .1117 6.692E-02 

Median 8.0000 10.0000 4.0000 

Mode 9.00 10.00 5.00 

Std. Deviation 3.1787 1.7661 1.0582 

Variance 10.1041 3.1190 1.1197 

Skewness .283 -1.259 -.538 

Std. Error of Skewness .154 .154 .154 

Kurtosis -.431 .498 -1.041 

Std. Error of Kurtosis .307 .307 .307 

Range 12.00 6.00 3.00 

Minimum 3.00 4.00 2.00 

Maximum 15.00 10.00 5.00 
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ii) Review Degree descriptive statistics split by Country (1 = SA, 2 = UG)  

 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

COUNTRY Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 

Error 
Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error 
Statistic 

Std. 

Error 

1.00 

CREVIEW 105 12.00 3.00 15.00 7.0667 .3054 3.1295 9.794 .655 .236 .112 .467 

PREVIEW 105 6.00 4.00 10.00 8.5810 .1825 1.8697 3.496 -1.151 .236 .197 .467 

UPREVIEW 105 3.00 2.00 5.00 3.7429 .1022 1.0472 1.097 -.181 .236 -1.213 .467 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
105            

2.00 

CREVIEW 145 12.00 3.00 15.00 9.4552 .2347 2.8259 7.986 .344 .201 -.540 .400 

PREVIEW 145 6.00 4.00 10.00 8.8759 .1397 1.6828 2.832 -1.345 .201 .765 .400 

UPREVIEW 145 3.00 2.00 5.00 4.1379 
8.623E-

02 
1.0383 1.078 -.847 .201 -.606 .400 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
145            
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iii) Review degree descriptive statistics split by organisation (1 = SAB, 2 = RAND, 3 = NWSC, 4 = 

URA)  

 

 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

ORGANISE Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 

Error 
Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error 
Statistic 

Std. 

Error 

1.00 

CREVIEW 56 8.00 3.00 11.00 6.3929 .3086 2.3095 5.334 .179 .319 -.955 .628 

PREVIEW 56 6.00 4.00 10.00 8.0179 .2727 2.0404 4.163 -.771 .319 -.600 .628 

UPREVIEW 56 3.00 2.00 5.00 3.3571 .1310 .9803 .961 .297 .319 -.855 .628 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
56            

2.00 

CREVIEW 49 12.00 3.00 15.00 7.8367 .5340 3.7380 13.973 .403 .340 -.641 .668 

PREVIEW 49 5.00 5.00 10.00 9.2245 .2026 1.4181 2.011 -1.695 .340 1.739 .668 

UPREVIEW 49 3.00 2.00 5.00 4.1837 .1358 .9503 .903 -.840 .340 -.402 .668 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
49            

3.00 

CREVIEW 62 11.00 4.00 15.00 9.4032 .3368 2.6517 7.031 .213 .304 -.185 .599 

PREVIEW 62 5.00 5.00 10.00 9.0968 .1906 1.5009 2.253 -1.433 .304 .785 .599 

UPREVIEW 62 3.00 2.00 5.00 4.0161 .1499 1.1803 1.393 -.712 .304 -1.091 .599 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
62            

4.00 CREVIEW 83 12.00 3.00 15.00 9.4940 .3254 2.9647 8.790 .409 .264 -.733 .523 
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PREVIEW 83 6.00 4.00 10.00 8.7108 .1973 1.7979 3.232 -1.256 .264 .552 .523 

UPREVIEW 83 3.00 2.00 5.00 4.2289 .1004 .9150 .837 -.867 .264 -.345 .523 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
83            
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i) Member outcomes 
 

a) Member outcomes (aggregate descriptive statistics) 
 

Statistics  

 

 
SYORIENT AFFECT 

N 
Valid 250 250 

Missing 0 0 

Mean 11.2640 29.3360 

Std. Error of Mean .2657 .5512 

Median 11.0000 30.0000 

Mode 8.00(a) 33.00 

Std. Deviation 4.2011 8.7145 

Variance 17.6489 75.9429 

Skewness .044 -.173 

Std. Error of Skewness .154 .154 

Kurtosis -1.026 -.792 

Std. Error of Kurtosis .307 .307 

Range 16.00 33.00 

Minimum 4.00 11.00 

Maximum 20.00 44.00 

a Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown  
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b) Member outcomes descriptive statistics split by country (1 = SA, 2 = UG)  

 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

COUNTRY Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 

Error 
Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error 
Statistic 

Std. 

Error 

1.00 

SYORIENT 105 15.00 4.00 19.00 11.3048 .3721 3.8132 14.541 -.102 .236 -.939 .467 

AFFECT 105 32.00 12.00 44.00 30.7048 .7722 7.9129 62.614 -.182 .236 -.503 .467 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
105            

2.00 

SYORIENT 145 16.00 4.00 20.00 11.2345 .3715 4.4737 20.014 .115 .201 -1.115 .400 

AFFECT 145 33.00 11.00 44.00 28.3448 .7600 9.1510 83.741 -.093 .201 -.980 .400 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
145            

 

 

c) Member outcomes descriptive statistics split by organisation (1 = SAB, 2 = RAND, 3 = NWSC, 4 = 

URA)  

 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

ORGANISE Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 

Error 
Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error 
Statistic 

Std. 

Error 

1.00 SYORIENT 56 14.00 4.00 18.00 10.9107 .4930 3.6892 13.610 .134 .319 -.857 .628 
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AFFECT 56 32.00 12.00 44.00 27.5893 .9379 7.0189 49.265 -.284 .319 -.323 .628 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
56            

2.00 

SYORIENT 49 15.00 4.00 19.00 11.7551 .5628 3.9398 15.522 -.376 .340 -.811 .668 

AFFECT 49 25.00 19.00 44.00 34.2653 1.0590 7.4128 54.949 -.393 .340 -.676 .668 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
49            

3.00 

SYORIENT 62 15.00 4.00 19.00 10.3387 .5858 4.6127 21.277 .453 .304 -1.023 .599 

AFFECT 62 31.00 11.00 42.00 22.0806 .9703 7.6401 58.370 .647 .304 -.024 .599 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
62            

4.00 

SYORIENT 83 16.00 4.00 20.00 11.9036 .4690 4.2730 18.259 -.106 .264 -.936 .523 

AFFECT 83 27.00 17.00 44.00 33.0241 .7900 7.1975 51.804 -.438 .264 -.335 .523 

Valid N 

(listwise) 
83            
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Appendix 5: Frequency distribution outputs 
 

(a) Frequency distribution by country 

i. Country = South Africa 

population group by race(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

indian 11 10.5 10.5 10.5 

coloured 26 24.8 24.8 35.2 

white 33 31.4 31.4 66.7 

black 34 32.4 32.4 99.0 

chinese 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 105 100.0 100.0 
 

a country = south africa 

 
 

population group by language(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

isiNdebele 2 1.9 2.1 2.1 

isiZulu 5 4.8 5.2 7.3 

isiXhosa 15 14.3 15.6 22.9 

isiSwati 1 1.0 1.0 24.0 

southernSeSotho 8 7.6 8.3 32.3 

seTswana 1 1.0 1.0 33.3 

nothernSeSotho 2 1.9 2.1 35.4 

Afrikaans 33 31.4 34.4 69.8 

English 29 27.6 30.2 100.0 

Total 96 91.4 100.0 
 

Missing 333.00 9 8.6 
  

Total 105 100.0 
  

a country = south africa 

 
 

years of service with the organisation(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

1to 5 years 44 41.9 42.7 42.7 

6 to 10 years 25 23.8 24.3 67.0 

11 to 15 years 15 14.3 14.6 81.6 

16 to 20 years 19 18.1 18.4 100.0 

Total 103 98.1 100.0 
 

Missing 909.00 2 1.9 
  

Total 105 100.0 
  

a country = south africa 
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age(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

less than 20 years old 1 1.0 1.0 1.0 

20 to 30 years old 19 18.1 18.3 19.2 

31 to 40 years old 40 38.1 38.5 57.7 

41 to 50 years old 32 30.5 30.8 88.5 

51 to 60 years old 11 10.5 10.6 99.0 

more than 60 years old 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 104 99.0 100.0 
 

Missing 444.00 1 1.0 
  

Total 105 100.0 
  

a country = south africa 

 

 
 

education(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

ABET or less than matric grade 12 and O'level 16 15.2 15.2 15.2 

Matric grade 12 or A'level 28 26.7 26.7 41.9 

Diploma or bachelors Degree 49 46.7 46.7 88.6 

Hounours or Masters Degree 12 11.4 11.4 100.0 

Total 105 100.0 100.0 
 

a country = south africa 

 
 

ii. Country = Uganda 
 

 

population group by race(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid black 144 99.3 100.0 100.0 

Missing 222.00 1 .7 
  

Total 145 100.0 
  

a country = uganda 

 

 

population group by language(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Ateso 13 9.0 9.2 9.2 

Kuksabiny 4 2.8 2.8 12.0 

Luganda 36 24.8 25.4 37.3 

Lugbara 4 2.8 2.8 40.1 

Gisamia 12 8.3 8.5 48.6 
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Luo 26 17.9 18.3 66.9 

Lusoga 11 7.6 7.7 74.6 

Madi 3 2.1 2.1 76.8 

Rufumbira 2 1.4 1.4 78.2 

Runyakitara 31 21.4 21.8 100.0 

Total 142 97.9 100.0 
 

Missing 333.00 3 2.1 
  

Total 145 100.0 
  

a country = uganda 

 

 

years of service with the organisation(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

1to 5 years 45 31.0 31.5 31.5 

6 to 10 years 41 28.3 28.7 60.1 

11 to 15 years 43 29.7 30.1 90.2 

16 to 20 years 9 6.2 6.3 96.5 

more than 20 years 5 3.4 3.5 100.0 

Total 143 98.6 100.0 
 

Missing 909.00 2 1.4 
  

Total 145 100.0 
  

a country = uganda 

 
 

age(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

20 to 30 years old 26 17.9 17.9 17.9 

31 to 40 years old 80 55.2 55.2 73.1 

41 to 50 years old 35 24.1 24.1 97.2 

51 to 60 years old 4 2.8 2.8 100.0 

Total 145 100.0 100.0 
 

a country = uganda 

 

 

education(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

O'level 19 13.1 13.2 13.2 

A'level 25 17.2 17.4 30.6 

Diploma or bachelors Degree 88 60.7 61.1 91.7 

Masters Degree 12 8.3 8.3 100.0 

Total 144 99.3 100.0 
 

Missing 555.00 1 .7 
  

Total 145 100.0 
  

a country = uganda 
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Frequency distribution by organisation 
 

i) Organisation = SAB 
 

population group by race(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

indian 1 1.8 1.8 1.8 

coloured 17 30.4 30.4 32.1 

white 18 32.1 32.1 64.3 

black 19 33.9 33.9 98.2 

chinese 1 1.8 1.8 100.0 

Total 56 100.0 100.0 
 

a organisation = SAB 

 

 

population group by language(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

isiZulu 1 1.8 1.8 1.8 

isiXhosa 14 25.0 25.5 27.3 

isiSwati 1 1.8 1.8 29.1 

southernSeSotho 3 5.4 5.5 34.5 

Afrikaans 19 33.9 34.5 69.1 

English 17 30.4 30.9 100.0 

Total 55 98.2 100.0 
 

Missing 333.00 1 1.8 
  

Total 56 100.0 
  

a organisation = SAB 

 

 

years of service with the organisation(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

1to 5 years 22 39.3 39.3 39.3 

6 to 10 years 8 14.3 14.3 53.6 

11 to 15 years 8 14.3 14.3 67.9 

16 to 20 years 18 32.1 32.1 100.0 

Total 56 100.0 100.0 
 

a organisation = SAB 

 

 

 

age(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid less than 20 years old 1 1.8 1.8 1.8 
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20 to 30 years old 13 23.2 23.6 25.5 

31 to 40 years old 18 32.1 32.7 58.2 

41 to 50 years old 17 30.4 30.9 89.1 

51 to 60 years old 6 10.7 10.9 100.0 

Total 55 98.2 100.0 
 

Missing 444.00 1 1.8 
  

Total 56 100.0 
  

a organisation = SAB 

 
 

education(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

ABET or less than matric grade 12  11 19.6 19.6 19.6 

Matric grade 12  19 33.9 33.9 53.6 

Diploma or bachelors Degree 19 33.9 33.9 87.5 

Hounours or Masters Degree 7 12.5 12.5 100.0 

Total 56 100.0 100.0 
 

a organisation = SAB 

 

 

ii) Organisation = Rand Water 
 

population group by race(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

indian 10 20.4 20.4 20.4 

coloured 9 18.4 18.4 38.8 

white 15 30.6 30.6 69.4 

black 15 30.6 30.6 100.0 

Total 49 100.0 100.0 
 

a organisation = Rand Water 

 

 
 

population group by language(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

isiNdebele 2 4.1 4.9 4.9 

isiZulu 4 8.2 9.8 14.6 

isiXhosa 1 2.0 2.4 17.1 

southernSeSotho 5 10.2 12.2 29.3 

seTswana 1 2.0 2.4 31.7 

nothernSeSotho 2 4.1 4.9 36.6 

Afrikaans 14 28.6 34.1 70.7 

English 12 24.5 29.3 100.0 

Total 41 83.7 100.0 
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Missing 333.00 8 16.3 
  

Total 49 100.0 
  

a organisation = Rand Water 

 

 

years of service with the organisation(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

1to 5 years 22 44.9 46.8 46.8 

6 to 10 years 17 34.7 36.2 83.0 

11 to 15 years 7 14.3 14.9 97.9 

16 to 20 years 1 2.0 2.1 100.0 

Total 47 95.9 100.0 
 

Missing 909.00 2 4.1 
  

Total 49 100.0 
  

a organisation = Rand Water 

 

 

age(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

20 to 30 years old 6 12.2 12.2 12.2 

31 to 40 years old 22 44.9 44.9 57.1 

41 to 50 years old 15 30.6 30.6 87.8 

51 to 60 years old 5 10.2 10.2 98.0 

more than 60 years old 1 2.0 2.0 100.0 

Total 49 100.0 100.0 
 

a organisation = Rand Water 

 

 

education(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

ABET or less than matric grade 12  5 10.2 10.2 10.2 

Matric grade 12  9 18.4 18.4 28.6 

Diploma or bachelors Degree 30 61.2 61.2 89.8 

Hounours or Masters Degree 5 10.2 10.2 100.0 

Total 49 100.0 100.0 
 

a organisation = Rand Water 

 

 

iii) Organisation = NWSC 
 

population group by race(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid black 62 100.0 100.0 100.0 

a organisation = NWSC 
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population group by language(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Ateso 5 8.1 8.5 8.5 

Kuksabiny 1 1.6 1.7 10.2 

Luganda 16 25.8 27.1 37.3 

Lugbara 2 3.2 3.4 40.7 

Gisamia 4 6.5 6.8 47.5 

Luo 12 19.4 20.3 67.8 

Lusoga 4 6.5 6.8 74.6 

Madi 2 3.2 3.4 78.0 

Rufumbira 2 3.2 3.4 81.4 

Runyakitara 11 17.7 18.6 100.0 

Total 59 95.2 100.0 
 

Missing 333.00 3 4.8 
  

Total 62 100.0 
  

a organisation = NWSC 

 
 

 

years of service with the organisation(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

1to 5 years 19 30.6 31.1 31.1 

6 to 10 years 12 19.4 19.7 50.8 

11 to 15 years 16 25.8 26.2 77.0 

16 to 20 years 9 14.5 14.8 91.8 

more than 20 years 5 8.1 8.2 100.0 

Total 61 98.4 100.0 
 

Missing 909.00 1 1.6 
  

Total 62 100.0 
  

a organisation = NWSC 

 

 

 

age(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

20 to 30 years old 17 27.4 27.4 27.4 

31 to 40 years old 23 37.1 37.1 64.5 

41 to 50 years old 21 33.9 33.9 98.4 

51 to 60 years old 1 1.6 1.6 100.0 

Total 62 100.0 100.0 
 

a organisation = NWSC 
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education(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

O'level 15 24.2 24.2 24.2 

A'level 16 25.8 25.8 50.0 

Diploma or Bachelors Degree 29 46.8 46.8 96.8 

Masters Degree 2 3.2 3.2 100.0 

Total 62 100.0 100.0 
 

a organisation = NWSC 

 

 

iv) Organisation = URA 
 

population group by race(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid black 82 98.8 100.0 100.0 

Missing 222.00 1 1.2 
  

Total 83 100.0 
  

a organisation = URA 

 

 

population group by language(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Ateso 8 9.6 9.6 9.6 

Kuksabiny 3 3.6 3.6 13.3 

Luganda 20 24.1 24.1 37.3 

Lugbara 2 2.4 2.4 39.8 

Gisamia 8 9.6 9.6 49.4 

Luo 14 16.9 16.9 66.3 

Lusoga 7 8.4 8.4 74.7 

Madi 1 1.2 1.2 75.9 

Runyakitara 20 24.1 24.1 100.0 

Total 83 100.0 100.0 
 

a organisation = URA 

 

 

years of service with the organisation(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

1to 5 years 26 31.3 31.7 31.7 

6 to 10 years 29 34.9 35.4 67.1 

11 to 15 years 27 32.5 32.9 100.0 

Total 82 98.8 100.0 
 

Missing 909.00 1 1.2 
  

Total 83 100.0 
  

a organisation = URA 
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age(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

20 to 30 years old 9 10.8 10.8 10.8 

31 to 40 years old 57 68.7 68.7 79.5 

41 to 50 years old 14 16.9 16.9 96.4 

51 to 60 years old 3 3.6 3.6 100.0 

Total 83 100.0 100.0 
 

a organisation = URA 

 

 

education(a)  

 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

O'level 4 4.8 4.9 4.9 

A'level 9 10.8 11.0 15.9 

Diploma or bachelors Degree 59 71.1 72.0 87.8 

Masters Degree 10 12.0 12.2 100.0 

Total 82 98.8 100.0 
 

Missing 555.00 1 1.2 
  

Total 83 100.0 
  

a organisation = URA 

 
 

 

  



 
548 

Appendix 6: Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) outputs 
 

(a) Member culture by country 
 

Between-Subjects Factors  

 

 
Value Label N 

COUNTRY 
1.00 south africa 104 

2.00 uganda 145 

 

 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 6.882 

F 2.273 

df1 3 

df2 4194219 

Sig. .078 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+COUNTRY  

 

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 200.512 

df 2 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+COUNTRY  

 

 

Multivariate Tests(b)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .982 6850.412(a) 2.000 246.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .018 6850.412(a) 2.000 246.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 55.694 6850.412(a) 2.000 246.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 55.694 6850.412(a) 2.000 246.000 .000 

COUNTRY 
Pillai's Trace .031 3.903(a) 2.000 246.000 .021 

Wilks' Lambda .969 3.903(a) 2.000 246.000 .021 
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Hotelling's Trace .032 3.903(a) 2.000 246.000 .021 

Roy's Largest Root .032 3.903(a) 2.000 246.000 .021 

a Exact statistic 

b Design: Intercept+COUNTRY  

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1CLT 1.515 1 247 .220 

FAC_2CLT 4.166 1 247 .042 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+COUNTRY  

 

(b) Member culture by organisation 

 
 

Between-Subjects Factors  

 

 
Value Label N 

ORGANISE 

1.00 SAB 55 

2.00 Rand Water 49 

3.00 NWSC 62 

4.00 URA 83 

 

 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 17.198 

F 1.881 

df1 9 

df2 433330 

Sig. .050 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+ORGANISE  
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Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 201.386 

df 2 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+ORGANISE  

 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .982 6794.872(a) 2.000 244.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .018 6794.872(a) 2.000 244.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 55.696 6794.872(a) 2.000 244.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 55.696 6794.872(a) 2.000 244.000 .000 

ORGANISE 

Pillai's Trace .074 3.133 6.000 490.000 .005 

Wilks' Lambda .927 3.127(a) 6.000 488.000 .005 

Hotelling's Trace .077 3.120 6.000 486.000 .005 

Roy's Largest Root .051 4.166(b) 3.000 245.000 .007 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+ORGANISE  

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1CLT 1.275 3 245 .283 

FAC_2CLT 6.425 3 245 .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+ORGANISE  
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(c) Leadership by country 

 

Between-Subjects Factors  

 

 
Value Label N 

COUNTRY 
1.00 south africa 104 

2.00 uganda 145 

 

 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 10.303 

F 1.694 

df1 6 

df2 337583 

Sig. .118 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+COUNTRY  

 

 

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 477.182 

df 5 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+COUNTRY  

 

 

 

Multivariate Tests(b)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .925 1009.939(a) 3.000 245.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .075 1009.939(a) 3.000 245.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 12.367 1009.939(a) 3.000 245.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 12.367 1009.939(a) 3.000 245.000 .000 

COUNTRY 
Pillai's Trace .025 2.052(a) 3.000 245.000 .107 

Wilks' Lambda .975 2.052(a) 3.000 245.000 .107 
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Hotelling's Trace .025 2.052(a) 3.000 245.000 .107 

Roy's Largest Root .025 2.052(a) 3.000 245.000 .107 

a Exact statistic 

b Design: Intercept+COUNTRY  

 

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1LED .008 1 247 .930 

FAC_2LED .250 1 247 .618 

FAC_3LED .643 1 247 .423 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+COUNTRY  

 

 

(d) Leadership and organisation 

 
 

Between-Subjects Factors  

 

 
Value Label N 

ORGANISE 

1.00 SAB 55 

2.00 Rand Water 49 

3.00 NWSC 62 

4.00 URA 83 

 

 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 39.937 

F 2.167 

df1 18 

df2 163202 

Sig. .003 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+ORGANISE  

 

 

 



 
553 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 463.267 

df 5 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+ORGANISE  

 

 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .933 1121.231(a) 3.000 243.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .067 1121.231(a) 3.000 243.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 13.842 1121.231(a) 3.000 243.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 13.842 1121.231(a) 3.000 243.000 .000 

ORGANISE 

Pillai's Trace .174 5.043 9.000 735.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .829 5.255 9.000 591.549 .000 

Hotelling's Trace .201 5.407 9.000 725.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root .176 14.388(b) 3.000 245.000 .000 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+ORGANISE  

 

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1LED 4.057 3 245 .008 

FAC_2LED 1.465 3 245 .225 

FAC_3LED 3.100 3 245 .027 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+ORGANISE  
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(e) In-group orientation by performance management empowerment 

 
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 10.740 

F .877 

df1 12 

df2 177176 

Sig. .570 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1CLT  

 

 

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .088 

Approx. Chi-Square 4.733 

df 2 

Sig. .094 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1CLT  

 

 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .933 1698.704(a) 2.000 243.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .067 1698.704(a) 2.000 243.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 13.981 1698.704(a) 2.000 243.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 13.981 1698.704(a) 2.000 243.000 .000 

FAC_1CLT 

Pillai's Trace .059 1.848 8.000 488.000 .066 

Wilks' Lambda .942 1.853(a) 8.000 486.000 .065 

Hotelling's Trace .061 1.857 8.000 484.000 .065 

Roy's Largest Root .051 3.106(b) 4.000 244.000 .016 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+FAC_1CLT  
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Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1EMP .226 4 244 .924 

FAC_2EMP 3.000 4 244 .019 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1CLT  

 

 

 

(f) Paternalistic orientation by performance management empowerment  

 
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 6.768 

F 1.061 

df1 6 

df2 2171 

Sig. .384 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2CLT  

 

 

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .063 

Approx. Chi-Square 5.452 

df 2 

Sig. .065 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2CLT  

 

 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 
Pillai's Trace .789 457.672(a) 2.000 245.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .211 457.672(a) 2.000 245.000 .000 
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Hotelling's Trace 3.736 457.672(a) 2.000 245.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 3.736 457.672(a) 2.000 245.000 .000 

FAC_2CLT 

Pillai's Trace .006 .391 4.000 492.000 .815 

Wilks' Lambda .994 .390(a) 4.000 490.000 .816 

Hotelling's Trace .006 .389 4.000 488.000 .817 

Roy's Largest Root .006 .784(b) 2.000 246.000 .458 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+FAC_2CLT  

 

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1EMP .264 2 246 .768 

FAC_2EMP 3.424 2 246 .034 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2CLT  

 

 

 

(g) Immediate leadership by performance management empowerment  
 

 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 101.816 

F 1.025 

df1 84 

df2 6098 

Sig. .416 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  
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Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .495 

Approx. Chi-Square 1.221 

df 2 

Sig. .543 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  

 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .924 1308.241(a) 2.000 216.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .076 1308.241(a) 2.000 216.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 12.113 1308.241(a) 2.000 216.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 12.113 1308.241(a) 2.000 216.000 .000 

FAC_1LED 

Pillai's Trace .292 1.195 62.000 434.000 .160 

Wilks' Lambda .726 1.211(a) 62.000 432.000 .143 

Hotelling's Trace .354 1.227 62.000 430.000 .127 

Roy's Largest Root .263 1.840(b) 31.000 217.000 .007 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  

 

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1EMP 1.601 31 217 .029 

FAC_2EMP 1.691 31 217 .017 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  
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(h) Executive openness and evenness by performance management 

empowerment  
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 48.198 

F .756 

df1 57 

df2 5886 

Sig. .912 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  

 

 

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .118 

Approx. Chi-Square 3.912 

df 2 

Sig. .141 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  

 

 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .925 1397.820(a) 2.000 228.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .075 1397.820(a) 2.000 228.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 12.262 1397.820(a) 2.000 228.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 12.262 1397.820(a) 2.000 228.000 .000 

FAC_2LED 

Pillai's Trace .194 1.294 38.000 458.000 .118 

Wilks' Lambda .815 1.290(a) 38.000 456.000 .121 

Hotelling's Trace .215 1.287 38.000 454.000 .123 

Roy's Largest Root .127 1.528(b) 19.000 229.000 .077 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  
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Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1EMP 1.124 19 229 .327 

FAC_2EMP 1.023 19 229 .435 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  

 

(i) Performance management prioritisation by performance management 

empowerment   
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 23.544 

F .918 

df1 24 

df2 3637 

Sig. .577 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_3LED  

 

 

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .074 

Approx. Chi-Square 4.990 

df 2 

Sig. .083 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_3LED  

 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .898 1057.291(a) 2.000 239.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .102 1057.291(a) 2.000 239.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 8.848 1057.291(a) 2.000 239.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 8.848 1057.291(a) 2.000 239.000 .000 
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FAC_3LED 

Pillai's Trace .052 .807 16.000 480.000 .678 

Wilks' Lambda .948 .807(a) 16.000 478.000 .678 

Hotelling's Trace .054 .807 16.000 476.000 .679 

Roy's Largest Root .042 1.264(b) 8.000 240.000 .263 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+FAC_3LED  

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1EMP 1.144 8 240 .334 

FAC_2EMP 2.253 8 240 .024 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_3LED  

 

(j) Immediate leadership by management of team performance  
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 248.633 

F 1.137 

df1 170 

df2 6678 

Sig. .109 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  

 

 

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 445.802 

df 9 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  
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Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .956 1150.306(a) 4.000 211.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .044 1150.306(a) 4.000 211.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 21.807 1150.306(a) 4.000 211.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 21.807 1150.306(a) 4.000 211.000 .000 

FAC_1LED 

Pillai's Trace .480 .941 124.000 856.000 .659 

Wilks' Lambda .596 .942 124.000 841.730 .656 

Hotelling's Trace .558 .943 124.000 838.000 .653 

Roy's Largest Root .222 1.533(b) 31.000 214.000 .043 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1TM 1.220 31 214 .207 

FAC_2TM 1.573 31 214 .034 

FAC_3TM 5.068 31 214 .000 

FAC_4TM 1.429 31 214 .076 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  

 

(k) Executive openness and evenness by management of team performance  
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 206.981 

F 1.180 

df1 150 

df2 14152 

Sig. .066 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  
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Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 489.659 

df 9 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  

 

 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .963 1448.503(a) 4.000 223.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .037 1448.503(a) 4.000 223.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 25.982 1448.503(a) 4.000 223.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 25.982 1448.503(a) 4.000 223.000 .000 

FAC_2LED 

Pillai's Trace .313 1.011 76.000 904.000 .454 

Wilks' Lambda .716 1.024 76.000 880.799 .426 

Hotelling's Trace .356 1.036 76.000 886.000 .398 

Roy's Largest Root .196 2.336(b) 19.000 226.000 .002 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  

 

 

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1TM 1.174 19 226 .281 

FAC_2TM .634 19 226 .879 

FAC_3TM 5.318 19 226 .000 

FAC_4TM 1.309 19 226 .179 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  
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(l) Performance management prioritisation by management of team 

performance  
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 70.984 

F .948 

df1 70 

df2 31012 

Sig. .601 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_3LED  

 

 

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 514.867 

df 9 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_3LED  

 

 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .948 1056.674(a) 4.000 234.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .052 1056.674(a) 4.000 234.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 18.063 1056.674(a) 4.000 234.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 18.063 1056.674(a) 4.000 234.000 .000 

FAC_3LED 

Pillai's Trace .087 .657 32.000 948.000 .929 

Wilks' Lambda .915 .655 32.000 864.545 .930 

Hotelling's Trace .090 .653 32.000 930.000 .932 

Roy's Largest Root .047 1.404(b) 8.000 237.000 .195 

a Exact statistic  
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b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level.  

c Design: Intercept+FAC_3LED  

 

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1TM 1.541 8 237 .144 

FAC_2TM 1.058 8 237 .393 

FAC_3TM 2.914 8 237 .004 

FAC_4TM .677 8 237 .712 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_3LED  

 

(m) Immediate leadership by procedural justice 
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 465.735 

F .996 

df1 336 

df2 10279.231 

Sig. .511 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+fac_1led 

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 346.120 

df 20 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+fac_1led 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect  Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .980 1706.081(a) 6.000 210.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .020 1706.081(a) 6.000 210.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 48.745 1706.081(a) 6.000 210.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 48.745 1706.081(a) 6.000 210.000 .000 
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fac_1led 

Pillai's Trace 1.592 2.505 186.000 1290.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .075 3.699 186.000 1248.472 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 5.673 6.354 186.000 1250.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 4.735 32.837(b) 31.000 215.000 .000 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+fac_1led 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

Objectivity 1.588 31 215 .031 

Fairness 1.296 31 215 .147 

Standards abidance 1.532 31 215 .043 

Supervisory humaneness 1.426 31 215 .077 

Prior standards specification 1.437 31 215 .072 

Active redress system 1.283 31 215 .156 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+fac_1led 

 

(n) Executive openness evenness by procedural justice 
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 510.821 

F 1.085 

df1 357 

df2 12209.032 

Sig. .134 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+fac_2led 

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 722.651 

df 20 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+fac_2led 
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Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect  Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .963 972.766(a) 6.000 222.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .037 972.766(a) 6.000 222.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 26.291 972.766(a) 6.000 222.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 26.291 972.766(a) 6.000 222.000 .000 

fac_2led 

Pillai's Trace .640 1.426 114.000 1362.000 .003 

Wilks' Lambda .486 1.505 114.000 1285.377 .001 

Hotelling's Trace .823 1.591 114.000 1322.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root .469 5.601(b) 19.000 227.000 .000 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+fac_2led 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

Objectivity .912 19 227 .568 

Fairness 1.468 19 227 .098 

Standards abidance 1.567 19 227 .066 

Supervisory humaneness .872 19 227 .618 

Prior standards specification .836 19 227 .662 

Active redress system .919 19 227 .560 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+fac_2led 

 

 

(o) Prioritisation of performance management by procedural justice 
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 103.443 

F .635 

df1 147 

df2 28198.306 

Sig. 1.000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+fac_3led 
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Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 797.195 

df 20 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+fac_3led 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect  Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .949 724.130(a) 6.000 233.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .051 724.130(a) 6.000 233.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 18.647 724.130(a) 6.000 233.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 18.647 724.130(a) 6.000 233.000 .000 

fac_3led 

Pillai's Trace .304 1.587 48.000 1428.000 .007 

Wilks' Lambda .719 1.661 48.000 1150.520 .003 

Hotelling's Trace .360 1.733 48.000 1388.000 .002 

Roy's Largest Root .258 7.680(b) 8.000 238.000 .000 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+fac_3led 

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

Objectivity .359 8 238 .941 

Fairness 1.225 8 238 .285 

Standards abidance .879 8 238 .535 

Supervisory humaneness .802 8 238 .601 

Prior standards specification .828 8 238 .579 

Active redress system .726 8 238 .668 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+fac_3led 
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(p) Immediate leadership by review degree (extent of multisource rating) 
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 208.190 

F 1.055 

df1 156 

df2 6398 

Sig. .305 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 244.483 

df 5 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .966 2018.875(a) 3.000 215.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .034 2018.875(a) 3.000 215.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 28.170 2018.875(a) 3.000 215.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 28.170 2018.875(a) 3.000 215.000 .000 

FAC_1LED 

Pillai's Trace .330 .866 93.000 651.000 .805 

Wilks' Lambda .703 .865 93.000 644.406 .807 

Hotelling's Trace .376 .863 93.000 641.000 .810 

Roy's Largest Root .160 1.123(b) 31.000 217.000 .308 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  
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Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1REV 1.586 31 217 .031 

FAC_2REV 2.299 31 217 .000 

FAC_3REV 1.202 31 217 .224 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  

 

(q) Executive openness and evenness by review degree (extent of multisource 

rating) 
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 125.915 

F 1.010 

df1 108 

df2 8641 

Sig. .454 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  

 

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 274.378 

df 5 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  

 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .971 2529.591(a) 3.000 227.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .029 2529.591(a) 3.000 227.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 33.431 2529.591(a) 3.000 227.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 33.431 2529.591(a) 3.000 227.000 .000 
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FAC_2LED 

Pillai's Trace .215 .932 57.000 687.000 .619 

Wilks' Lambda .798 .936 57.000 677.667 .611 

Hotelling's Trace .237 .939 57.000 677.000 .604 

Roy's Largest Root .140 1.686(b) 19.000 229.000 .040 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1REV .715 19 229 .802 

FAC_2REV 2.114 19 229 .005 

FAC_3REV 1.125 19 229 .327 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  

 

(r) Prioritisation of performance management by review degree (extent of 

multisource rating) 
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 39.518 

F .737 

df1 48 

df2 2674 

Sig. .910 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_3LED  

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 277.720 

df 5 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_3LED  
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Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .962 1984.668(a) 3.000 238.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .038 1984.668(a) 3.000 238.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 25.017 1984.668(a) 3.000 238.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 25.017 1984.668(a) 3.000 238.000 .000 

FAC_3LED 

Pillai's Trace .085 .871 24.000 720.000 .644 

Wilks' Lambda .917 .870 24.000 690.874 .645 

Hotelling's Trace .088 .869 24.000 710.000 .646 

Roy's Largest Root .052 1.557(b) 8.000 240.000 .139 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+FAC_3LED  

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

FAC_1REV .689 8 240 .701 

FAC_2REV .828 8 240 .579 

FAC_3REV .912 8 240 .507 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_3LED  

 

 

(s) Immediate leadership by member outcomes  

 
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 94.611 

F .953 

df1 84 

df2 6098 

Sig. .602 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  
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Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 185.212 

df 2 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  

 

 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .921 1251.784(a) 2.000 216.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .079 1251.784(a) 2.000 216.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 11.591 1251.784(a) 2.000 216.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 11.591 1251.784(a) 2.000 216.000 .000 

FAC_1LED 

Pillai's Trace .282 1.151 62.000 434.000 .214 

Wilks' Lambda .737 1.150(a) 62.000 432.000 .216 

Hotelling's Trace .331 1.148 62.000 430.000 .218 

Roy's Largest Root .201 1.408(b) 31.000 217.000 .084 

a Exact statistic  

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level.  

c Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

SYORIENT 1.913 31 217 .004 

AFFECT 1.264 31 217 .170 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_1LED  
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(t) Executive openness and evenness by member outcomes  
 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a)  

Box's M 55.830 

F .876 

df1 57 

df2 5886 

Sig. .734 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  

 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity(a)  

Likelihood Ratio .000 

Approx. Chi-Square 191.809 

df 2 

Sig. .000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  

 

 

Multivariate Tests(c)  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .923 1368.995(a) 2.000 228.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .077 1368.995(a) 2.000 228.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 12.009 1368.995(a) 2.000 228.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 12.009 1368.995(a) 2.000 228.000 .000 

FAC_2LED 

Pillai's Trace .178 1.177 38.000 458.000 .223 

Wilks' Lambda .829 1.178(a) 38.000 456.000 .221 

Hotelling's Trace .197 1.179 38.000 454.000 .220 

Roy's Largest Root .132 1.597(b) 19.000 229.000 .058 

a Exact statistic 

b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

c Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  
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Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a)  

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

SYORIENT 1.573 19 229 .064 

AFFECT .986 19 229 .478 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.  

a Design: Intercept+FAC_2LED  

 

Appendix 7: Discriminant analysis outputs 

i) Summary of canonical discriminant functions for member culture 

by country 
 

Eigenvalues  

Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % Canonical Correlation 

1 .032(a) 100.0 100.0 .175 

a First 1 canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis. 

 

 

Wilks' Lambda  

Test of Function(s) Wilks' Lambda Chi-square df Sig. 

1 .969 7.685 2 .021 

 

 

Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients  

 

 

Function 

1 

In-group orientation .994 

Paternalism (xcld item 3) .139 

 

 

Structure Matrix  

 

 

Function 

1 

In-group orientation .990 

Paternalism (xcld item 3) .112 

Pooled within-groups correlations between discriminating variables and standardized canonical discriminant functions  

Variables ordered by absolute size of correlation within function.  
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Functions at Group Centroids  

country 
Function 

1 

south africa -.209 

uganda .150 

Unstandardized canonical discriminant functions evaluated at group means  

 

ii) Summary of canonical discriminant functions for member culture 

by organisation 
 

Eigenvalues  

Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % Canonical Correlation 

1 .051(a) 66.2 66.2 .220 

2 .026(a) 33.8 100.0 .159 

a First 2 canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis. 

 

 

Wilks' Lambda  

Test of Function(s) Wilks' Lambda Chi-square df Sig. 

1 through 2 .927 18.484 6 .005 

2 .975 6.293 2 .043 

 

 

Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients  

 

 

Function 

1 2 

In-group orientation .907 .420 

Paternalism (xcld item 3) -.408 .913 

 

 

 

Structure Matrix  

 

 

Function 

1 2 

In-group orientation .913(*) .408 

Paternalism (xcld item 3) -.420 .907(*) 

Pooled within-groups correlations between discriminating variables and standardized canonical discriminant functions  

Variables ordered by absolute size of correlation within function.  

* Largest absolute correlation between each variable and any discriminant function 
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Functions at Group Centroids  

organisation 
Function 

1 2 

SAB -.241 .062 

Rand Water -.110 -.302 

NWSC .370 -.008 

URA -.052 .143 

Unstandardized canonical discriminant functions evaluated at group means  

 

 

iii) Summary of canonical discriminant functions for immediate 

leadership by procedural justice 

 
Eigenvalues  

Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % Canonical Correlation 

1 4.735(a) 83.5 83.5 .909 

2 .359(a) 6.3 89.8 .514 

3 .188(a) 3.3 93.1 .398 

4 .177(a) 3.1 96.2 .388 

5 .122(a) 2.1 98.4 .329 

6 .093(a) 1.6 100.0 .292 

a First 6 canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis. 

 

 

Wilks' Lambda  

Test of Function(s) Wilks' Lambda Chi-square df Sig. 

1 through 6 .075 588.423 186 .000 

2 through 6 .429 191.959 150 .012 

3 through 6 .583 122.353 116 .325 

4 through 6 .693 83.252 84 .503 

5 through 6 .816 46.232 54 .765 

6 .915 20.182 26 .783 

 

Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients  

 

 

Function 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Objectivity .997 .187 -.149 .081 -.117 .025 

Fairness .046 -.740 .776 -.034 -.370 -.002 

Standards abidance .071 .133 .350 .222 .287 .855 

Supervisory humaneness .040 .184 .315 .794 .309 -.425 
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Prior standards specification -.104 .664 .457 -.663 .056 -.109 

Active redress system .025 -.244 -.422 -.218 .983 -.118 

 

 

Structure Matrix  

 

 

Function 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Objectivity .992(*) .074 -.008 -.080 -.035 -.058 

Fairness .249 -.659(*) .658 -.218 .047 -.146 

Prior standards specification .064 .512 .563(*) -.559 .215 -.242 

Supervisory humaneness .014 .250 .420 .645(*) .326 -.489 

Active redress system .200 -.386 .000 -.323 .827(*) -.150 

Standards abidance .015 .132 .282 .207 .305 .876(*) 

Pooled within-groups correlations between discriminating variables and standardized canonical discriminant functions  

Variables ordered by absolute size of correlation within function.  

* Largest absolute correlation between each variable and any discriminant function 

 

 

iv) Summary or canonical discriminant functions for open and even 

executive leadership by procedural justice 

 
 

Eigenvalues  

Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % Canonical Correlation 

1 .469(a) 57.0 57.0 .565 

2 .161(a) 19.5 76.5 .372 

3 .090(a) 11.0 87.4 .288 

4 .047(a) 5.7 93.1 .211 

5 .040(a) 4.9 98.0 .196 

6 .017(a) 2.0 100.0 .128 

a First 6 canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis. 

 

 

Wilks' Lambda  

Test of Function(s) Wilks' Lambda Chi-square df Sig. 

1 through 6 .486 168.064 114 .001 

2 through 6 .714 78.492 90 .802 

3 through 6 .829 43.782 68 .990 

4 through 6 .903 23.673 48 .999 

5 through 6 .946 13.043 30 .997 

6 .984 3.874 14 .996 
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Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients  

 

 

Function 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Objectivity .535 -.494 .521 .286 .100 -.529 

Fairness .385 .417 .231 -.609 -.706 .379 

Standards abidance .217 .281 .391 -.377 .726 .251 

Supervisory humaneness .004 .420 .379 .755 -.071 .368 

Prior standards specification .301 .626 -.466 -.054 .138 -.577 

Active redress system .256 -.398 -.725 .368 .418 .513 

 

 

Structure Matrix  

 

 

Function 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Objectivity .769(*) -.390 .334 .198 -.045 -.321 

Fairness .702(*) .097 .004 -.289 -.527 .368 

Active redress system .623(*) -.257 -.520 .179 .120 .478 

Prior standards specification .421 .617(*) -.425 .115 .093 -.490 

Supervisory humaneness .074 .509 .283 .758(*) -.073 .273 

Standards abidance .146 .228 .366 -.359 .777(*) .247 

Pooled within-groups correlations between discriminating variables and standardized canonical discriminant functions  

Variables ordered by absolute size of correlation within function.  

* Largest absolute correlation between each variable and any discriminant function 

 

 

 

v) Summary of canonical discriminant functions for performance 

management prioritisation  by procedural justice  

 
Eigenvalues  

Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % Canonical Correlation 

1 .258(a) 71.8 71.8 .453 

2 .042(a) 11.6 83.3 .200 

3 .027(a) 7.6 90.9 .163 

4 .016(a) 4.4 95.3 .124 

5 .010(a) 2.8 98.1 .101 

6 .007(a) 1.9 100.0 .081 

a First 6 canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis. 
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Wilks' Lambda  

Test of Function(s) Wilks' Lambda Chi-square df Sig. 

1 through 6 .719 78.629 48 .003 

2 through 6 .905 23.859 35 .923 

3 through 6 .942 14.149 24 .943 

4 through 6 .968 7.716 15 .935 

5 through 6 .983 4.004 8 .857 

6 .993 1.583 3 .663 

 

 

 

Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients  

 

 

Function 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Objectivity .612 -.233 -.398 .546 .477 -.336 

Fairness .521 .625 -.069 -.450 -.744 -.181 

Standards abidance .022 .056 -.175 .637 -.527 .535 

Supervisory humaneness .015 .785 -.006 .084 .539 .364 

Prior standards specification .309 -.536 -.265 -.514 .031 .601 

Active redress system -.074 -.269 1.079 .243 .239 .257 

 

 

Structure Matrix  

 

 

Function 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Objectivity .820(*) -.138 -.072 .404 .281 -.246 

Fairness .760(*) .339 .300 -.209 -.401 -.115 

Supervisory humaneness .093 .680(*) -.052 -.031 .543 .480 

Active redress system .458 -.110 .858(*) .130 .034 .153 

Standards abidance -.002 .021 -.161 .660(*) -.498 .538 

Prior standards specification .436 -.358 -.142 -.460 .136 .656(*) 

Pooled within-groups correlations between discriminating variables and standardized canonical discriminant functions  

Variables ordered by absolute size of correlation within function.  

* Largest absolute correlation between each variable and any discriminant function 
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Functions at Group Centroids  

Honest executive prioritisation 
Function 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2.00 -.841 -.225 .160 .077 .110 .022 

3.00 -.462 -.101 -.222 -.102 -.081 -.078 

4.00 -.187 .332 -.085 -.043 .138 .030 

5.00 .133 -.079 .139 -.073 -.129 .106 

6.00 -.018 .208 .011 .253 -.105 -.031 

7.00 .462 .112 .085 -.098 .020 -.049 

8.00 .428 -.058 -.112 -.017 .062 .108 

9.00 .479 -.085 .675 -.137 .065 -.342 

10.00 1.134 -.435 -.192 .175 .107 -.051 

Unstandardized canonical discriminant functions evaluated at group means  

 

 

Appendix 8: Parametric and non-parametric ANOVA outputs (including post  

                      hoc tests where applicable) 

 
i) Member culture by country 
 
 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

 

 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

In-group orientation 1.515 1 247 .220 

Paternalism (xcld item 3) 4.166 1 247 .042 

 

ANOVA  

 

 
   

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

In-group orientation 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 16.760 1 16.760 7.687 .006 

Linear 

Term 

Unweighted 16.760 1 16.760 7.687 .006 

Weighted 16.760 1 16.760 7.687 .006 

Within Groups 538.525 247 2.180   

Total 555.285 248    

Paternalism (xcld item 

3) 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) .031 1 .031 .098 .754 

Linear 

Term 

Unweighted .031 1 .031 .098 .754 

Weighted .031 1 .031 .098 .754 

Within Groups 78.210 247 .317   

Total 78.241 248    
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Robust Tests of Equality of Means  

 

 
 Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig. 

In-group orientation 
Welch 7.744 1 224.928 .006 

Brown-Forsythe 7.744 1 224.928 .006 

Paternalism (xcld item 3) 
Welch .094 1 202.640 .759 

Brown-Forsythe .094 1 202.640 .759 

a Asymptotically F distributed. 

 

 

 

ii) Member culture by organisation 

 
 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

 

 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

In-group orientation 1.275 3 245 .283 

Paternalism (xcld item 3) 6.425 3 245 .000 

 

ANOVA  

 

 
   

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

In-group orientation 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 24.858 3 8.286 3.827 .010 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 9.678 1 9.678 4.470 .036 

Weighted 7.283 1 7.283 3.364 .068 

Deviation 17.575 2 8.788 4.059 .018 

Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted 2.816 1 2.816 1.301 .255 

Weighted 4.563 1 4.563 2.108 .148 

Deviation 13.012 1 13.012 6.010 .015 

Within Groups 530.427 245 2.165   

Total 555.285 248    

Paternalism (xcld item 

3) 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 2.311 3 .770 2.486 .061 

Linear Term 

Unweighted .002 1 .002 .007 .935 

Weighted .038 1 .038 .123 .726 

Deviation 2.273 2 1.136 3.667 .027 

Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted 2.273 1 2.273 7.334 .007 

Weighted 2.239 1 2.239 7.223 .008 

Deviation .034 1 .034 .111 .739 

Within Groups 75.930 245 .310   

Total 78.241 248    
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Robust Tests of Equality of Means  

 

 
 Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig. 

In-group orientation 
Welch 4.095 3 128.369 .008 

Brown-Forsythe 3.890 3 231.021 .010 

Paternalism (xcld item 3) 
Welch 2.423 3 124.887 .069 

Brown-Forsythe 2.394 3 189.814 .070 

a Asymptotically F distributed. 

 

 

Post Hoc Tests 
Multiple Comparisons  

Dependent 

Variable 
 

(I) 

organisation 

(J) 

organisation 

Mean 

Difference (I-

J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower Bound 
Upper 

Bound 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Lower 

Bound 

In-group 

orientation 

Tukey HSD 

SAB 

Rand Water .04267 .28905 .999 -.7050 .7904 

NWSC -.77859(*) .27255 .024 -1.4836 -.0736 

URA -.30230 .25583 .639 -.9641 .3595 

Rand Water 

SAB -.04267 .28905 .999 -.7904 .7050 

NWSC -.82126(*) .28125 .020 -1.5488 -.0937 

URA -.34497 .26508 .563 -1.0307 .3407 

NWSC 

SAB .77859(*) .27255 .024 .0736 1.4836 

Rand Water .82126(*) .28125 .020 .0937 1.5488 

URA .47629 .24699 .219 -.1626 1.1152 

URA 

SAB .30230 .25583 .639 -.3595 .9641 

Rand Water .34497 .26508 .563 -.3407 1.0307 

NWSC -.47629 .24699 .219 -1.1152 .1626 

Games-

Howell 

SAB 

Rand Water .04267 .28481 .999 -.7013 .7866 

NWSC -.77859(*) .27776 .030 -1.5033 -.0539 

URA -.30230 .27058 .680 -1.0079 .4033 

Rand Water 

SAB -.04267 .28481 .999 -.7866 .7013 

NWSC -.82126(*) .26060 .011 -1.5015 -.1410 

URA -.34497 .25293 .525 -1.0046 .3147 

NWSC 

SAB .77859(*) .27776 .030 .0539 1.5033 

Rand Water .82126(*) .26060 .011 .1410 1.5015 

URA .47629 .24496 .215 -.1608 1.1134 
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URA 

SAB .30230 .27058 .680 -.4033 1.0079 

Rand Water .34497 .25293 .525 -.3147 1.0046 

NWSC -.47629 .24496 .215 -1.1134 .1608 

Dunnett t 

(2-sided)(a) 

SAB URA -.30230 .25583 .521 -.9111 .3065 

Rand Water URA -.34497 .26508 .441 -.9758 .2858 

NWSC URA .47629 .24699 .143 -.1114 1.0640 

Paternalism 

(xcld item 3) 

Tukey HSD 

SAB 

Rand Water .21447 .10936 .206 -.0684 .4974 

NWSC .17859 .10312 .309 -.0882 .4453 

URA .00350 .09679 1.000 -.2469 .2539 

Rand Water 

SAB -.21447 .10936 .206 -.4974 .0684 

NWSC -.03588 .10641 .987 -.3111 .2394 

URA -.21097 .10029 .155 -.4704 .0485 

NWSC 

SAB -.17859 .10312 .309 -.4453 .0882 

Rand Water .03588 .10641 .987 -.2394 .3111 

URA -.17509 .09345 .242 -.4168 .0666 

URA 

SAB -.00350 .09679 1.000 -.2539 .2469 

Rand Water .21097 .10029 .155 -.0485 .4704 

NWSC .17509 .09345 .242 -.0666 .4168 

Games-

Howell 

SAB 

Rand Water .21447 .12021 .288 -.1005 .5294 

NWSC .17859 .09193 .216 -.0611 .4183 

URA .00350 .08982 1.000 -.2304 .2374 

Rand Water 

SAB -.21447 .12021 .288 -.5294 .1005 

NWSC -.03588 .11785 .990 -.3448 .2731 

URA -.21097 .11621 .274 -.5157 .0938 

NWSC 

SAB -.17859 .09193 .216 -.4183 .0611 

Rand Water .03588 .11785 .990 -.2731 .3448 

URA -.17509 .08664 .185 -.4004 .0502 

URA 

SAB -.00350 .08982 1.000 -.2374 .2304 

Rand Water .21097 .11621 .274 -.0938 .5157 

NWSC .17509 .08664 .185 -.0502 .4004 

Dunnett t 

(2-sided)(a) 

SAB URA .00350 .09679 1.000 -.2268 .2338 

Rand Water URA -.21097 .10029 .097 -.4496 .0277 

NWSC URA -.17509 .09345 .161 -.3975 .0473 

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

a Dunnett t-tests treat one group as a control, and compare all other groups against it. 
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Homogeneous Subsets 
In-group orientation  

 

 
organisation 

N Subset for alpha = .05 

1 2 1 

Tukey HSD(a,b) 

Rand Water 49 5.7755  

SAB 55 5.8182  

URA 83 6.1205 6.1205 

NWSC 62  6.5968 

Sig.  .575 .290 

Ryan-Einot-Gabriel-Welsch Range 

Rand Water 49 5.7755  

SAB 55 5.8182  

URA 83 6.1205 6.1205 

NWSC 62  6.5968 

Sig.  .478 .140 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.  

a Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 59.910. 

b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not guaranteed. 

 

Paternalism (xcld item 3)  

 

 
organisation 

N Subset for alpha = .05 

1 1 

Tukey HSD(a,b) 

Rand Water 49 3.3673 

NWSC 62 3.4032 

URA 83 3.5783 

SAB 55 3.5818 

Sig.  .153 

Ryan-Einot-Gabriel-Welsch Range 

Rand Water 49 3.3673 

NWSC 62 3.4032 

URA 83 3.5783 

SAB 55 3.5818 

Sig.  .228 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.  

a Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 59.910. 

b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not guaranteed. 
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iii) Leadership by organisation 

 
 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

 

 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Immediate performance leadership 4.057 3 245 .008 

Even executive openness 1.465 3 245 .225 

Honest executive prioritisation 3.100 3 245 .027 

 

ANOVA  

 

 
   

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Immediate performance 

leadership 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 756.822 3 252.274 4.232 .006 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 5.867 1 5.867 .098 .754 

Weighted .945 1 .945 .016 .900 

Deviation 755.878 2 377.939 6.341 .002 

Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted 18.872 1 18.872 .317 .574 

Weighted .971 1 .971 .016 .899 

Deviation 754.907 1 754.907 12.665 .000 

Within Groups 14603.346 245 59.605   

Total 15360.169 248    

Even executive openness 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 821.600 3 273.867 14.213 .000 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 199.612 1 199.612 10.360 .001 

Weighted 244.297 1 244.297 12.679 .000 

Deviation 577.304 2 288.652 14.981 .000 

Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted 7.488 1 7.488 .389 .534 

Weighted .044 1 .044 .002 .962 

Deviation 577.260 1 577.260 29.959 .000 

Within Groups 4720.697 245 19.268   

Total 5542.297 248    

Honest executive 

prioritisation 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 35.468 3 11.823 2.436 .065 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 1.762 1 1.762 .363 .547 

Weighted 3.297 1 3.297 .679 .411 

Deviation 32.172 2 16.086 3.314 .038 

Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted .765 1 .765 .158 .692 

Weighted 2.417 1 2.417 .498 .481 

Deviation 29.755 1 29.755 6.131 .014 
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Within Groups 1189.094 245 4.853   

Total 1224.562 248    

 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means  

 

 
 Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig. 

Immediate performance leadership 
Welch 3.735 3 126.942 .013 

Brown-Forsythe 4.220 3 205.038 .006 

Even executive openness 
Welch 14.832 3 127.975 .000 

Brown-Forsythe 14.402 3 228.598 .000 

Honest executive prioritisation 
Welch 2.246 3 125.502 .086 

Brown-Forsythe 2.399 3 218.551 .069 

a Asymptotically F distributed. 

 

Post Hoc Tests 
Multiple Comparisons  

Dependent 

Variable 
 

(I) 

organisation 

(J) 

organisation 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Lower 

Bound 

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

Tukey HSD 

SAB 

Rand Water -3.71948 1.51663 .070 -7.6426 .2037 

NWSC 1.35425 1.43008 .779 -2.3450 5.0535 

URA -1.24272 1.34234 .791 -4.7150 2.2296 

Rand Water 

SAB 3.71948 1.51663 .070 -.2037 7.6426 

NWSC 5.07373(*) 1.47574 .004 1.2564 8.8911 

URA 2.47676 1.39089 .285 -1.1211 6.0747 

NWSC 

SAB -1.35425 1.43008 .779 -5.0535 2.3450 

Rand Water -5.07373(*) 1.47574 .004 -8.8911 -1.2564 

URA -2.59697 1.29596 .189 -5.9493 .7554 

URA 

SAB 1.24272 1.34234 .791 -2.2296 4.7150 

Rand Water -2.47676 1.39089 .285 -6.0747 1.1211 

NWSC 2.59697 1.29596 .189 -.7554 5.9493 

Games-

Howell 

SAB 

Rand Water -3.71948 1.54886 .085 -7.7795 .3405 

NWSC 1.35425 1.24381 .697 -1.8884 4.5969 

URA -1.24272 1.22567 .742 -4.4318 1.9464 

Rand Water 

SAB 3.71948 1.54886 .085 -.3405 7.7795 

NWSC 5.07373(*) 1.58709 .010 .9192 9.2283 

URA 2.47676 1.57292 .398 -1.6392 6.5927 

NWSC 
SAB -1.35425 1.24381 .697 -4.5969 1.8884 

Rand Water -5.07373(*) 1.58709 .010 -9.2283 -.9192 



 
587 

URA -2.59697 1.27364 .179 -5.9090 .7151 

URA 

SAB 1.24272 1.22567 .742 -1.9464 4.4318 

Rand Water -2.47676 1.57292 .398 -6.5927 1.6392 

NWSC 2.59697 1.27364 .179 -.7151 5.9090 

Dunnett t 

(2-sided)(a) 

SAB URA -1.24272 1.34234 .698 -4.4369 1.9515 

Rand Water URA 2.47676 1.39089 .194 -.8330 5.7865 

NWSC URA -2.59697 1.29596 .122 -5.6808 .4869 

Even executive 

openness 

Tukey HSD 

SAB 

Rand Water -4.01781(*) .86230 .000 -6.2484 -1.7873 

NWSC -.48358 .81308 .934 -2.5868 1.6197 

URA -3.79430(*) .76320 .000 -5.7685 -1.8201 

Rand Water 

SAB 4.01781(*) .86230 .000 1.7873 6.2484 

NWSC 3.53423(*) .83905 .000 1.3638 5.7046 

URA .22351 .79081 .992 -1.8221 2.2691 

NWSC 

SAB .48358 .81308 .934 -1.6197 2.5868 

Rand Water -3.53423(*) .83905 .000 -5.7046 -1.3638 

URA -3.31073(*) .73683 .000 -5.2167 -1.4047 

URA 

SAB 3.79430(*) .76320 .000 1.8201 5.7685 

Rand Water -.22351 .79081 .992 -2.2691 1.8221 

NWSC 3.31073(*) .73683 .000 1.4047 5.2167 

Games-

Howell 

SAB 

Rand Water -4.01781(*) .81759 .000 -6.1558 -1.8798 

NWSC -.48358 .78421 .927 -2.5282 1.5610 

URA -3.79430(*) .71272 .000 -5.6496 -1.9390 

Rand Water 

SAB 4.01781(*) .81759 .000 1.8798 6.1558 

NWSC 3.53423(*) .86887 .001 1.2660 5.8025 

URA .22351 .80493 .992 -1.8790 2.3260 

NWSC 

SAB .48358 .78421 .927 -1.5610 2.5282 

Rand Water -3.53423(*) .86887 .001 -5.8025 -1.2660 

URA -3.31073(*) .77100 .000 -5.3175 -1.3039 

URA 

SAB 3.79430(*) .71272 .000 1.9390 5.6496 

Rand Water -.22351 .80493 .992 -2.3260 1.8790 

NWSC 3.31073(*) .77100 .000 1.3039 5.3175 

Dunnett t 

(2-sided)(a) 

SAB URA -3.79430(*) .76320 .000 -5.6104 -1.9782 

Rand Water URA .22351 .79081 .986 -1.6583 2.1053 

NWSC URA -3.31073(*) .73683 .000 -5.0641 -1.5574 

Honest executive 

prioritisation 
Tukey HSD 

SAB 

Rand Water -.61447 .43278 .488 -1.7340 .5050 

NWSC .29238 .40808 .890 -.7632 1.3480 

URA -.54808 .38304 .481 -1.5389 .4427 

Rand Water 
SAB .61447 .43278 .488 -.5050 1.7340 

NWSC .90685 .42111 .139 -.1825 1.9961 
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URA .06639 .39689 .998 -.9603 1.0931 

NWSC 

SAB -.29238 .40808 .890 -1.3480 .7632 

Rand Water -.90685 .42111 .139 -1.9961 .1825 

URA -.84046 .36981 .107 -1.7971 .1161 

URA 

SAB .54808 .38304 .481 -.4427 1.5389 

Rand Water -.06639 .39689 .998 -1.0931 .9603 

NWSC .84046 .36981 .107 -.1161 1.7971 

Games-

Howell 

SAB 

Rand Water -.61447 .42499 .474 -1.7256 .4966 

NWSC .29238 .41622 .896 -.7928 1.3776 

URA -.54808 .35219 .408 -1.4660 .3698 

Rand Water 

SAB .61447 .42499 .474 -.4966 1.7256 

NWSC .90685 .45430 .196 -.2789 2.0926 

URA .06639 .39647 .998 -.9710 1.1038 

NWSC 

SAB -.29238 .41622 .896 -1.3776 .7928 

Rand Water -.90685 .45430 .196 -2.0926 .2789 

URA -.84046 .38706 .137 -1.8494 .1685 

URA 

SAB .54808 .35219 .408 -.3698 1.4660 

Rand Water -.06639 .39647 .998 -1.1038 .9710 

NWSC .84046 .38706 .137 -.1685 1.8494 

Dunnett t 

(2-sided)(a) 

SAB URA -.54808 .38304 .362 -1.4596 .3634 

Rand Water URA .06639 .39689 .997 -.8780 1.0108 

NWSC URA -.84046 .36981 .065 -1.7204 .0395 

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

a Dunnett t-tests treat one group as a control, and compare all other groups against it. 

 

Homogeneous Subsets 
Immediate performance leadership  

 

 
organisation 

N Subset for alpha = .05 

1 2 1 

Tukey HSD(a,b) 

NWSC 62 19.3548  

SAB 55 20.7091  

URA 83 21.9518 21.9518 

Rand Water 49  24.4286 

Sig.  .257 .297 

Ryan-Einot-Gabriel-Welsch Range 

NWSC 62 19.3548  

SAB 55 20.7091  

URA 83 21.9518 21.9518 

Rand Water 49  24.4286 

Sig.  .149 .214 
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Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.  

a Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 59.910. 

b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not guaranteed. 

 

Even executive openness  

 

 
organisation 

N Subset for alpha = .05 

1 2 1 

Tukey HSD(a,b) 

SAB 55 13.1455  

NWSC 62 13.6290  

URA 83  16.9398 

Rand Water 49  17.1633 

Sig.  .931 .992 

Ryan-Einot-Gabriel-Welsch Range(c) 

SAB 55 13.1455  

NWSC 62 13.6290  

URA 83  16.9398 

Rand Water 49  17.1633 

Sig.  .810 .960 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.  

a Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 59.910. 

b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not guaranteed. 

c Critical values are not monotonic for these data. Substitutions have been made to ensure monotonicity. Type I error is 

therefore smaller. 

 

Honest executive prioritisation  

 

 
organisation 

N Subset for alpha = .05 

1 1 

Tukey HSD(a,b) 

NWSC 62 4.7258 

SAB 55 5.0182 

URA 83 5.5663 

Rand Water 49 5.6327 

Sig.  .112 

Ryan-Einot-Gabriel-Welsch Range 

NWSC 62 4.7258 

SAB 55 5.0182 

URA 83 5.5663 

Rand Water 49 5.6327 

Sig.  .148 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.  

a Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 59.910. 

b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not guaranteed. 
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iv) In-group orientation by performance management enlightenment 

 
 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

Performance management enlightenment  

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

3.000 4 244 .019 

 

ANOVA  

Performance management enlightenment  

 

 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 

(Combined) 87.372 4 21.843 2.756 .029 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 9.244 1 9.244 1.167 .281 

Weighted 15.185 1 15.185 1.916 .168 

Deviation 72.187 3 24.062 3.036 .030 

Quadratic Term 

Unweighted .041 1 .041 .005 .942 

Weighted 1.452 1 1.452 .183 .669 

Deviation 70.734 2 35.367 4.463 .012 

Within Groups 1933.648 244 7.925   

Total 2021.020 248    

 

 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means  

Performance management enlightenment  

 

 
Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig. 

Welch 2.880 4 107.872 .026 

Brown-Forsythe 2.893 4 222.204 .023 

a Asymptotically F distributed. 

 

 

v) Immediate performance leadership by hardware support  
 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Hardware support 249 6.8755 3.04081 3.00 15.00 

Immediate performance leadership 249 21.5181 7.86995 8.00 39.00 
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Test Statistics(b,c)  

 

 
  Hardware support 

Chi-Square 41.067 

df 31 

Asymp. Sig. .107 

Monte Carlo Sig. 

Sig. .088(a) 

99% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound .081 

Upper Bound .096 

a Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 299883525. 

b Kruskal Wallis Test 

c Grouping Variable: Immediate performance leadership 

 

 

vi) Performance management prioritisation by performance management 

enlightenment 

 
 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Performance management enlightenment 249 9.4297 2.85469 3.00 15.00 

Honest executive prioritisation 249 5.2490 2.22211 2.00 10.00 

 

 

 

 

Test Statistics(b,c)  

 

 
  Performance management enlightenment 

Chi-Square 1.349 

df 8 

Asymp. Sig. .995 

Monte Carlo Sig. 

Sig. .995(a) 

99% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound .993 

Upper Bound .997 

a Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 926214481. 

b Kruskal Wallis Test 

c Grouping Variable: Honest executive prioritisation 
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vii) Management of individual performance by immediate leadership 
 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

 

 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Management of individual performance Failure 1.394(a) 30 215 .093 

Management of individual performance excellence 1.500(b) 30 217 .053 

Post review Instrument utility 1.576(c) 30 217 .035 

a Groups with only one case are ignored in computing the test of homogeneity of variance for Management of individual 

performance Failure. 

b Groups with only one case are ignored in computing the test of homogeneity of variance for Management of individual 

performance excellence. 

c Groups with only one case are ignored in computing the test of homogeneity of variance for Post review Instrument 

utility. 

 

ANOVA  

 

 
   

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Management of individual 

performance Failure 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 636.435 31 20.530 .736 .845 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 107.744 1 107.744 3.863 .051 

Weighted 45.182 1 45.182 1.620 .204 

Deviation 591.253 30 19.708 .707 .871 

Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted 9.134 1 9.134 .327 .568 

Weighted 55.515 1 55.515 1.990 .160 

Deviation 535.738 29 18.474 .662 .907 

Within Groups 5996.528 215 27.891   

Total 6632.964 246    

Management of individual 

performance excellence 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 613.195 31 19.780 .977 .507 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 83.838 1 83.838 4.140 .043 

Weighted 54.251 1 54.251 2.679 .103 

Deviation 558.944 30 18.631 .920 .591 

Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted .019 1 .019 .001 .976 

Weighted .033 1 .033 .002 .968 

Deviation 558.912 29 19.273 .952 .541 

Within Groups 4394.548 217 20.251   

Total 5007.743 248    

Post review Instrument utility 
Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 494.821 31 15.962 1.274 .162 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 63.048 1 63.048 5.033 .026 

Weighted 67.073 1 67.073 5.354 .022 

Deviation 427.748 30 14.258 1.138 .293 
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Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted 14.723 1 14.723 1.175 .280 

Weighted 58.371 1 58.371 4.659 .032 

Deviation 369.377 29 12.737 1.017 .448 

Within Groups 2718.585 217 12.528   

Total 3213.406 248    

 

 

viii) Management of individual performance and immediate leadership 

(Kruskal-Wallis Test) 
 

 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Management of individual performance Failure 247 13.9879 5.19262 4.00 20.00 

Management of individual performance excellence 249 14.0321 4.49361 5.00 20.00 

Post review Instrument utility 249 16.4418 3.59962 7.00 21.00 

Immediate performance leadership 249 21.5181 7.86995 8.00 39.00 

 

 

Test Statistics(b,c)  

 

 
  

Management of individual 

performance Failure 

Management of individual 

performance excellence 

Post review 

Instrument utility 

Chi-Square 25.824 31.067 42.465 

df 31 31 31 

Asymp. Sig. .730 .463 .082 

Monte 

Carlo Sig. 

Sig. .751(a) .476(a) .065(a) 

99% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 
.739 .463 .059 

Upper 

Bound 
.762 .489 .072 

a Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 1502173562. 

b Kruskal Wallis Test 

c Grouping Variable: Immediate performance leadership 
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ix) Management of individual performance and executive openness and 

evenness (Kruskal-Wallis Test) 
 

 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Management of individual performance Failure 247 13.9879 5.19262 4.00 20.00 

Management of individual performance excellence 249 14.0321 4.49361 5.00 20.00 

Post review Instrument utility 249 16.4418 3.59962 7.00 21.00 

Even executive openness 249 15.3213 4.72736 5.00 24.00 

 

 

Test Statistics(b,c)  

 

 
  

Management of individual 

performance Failure 

Management of individual 

performance excellence 

Post review 

Instrument utility 

Chi-Square 22.504 17.209 31.468 

df 19 19 19 

Asymp. Sig. .260 .576 .036 

Monte 

Carlo Sig. 

Sig. .254(a) .578(a) .028(a) 

99% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 
.242 .565 .023 

Upper 

Bound 
.265 .591 .032 

a Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 112562564. 

b Kruskal Wallis Test 

c Grouping Variable: Even executive openness 

 

 

x) Electronic personal communication and immediate leadership 
 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

Electronic personal communication  

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

4.068(a) 30 217 .000 

a Groups with only one case are ignored in computing the test of homogeneity of variance for Electronic personal 

communication. 

 

ANOVA  

Electronic personal communication  

 

 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 
(Combined) 71.248 31 2.298 .787 .784 

Linear Term Unweighted .002 1 .002 .001 .978 
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Weighted .006 1 .006 .002 .964 

Deviation 71.242 30 2.375 .813 .745 

Quadratic Term 

Unweighted .110 1 .110 .038 .847 

Weighted 1.670 1 1.670 .572 .450 

Deviation 69.572 29 2.399 .821 .730 

Within Groups 633.716 217 2.920   

Total 704.964 248    

 

 

xi) Electronic personal communication and immediate leadership (Kruskal-

Wallis Test) 

 

 
Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Electronic personal communication 249 9.0120 1.68600 4.00 10.00 

Immediate performance leadership 249 21.5181 7.86995 8.00 39.00 

 

 

Test Statistics(b,c)  

 

 
  Electronic personal communication 

Chi-Square 25.156 

df 31 

Asymp. Sig. .761 

Monte Carlo Sig. 

Sig. .791(a) 

99% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound .780 

Upper Bound .801 

a Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 1993510611. 

b Kruskal Wallis Test 

c Grouping Variable: Immediate performance leadership 

 

 

xii) Electronic personal communication by executive evenness 

 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

Electronic personal communication  

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

2.386 19 229 .001 
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ANOVA  

Electronic personal communication  

 

 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 

(Combined) 51.543 19 2.713 .951 .521 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 2.040 1 2.040 .715 .399 

Weighted 2.302 1 2.302 .807 .370 

Deviation 49.241 18 2.736 .959 .509 

Quadratic Term 

Unweighted .048 1 .048 .017 .897 

Weighted .005 1 .005 .002 .966 

Deviation 49.236 17 2.896 1.015 .443 

Within Groups 653.420 229 2.853   

Total 704.964 248    

 

 

xiii) Performance communication by performance management prioritisation 
 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

 

 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Electronic personal communication 1.575 8 240 .133 

Face to face personal communication 1.356 8 240 .217 

Impersonal communication .542 8 240 .824 

 

 

ANOVA  

 

 
   

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Electronic personal 

communication 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 13.763 8 1.720 .597 .780 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 1.854 1 1.854 .644 .423 

Weighted 2.062 1 2.062 .716 .398 

Deviation 11.701 7 1.672 .580 .772 

Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted 4.111 1 4.111 1.427 .233 

Weighted 6.008 1 6.008 2.086 .150 

Deviation 5.693 6 .949 .329 .921 

Within Groups 691.201 240 2.880   

Total 704.964 248    

Face to face personal 

communication 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 72.339 8 9.042 .784 .617 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 2.858 1 2.858 .248 .619 

Weighted 18.987 1 18.987 1.646 .201 

Deviation 53.352 7 7.622 .661 .705 
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Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted 7.084 1 7.084 .614 .434 

Weighted 7.735 1 7.735 .671 .414 

Deviation 45.617 6 7.603 .659 .683 

Within Groups 2768.360 240 11.535   

Total 2840.699 248    

Impersonal communication 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 15.261 8 1.908 .357 .942 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 3.534 1 3.534 .661 .417 

Weighted .219 1 .219 .041 .840 

Deviation 15.042 7 2.149 .402 .901 

Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted 3.853 1 3.853 .721 .397 

Weighted 2.302 1 2.302 .431 .512 

Deviation 12.740 6 2.123 .397 .880 

Within Groups 1282.964 240 5.346   

Total 1298.225 248    

 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means  

 

 
 Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig. 

Electronic personal communication 
Welch .956 8 47.628 .481 

Brown-Forsythe .624 8 73.983 .755 

Face to face personal communication 
Welch 1.032 8 54.867 .424 

Brown-Forsythe .908 8 215.115 .510 

Impersonal communication 
Welch .912 8 50.425 .514 

Brown-Forsythe .390 8 199.449 .925 

a Asymptotically F distributed. 

 

 

xiv) Objectivity + standards abidance by immediate performance leadership 
 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

 

 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Objectivity 1.603(a) 30 217 .030 

Standards abidance 1.486(b) 30 215 .058 

a Groups with only one case are ignored in computing the test of homogeneity of variance for Objectivity. 

b Groups with only one case are ignored in computing the test of homogeneity of variance for Standards abidance. 
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ANOVA  

 

 
   

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Objectivity 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 9201.829 31 296.833 32.496 .000 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 5588.491 1 5588.491 611.810 .000 

Weighted 8773.865 1 8773.865 960.535 .000 

Deviation 427.965 30 14.265 1.562 .038 

Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted 4.558 1 4.558 .499 .481 

Weighted 17.046 1 17.046 1.866 .173 

Deviation 410.918 29 14.170 1.551 .042 

Within Groups 1982.155 217 9.134   

Total 11183.984 248    

Standards 

abidance 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 165.601 31 5.342 .780 .793 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 1.174 1 1.174 .171 .679 

Weighted 1.914 1 1.914 .279 .598 

Deviation 163.687 30 5.456 .797 .767 

Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted .000 1 .000 .000 .999 

Weighted 1.154 1 1.154 .169 .682 

Deviation 162.533 29 5.605 .818 .734 

Within Groups 1472.439 215 6.849   

Total 1638.040 246    

 

xv) Peer review by in-group orientation 
 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

Peer review  

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

3.205 4 244 .014 

 

ANOVA  

Peer review  

 

 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 

(Combined) 10.226 4 2.557 .816 .516 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 2.505 1 2.505 .799 .372 

Weighted 1.576 1 1.576 .503 .479 

Deviation 8.651 3 2.884 .920 .432 

Quadratic Term 

Unweighted 1.123 1 1.123 .358 .550 

Weighted 1.827 1 1.827 .583 .446 

Deviation 6.824 2 3.412 1.088 .338 
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Within Groups 764.834 244 3.135   

Total 775.060 248    

 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means  

Peer review  

 

 
Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig. 

Welch .810 4 105.348 .521 

Brown-Forsythe .818 4 204.924 .515 

a Asymptotically F distributed. 

 

 

xvi) Peer review by paternalism 

 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

Peer review  

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

6.190 2 246 .002 

 

ANOVA  

Peer review  

 

 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 

(Combined) 14.494 2 7.247 2.344 .098 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 8.719 1 8.719 2.820 .094 

Weighted 13.817 1 13.817 4.469 .036 

Deviation .677 1 .677 .219 .640 

Quadratic Term 
Unweighted .677 1 .677 .219 .640 

Weighted .677 1 .677 .219 .640 

Within Groups 760.566 246 3.092   

Total 775.060 248    

 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means  

Peer review  

 

 
Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig. 

Welch 3.695 2 21.289 .042 

Brown-Forsythe 3.423 2 85.063 .037 

a Asymptotically F distributed. 
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xvii) Team review by in-group orientation 

 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

Team review  

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

5.866 4 244 .000 

 

ANOVA  

Team review  

 

 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 

(Combined) 4.959 4 1.240 1.555 .187 

Linear Term 

Unweighted .345 1 .345 .433 .511 

Weighted 1.147 1 1.147 1.439 .232 

Deviation 3.812 3 1.271 1.594 .191 

Quadratic Term 

Unweighted .006 1 .006 .008 .931 

Weighted .055 1 .055 .069 .793 

Deviation 3.757 2 1.879 2.357 .097 

Within Groups 194.471 244 .797   

Total 199.430 248    

 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means  

Team review  

 

 
Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig. 

Welch 1.772 4 105.867 .140 

Brown-Forsythe 1.576 4 196.276 .182 

a Asymptotically F distributed. 

 

xviii) Management of team failure and paternalism 
 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

Management of team failure  

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

4.300 2 244 .015 

 

ANOVA  
Management of team failure  

 

 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 

(Combined) 26.474 2 13.237 1.383 .253 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 22.225 1 22.225 2.322 .129 

Weighted 1.750 1 1.750 .183 .669 

Deviation 24.724 1 24.724 2.583 .109 
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Quadratic Term 
Unweighted 24.724 1 24.724 2.583 .109 

Weighted 24.724 1 24.724 2.583 .109 

Within Groups 2335.575 244 9.572   

Total 2362.049 246    

 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means  

Management of team failure  

 

 
Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig. 

Welch .691 2 18.647 .513 

Brown-Forsythe .911 2 15.268 .423 

a Asymptotically F distributed. 

 

xix) Management of team excellence + team review by immediate performance leadership 
 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

 

 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Management of team excellence (incld item 1) 1.570(a) 30 215 .036 

Team review 5.388(b) 30 217 .000 

a Groups with only one case are ignored in computing the test of homogeneity of variance for Management of team excellence (incld item 1). 

b Groups with only one case are ignored in computing the test of homogeneity of variance for Team review. 

 

ANOVA  

 

 
   

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Management of team excellence (incld 

item 1) 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 309.475 31 9.983 1.084 .357 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 11.884 1 11.884 1.290 .257 

Weighted 3.011 1 3.011 .327 .568 

Deviation 306.464 30 10.215 1.109 .327 

Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted .142 1 .142 .015 .901 

Weighted 2.812 1 2.812 .305 .581 

Deviation 303.652 29 10.471 1.137 .296 

Within Groups 1980.679 215 9.212   

Total 2290.154 246    

Team review 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 22.401 31 .723 .886 .645 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 1.699 1 1.699 2.083 .150 

Weighted 1.899 1 1.899 2.327 .129 

Deviation 20.502 30 .683 .838 .711 

Quadratic 

Term 

Unweighted .464 1 .464 .569 .452 

Weighted 1.469 1 1.469 1.801 .181 

Deviation 19.033 29 .656 .804 .753 

Within Groups 177.029 217 .816   

Total 199.430 248    
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Robust Tests of Equality of Means(b,c)  

 

 
 Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig. 

Management of team excellence (incld item 1) 
Welch . . . . 

Brown-Forsythe . . . . 

Team review 
Welch . . . . 

Brown-Forsythe . . . . 

a Asymptotically F distributed. 

b Robust tests of equality of means cannot be performed for Management of team excellence (incld item 1) because at least 

one group has the sum of case weights less than or equal to 1. 

c Robust tests of equality of means cannot be performed for Team review because at least one group has the sum of case 

weights less than or equal to 1. 

 

xx) Team excel + team review by immediate performance leadership (Kruskal 

Wallis Test) 
 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Management of team excellence (incld item 1) 247 10.1538 3.05116 3.00 15.00 

Team review 249 3.6064 .89675 1.00 4.00 

Immediate performance leadership 249 21.5181 7.86995 8.00 39.00 

 

 

Test Statistics(b,c)  

 

 
  

Management of team excellence (incld item 

1) 

Team 

review 

Chi-Square 32.396 25.142 

df 31 31 

Asymp. Sig. .398 .761 

Monte Carlo 

Sig. 

Sig. .395(a) .779(a) 

99% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 
.382 .768 

Upper 

Bound 
.407 .789 

a Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 1335104164. 

b Kruskal Wallis Test 

c Grouping Variable: Immediate performance leadership 
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xxi) Management of team excellence by executive openness and evenness 

 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

Management of team excellence (incld item 1)  

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1.059 8 238 .392 

 

ANOVA  

Management of team excellence (incld item 1)  

 

 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 

(Combined) 56.491 8 7.061 .752 .645 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 20.111 1 20.111 2.143 .145 

Weighted 10.580 1 10.580 1.127 .289 

Deviation 45.911 7 6.559 .699 .673 

Quadratic Term 

Unweighted 13.150 1 13.150 1.401 .238 

Weighted 7.808 1 7.808 .832 .363 

Deviation 38.103 6 6.351 .677 .669 

Within Groups 2233.663 238 9.385   

Total 2290.154 246    

 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means  

Management of team excellence (incld item 1)  

 

 
Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig. 

Welch .730 8 46.742 .665 

Brown-Forsythe .765 8 139.694 .634 

a Asymptotically F distributed. 

 

 

xxii) Management of team excellence by executive openness and evenness 

(Kruskal-Wallis Test) 

 
 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Management of team excellence (incld item 1) 247 10.1538 3.05116 3.00 15.00 

Even executive openness 249 15.3213 4.72736 5.00 24.00 
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Test Statistics(b,c)  

 

 
  Management of team excellence (incld item 1) 

Chi-Square 13.536 

df 19 

Asymp. Sig. .810 

Monte Carlo Sig. 

Sig. .826(a) 

99% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound .816 

Upper Bound .836 

a Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 92208573. 

b Kruskal Wallis Test 

c Grouping Variable: Even executive openness 

 

 

xxiii) Team review by performance management prioritisation 
 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

Team review  

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

2.825 8 240 .005 

 

ANOVA  

Team review  

 

 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 

(Combined) 5.203 8 .650 .804 .600 

Linear Term 

Unweighted .818 1 .818 1.011 .316 

Weighted .247 1 .247 .306 .581 

Deviation 4.956 7 .708 .875 .527 

Quadratic Term 

Unweighted .745 1 .745 .921 .338 

Weighted .726 1 .726 .897 .344 

Deviation 4.230 6 .705 .871 .517 

Within Groups 194.226 240 .809   

Total 199.430 248    

 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means(b)  
Team review  

 

 
Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig. 

Welch . . . . 

Brown-Forsythe . . . . 

a Asymptotically F distributed. 

b Robust tests of equality of means cannot be performed for Team review because at least one group has 0 variance. 
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xxiv) Team review by performance management prioritisation (Kruskal Wallis 

Test) 
 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Team review 249 3.6064 .89675 1.00 4.00 

Honest executive prioritisation 249 5.2490 2.22211 2.00 10.00 

 

 

Test Statistics(b,c)  

 

 
  Team review 

Chi-Square 7.172 

df 8 

Asymp. Sig. .518 

Monte Carlo Sig. 

Sig. .513(a) 

99% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound .500 

Upper Bound .525 

a Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 1535910591. 

b Kruskal Wallis Test 

c Grouping Variable: Honest executive prioritisation 

 

 

xxv) Perceived system orientation by immediate performance leadership 

 
 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

Percieved system orientation  

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1.890(a) 30 217 .005 

a Groups with only one case are ignored in computing the test of homogeneity of variance for Percieved system orientation. 

 

ANOVA  

Percieved system orientation  

 

 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 

(Combined) 488.378 31 15.754 1.267 .168 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 2.399 1 2.399 .193 .661 

Weighted 19.643 1 19.643 1.579 .210 

Deviation 468.735 30 15.625 1.256 .179 

Quadratic Term Unweighted 5.731 1 5.731 .461 .498 
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Weighted 1.040 1 1.040 .084 .773 

Deviation 467.696 29 16.127 1.297 .152 

Within Groups 2699.260 217 12.439   

Total 3187.639 248    

 

xxvi) Perceived system orientation by immediate performance leadership 

(Kruskal-Wallis Test) 
 

 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Percieved system orientation 249 10.6024 3.58516 4.00 16.00 

Immediate performance leadership 249 21.5181 7.86995 8.00 39.00 

 

 

 

 

 

xxvii) Perceived system orientation by affect 

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  
AFFECT  

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

.941 12 237 .507 

 

  

Test Statistics(b,c)  

 

 
  Percieved system orientation 

Chi-Square 38.555 

df 31 

Asymp. Sig. .165 

Monte Carlo Sig. 

Sig. .146(a) 

99% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound .137 

Upper Bound .155 

a Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 1556559737. 

b Kruskal Wallis Test 

c Grouping Variable: Immediate performance leadership 
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ANOVA  
AFFECT  

 

 
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 

(Combined) 3938.166 12 328.180 5.195 .000 

Linear Term 

Unweighted 2354.039 1 2354.039 37.264 .000 

Weighted 3111.658 1 3111.658 49.257 .000 

Deviation 826.508 11 75.137 1.189 .295 

Quadratic Term 

Unweighted 3.804 1 3.804 .060 .806 

Weighted 8.966 1 8.966 .142 .707 

Deviation 817.542 10 81.754 1.294 .234 

Within Groups 14971.610 237 63.171   

Total 18909.776 249    

 

 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means  
Affectiveness to performance management practice  

 

 
Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig. 

Welch 4.708 12 75.162 .000 

Brown-Forsythe 4.654 12 146.928 .000 

a Asymptotically F distributed. 

 

xxviii) Perceived system orientation on affect (Kruskal-Wallis Test)  
 

 

Descriptive Statistics  

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

AFFECT 250 29.3360 8.7145 11.00 44.00 

SYORIENT 250 10.6200 3.5887 4.00 16.00 

 

 

Test Statistics(a,b)  

 

 
AFFECT 

Chi-Square 51.764 

df 12 

Asymp. Sig. .000 

a Kruskal Wallis Test 

b Grouping Variable: SYORIENT  
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Appendix 9: Computation of effect sizes 
 

As discussed in chapter four, the overall effect of the ANOVAs was established by manually 

computing the Omega squared (w²) statistic which less biased than the r² since it adjusts for the 

fact that the estimation is for the effect size in the population. The following formula was used; 

 

( )
²

M M R

T R

SS df MS
w

SS MS  

Where (Field, 2006): 

the variation explained by the model (also known as the between group effect),

the degrees of freedom for the effect,

the measure that extrapolates to the population by catering for the u

M

M

R

SS

df

MS nsystematic 

             variation, i.e., the variation explained by extraneous variables and

the total amount of variation in the data.TSS

 

 

i) Effect size for in-group orientation by country 

 

16.76 (1)2.18
² = 

555.29 2.18

14.58

557.47

0.026

0.16

w

w

w

 

 

ii) Effect size for in-group orientation by organisation: 

 

24.86 (3)2.17
² = 

530.43 2.17

18.35

532.16

0.034

0.18

w

w

w
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iii) Effect size for immediate performance leadership by organisation: 

 

 
756.82 (3)59.61

² = 
15360.17 59.61

557.99

15419.79

0.04

w

w

w

 

 

iv) Effect size (w) for executive evenness and openness by organisation: 

 

821.6 (3)19.27
² = 

5542.29 19.27

763.79

5561.56

0.14

0.37

w

w

w

 

 

v) Effect size for perceived system orientation by affect: 

 

3869.2 (12)63.33
² = 

14946.96 63.33

3109.24

15010.29

0.207

0.207

0.45

w

w

w
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Appendix 10: Regression analysis outputs 

 
i) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and member 

culture on hardware support 

 
 

 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 FAC_1LED(a) . Enter 

2 FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED(a) . Enter 

3 FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: FAC_1EMP  

 

Model Summary(d)  

 

 

R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Change Statistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

Model 
 

 

 

 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

 

1 .244(a) .060 .056 2.9494 .060 15.698 1 248 .000  

2 .267(b) .071 .060 2.9429 .012 1.545 2 246 .215  

3 .269(c) .072 .053 2.9529 .001 .171 2 244 .843 2.122 

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_1EMP  

 

ANOVA(d)  

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 136.557 1 136.557 15.698 .000(a) 

Residual 2157.347 248 8.699   

Total 2293.904 249    

2 
Regression 163.316 3 54.439 6.286 .000(b) 

Residual 2130.588 246 8.661   
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Total 2293.904 249    

3 

Regression 166.290 5 33.258 3.814 .002(c) 

Residual 2127.614 244 8.720   

Total 2293.904 249    

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_1EMP  

 

Coefficients(a)  

 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Model B 
Std. 

Error 

Beta 
 

 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant) 4.845 .545  8.895 .000 3.772 5.917      

FAC_1LED 
9.407E-

02 
.024 .244 3.962 .000 .047 .141 .244 .244 .244 1.000 1.000 

2 

(Constant) 4.098 .690  5.941 .000 2.740 5.457      

FAC_1LED 
6.965E-

02 
.027 .181 2.535 .012 .016 .124 .244 .160 .156 .744 1.345 

FAC_2LED 
6.582E-

02 
.049 .102 1.342 .181 -.031 .162 .208 .085 .082 .647 1.544 

FAC_3LED 
5.062E-

02 
.099 .037 .513 .608 -.144 .245 .156 .033 .032 .726 1.378 

3 

(Constant) 3.458 1.578  2.191 .029 .350 6.567      

FAC_1LED 
7.069E-

02 
.028 .183 2.554 .011 .016 .125 .244 .161 .157 .738 1.356 

FAC_2LED 
6.538E-

02 
.049 .102 1.322 .188 -.032 .163 .208 .084 .081 .641 1.561 

FAC_3LED 
4.571E-

02 
.099 .033 .460 .646 -.150 .241 .156 .029 .028 .720 1.389 

FAC_1CLT 
7.018E-

02 
.126 .035 .556 .579 -.178 .319 .037 .036 .034 .986 1.014 

FAC_2CLT 
6.336E-

02 
.335 .012 .189 .850 -.596 .723 .007 .012 .012 .991 1.009 

a Dependent Variable: FAC_1EMP  
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Charts 
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ii) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and member 

culture on review information utility 

 
 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 FAC_1LED(a) . Enter 

2 FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED(a) . Enter 

3 FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: FAC_1EMP  

 

Model Summary(d)  

 

 

R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Change Statistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

Model 
 

 

 

 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

 

1 .244(a) .060 .056 2.9494 .060 15.698 1 248 .000  

2 .267(b) .071 .060 2.9429 .012 1.545 2 246 .215  

3 .269(c) .072 .053 2.9529 .001 .171 2 244 .843 2.122 

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_1EMP  

 

ANOVA(d)  

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 136.557 1 136.557 15.698 .000(a) 

Residual 2157.347 248 8.699   

Total 2293.904 249    

2 

Regression 163.316 3 54.439 6.286 .000(b) 

Residual 2130.588 246 8.661   

Total 2293.904 249    

3 
Regression 166.290 5 33.258 3.814 .002(c) 

Residual 2127.614 244 8.720   
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Total 2293.904 249    

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_1EMP  

 

Coefficients(a)  

 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Model B 
Std. 

Error 

Beta 
 

 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant) 4.845 .545  8.895 .000 3.772 5.917      

FAC_1LED 
9.407E-

02 
.024 .244 3.962 .000 .047 .141 .244 .244 .244 1.000 1.000 

2 

(Constant) 4.098 .690  5.941 .000 2.740 5.457      

FAC_1LED 
6.965E-

02 
.027 .181 2.535 .012 .016 .124 .244 .160 .156 .744 1.345 

FAC_2LED 
6.582E-

02 
.049 .102 1.342 .181 -.031 .162 .208 .085 .082 .647 1.544 

FAC_3LED 
5.062E-

02 
.099 .037 .513 .608 -.144 .245 .156 .033 .032 .726 1.378 

3 

(Constant) 3.458 1.578  2.191 .029 .350 6.567      

FAC_1LED 
7.069E-

02 
.028 .183 2.554 .011 .016 .125 .244 .161 .157 .738 1.356 

FAC_2LED 
6.538E-

02 
.049 .102 1.322 .188 -.032 .163 .208 .084 .081 .641 1.561 

FAC_3LED 
4.571E-

02 
.099 .033 .460 .646 -.150 .241 .156 .029 .028 .720 1.389 

FAC_1CLT 
7.018E-

02 
.126 .035 .556 .579 -.178 .319 .037 .036 .034 .986 1.014 

FAC_2CLT 
6.336E-

02 
.335 .012 .189 .850 -.596 .723 .007 .012 .012 .991 1.009 

a Dependent Variable: FAC_1EMP  
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Charts 
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iii) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and member 

culture on objectivity 

 
 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 FAC_1LED(a) . Enter 

2 FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED(a) . Enter 

3 FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: FAC_1PRO  

 

Model Summary(d)  

 

 

R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Change Statistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

Model 
 

 

 

 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

 

1 .886(a) .784 .783 3.1212 .784 901.693 1 248 .000  

2 .887(b) .787 .784 3.1175 .002 1.289 2 246 .277  

3 .888(c) .789 .784 3.1157 .002 1.140 2 244 .321 1.704 

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_1PRO  

 

 

ANOVA(d)  

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 8783.938 1 8783.938 901.693 .000(a) 

Residual 2415.918 248 9.742   

Total 11199.856 249    

2 

Regression 8808.994 3 2936.331 302.124 .000(b) 

Residual 2390.862 246 9.719   

Total 11199.856 249    

3 Regression 8831.131 5 1766.226 181.937 .000(c) 
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Residual 2368.725 244 9.708   

Total 11199.856 249    

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_1PRO  

 

Coefficients(a)  

 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Model B 
Std. 

Error 

Beta 
 

 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 
(Constant) 2.764 .576  4.795 .000 1.629 3.899      

FAC_1LED .754 .025 .886 30.028 .000 .705 .804 .886 .886 .886 1.000 1.000 

2 

(Constant) 2.208 .731  3.022 .003 .769 3.647      

FAC_1LED .735 .029 .863 25.261 .000 .678 .793 .886 .850 .744 .744 1.345 

FAC_2LED 
1.590E-

02 
.052 .011 .306 .760 -.086 .118 .451 .020 .009 .647 1.544 

FAC_3LED .139 .105 .046 1.327 .186 -.067 .345 .375 .084 .039 .726 1.378 

3 

(Constant) 4.450 1.665  2.672 .008 1.170 7.730      

FAC_1LED .735 .029 .863 25.176 .000 .678 .793 .886 .850 .741 .738 1.356 

FAC_2LED 
1.091E-

02 
.052 .008 .209 .835 -.092 .114 .451 .013 .006 .641 1.561 

FAC_3LED .151 .105 .050 1.436 .152 -.056 .357 .375 .092 .042 .720 1.389 

FAC_1CLT 
-8.667E-

02 
.133 -.019 -.651 .516 -.349 .176 -.042 -.042 

-
.019 

.986 1.014 

FAC_2CLT -.486 .353 -.041 -1.375 .170 -1.182 .210 -.031 -.088 
-

.040 
.991 1.009 

a Dependent Variable: FAC_1PRO  
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Charts 

 
 

 
 

 

 



 
619 

iv) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and member 

culture on fairness 

 
 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 FAC_1LED(a) . Enter 

2 FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED(a) . Enter 

3 FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: FAC_2PRO  

 

 

 

Model Summary(d)  

 

 

R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Change Statistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

Model 
 

 

 

 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

 

1 .429(a) .184 .180 4.5486 .184 55.825 1 248 .000  

2 .507(b) .257 .248 4.3573 .073 12.124 2 246 .000  

3 .510(c) .260 .245 4.3667 .003 .473 2 244 .624 1.873 

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_2PRO  

 

ANOVA(d)  

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 1154.985 1 1154.985 55.825 .000(a) 

Residual 5130.951 248 20.689   

Total 6285.936 249    

2 

Regression 1615.347 3 538.449 28.360 .000(b) 

Residual 4670.589 246 18.986   

Total 6285.936 249    

3 Regression 1633.377 5 326.675 17.132 .000(c) 
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Residual 4652.559 244 19.068   

Total 6285.936 249    

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_2PRO  

 

 

 

Coefficients(a)  

 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Model B 
Std. 

Error 

Beta 
 

 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 
(Constant) 10.120 .840  12.048 .000 8.466 11.774      

FAC_1LED .274 .037 .429 7.472 .000 .201 .346 .429 .429 .429 1.000 1.000 

2 

(Constant) 7.043 1.021  6.896 .000 5.031 9.054      

FAC_1LED .172 .041 .270 4.233 .000 .092 .252 .429 .261 .233 .744 1.345 

FAC_2LED .249 .073 .235 3.436 .001 .106 .393 .426 .214 .189 .647 1.544 

FAC_3LED .275 .146 .122 1.885 .061 -.012 .563 .340 .119 .104 .726 1.378 

3 

(Constant) 7.267 2.334  3.114 .002 2.670 11.863      

FAC_1LED .176 .041 .275 4.292 .000 .095 .256 .429 .265 .236 .738 1.356 

FAC_2LED .243 .073 .228 3.320 .001 .099 .387 .426 .208 .183 .641 1.561 

FAC_3LED .271 .147 .120 1.847 .066 -.018 .561 .340 .117 .102 .720 1.389 

FAC_1CLT .141 .187 .042 .755 .451 -.227 .508 .056 .048 .042 .986 1.014 

FAC_2CLT -.296 .495 -.033 -.598 .550 -1.271 .679 -.044 -.038 
-

.033 
.991 1.009 

a Dependent Variable: FAC_2PRO  
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v) Hierarchical multiple Regression of performance leadership and member 

culture on perceived system orientation 

 
 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 FAC_1LED(a) . Enter 

2 FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED(a) . Enter 

3 FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: SYORIENT  

 

Model Summary(d)  

 

 

R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Change Statistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

Model 
 

 

 

 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

 

1 .455(a) .207 .204 3.2023 .207 64.726 1 248 .000  

2 .492(b) .242 .233 3.1437 .035 5.663 2 246 .004  

3 .504(c) .254 .238 3.1320 .012 1.922 2 244 .148 2.104 

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT 

d Dependent Variable: SYORIENT  

 

 

 

ANOVA(d)  

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 663.746 1 663.746 64.726 .000(a) 

Residual 2543.154 248 10.255   

Total 3206.900 249    

2 

Regression 775.677 3 258.559 26.162 .000(b) 

Residual 2431.223 246 9.883   

Total 3206.900 249    

3 Regression 813.390 5 162.678 16.584 .000(c) 
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Residual 2393.510 244 9.809   

Total 3206.900 249    

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT 

d Dependent Variable: SYORIENT  

 

Coefficients(a)  

 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Model B 
Std. 

Error 

Beta 
 

 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 
(Constant) 6.150 .591  10.401 .000 4.986 7.315      

FAC_1LED .207 .026 .455 8.045 .000 .157 .258 .455 .455 .455 1.000 1.000 

2 

(Constant) 4.947 .737  6.714 .000 3.496 6.399      

FAC_1LED .166 .029 .364 5.650 .000 .108 .224 .455 .339 .314 .744 1.345 

FAC_2LED 
3.874E-

02 
.052 .051 .739 .460 -.064 .142 .316 .047 .041 .647 1.544 

FAC_3LED .287 .105 .178 2.724 .007 .080 .495 .339 .171 .151 .726 1.378 

3 

(Constant) 7.036 1.674  4.203 .000 3.739 10.333      

FAC_1LED .162 .029 .355 5.512 .000 .104 .220 .455 .333 .305 .738 1.356 

FAC_2LED 
4.130E-

02 
.052 .054 .787 .432 -.062 .145 .316 .050 .044 .641 1.561 

FAC_3LED .304 .105 .188 2.885 .004 .096 .512 .339 .182 .160 .720 1.389 

FAC_1CLT -.256 .134 -.107 -1.916 .057 -.520 .007 -.100 -.122 
-

.106 
.986 1.014 

FAC_2CLT -.162 .355 -.025 -.455 .650 -.861 .538 -.020 -.029 
-

.025 
.991 1.009 

a Dependent Variable: SYORIENT  
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vi) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership on perceived 

system orientation 

 
 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 Immediate performance leadership(a) . Enter 

2 Even executive openness(a) . Enter 

3 Honest executive prioritisation(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: System orientation 

 

 

Model Summary(d)  

Model R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 
Durbin-

Watson R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 .455(a) .207 .204 3.20229 .207 64.726 1 248 .000 

 2 .468(b) .219 .213 3.18434 .012 3.804 1 247 .052 

3 .492(c) .242 .233 3.14373 .023 7.423 1 246 .007 2.084 

a Predictors: (Constant), Immediate performance leadership 

b Predictors: (Constant), Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness 

c Predictors: (Constant), Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, Honest executive prioritisation 

d Dependent Variable: System orientation 

 

ANOVA(d)  

Model 
 

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 663.746 1 663.746 64.726 .000(a) 

Residual 2543.154 248 10.255 
  

Total 3206.900 249 
   

2 

Regression 702.318 2 351.159 34.631 .000(b) 

Residual 2504.582 247 10.140 
  

Total 3206.900 249 
   

3 

Regression 775.677 3 258.559 26.162 .000(c) 

Residual 2431.223 246 9.883 
  

Total 3206.900 249 
   

a Predictors: (Constant), Immediate performance leadership 

b Predictors: (Constant), Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness 

c Predictors: (Constant), Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, Honest executive prioritisation 

d Dependent Variable: System orientation 
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Coefficients(a)  

Model 
 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B 
Std. 

Error 
Beta 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF B 

Std. 

Error 

1 

(Constant) 6.150 .591 
 

10.401 .000 4.986 7.315 
     

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.207 .026 .455 8.045 .000 .157 .258 .455 .455 .455 1.000 1.000 

2 

(Constant) 5.289 .735 
 

7.191 .000 3.840 6.737 
     

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.180 .029 .395 6.145 .000 .122 .237 .455 .364 .346 .767 1.304 

Even executive 

openness 
.095 .049 .125 1.950 .052 -.001 .191 .316 .123 .110 .767 1.304 

3 

(Constant) 4.947 .737 
 

6.714 .000 3.496 6.399 
     

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.166 .029 .364 5.650 .000 .108 .224 .455 .339 .314 .744 1.345 

Even executive 

openness 
.039 .052 .051 .739 .460 -.064 .142 .316 .047 .041 .647 1.544 

Honest 

executive 

prioritisation 

.287 .105 .178 2.724 .007 .080 .495 .339 .171 .151 .726 1.378 

a Dependent Variable: System orientation 

 

 

Residuals Statistics(a)  

 

 
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N 

Predicted Value 7.0420 15.2160 10.6200 1.76498 250 

Residual -9.45879 8.26687 .00000 3.12473 250 

Std. Predicted Value -2.027 2.604 .000 1.000 250 

Std. Residual -3.009 2.630 .000 .994 250 

a Dependent Variable: System orientation 
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Charts 
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vii) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and member 

culture on affect 

 
 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 FAC_1LED(a) . Enter 

2 FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED(a) . Enter 

3 FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: AFFECT  

 

Model Summary(d)  

 

 

R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Change Statistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

Model 
 

 

 

 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

 

1 .364(a) .133 .129 8.1325 .133 37.914 1 248 .000  

2 .484(b) .234 .225 7.6731 .101 16.294 2 246 .000  

3 .492(c) .242 .227 7.6628 .008 1.331 2 244 .266 1.647 

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT 

d Dependent Variable: AFFECT  

 

ANOVA(d)  

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 2507.562 1 2507.562 37.914 .000(a) 

Residual 16402.214 248 66.138   

Total 18909.776 249    

2 

Regression 4426.260 3 1475.420 25.060 .000(b) 

Residual 14483.516 246 58.876   

Total 18909.776 249    

3 
Regression 4582.514 5 916.503 15.608 .000(c) 

Residual 14327.262 244 58.718   
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Total 18909.776 249    

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_2CLT, FAC_1CLT 

d Dependent Variable: AFFECT  

 

Coefficients(a)  

 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Model B 
Std. 

Error 

Beta 
 

 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 
(Constant) 20.648 1.502  13.749 .000 17.690 23.606      

FAC_1LED .403 .065 .364 6.157 .000 .274 .532 .364 .364 .364 1.000 1.000 

2 

(Constant) 14.336 1.798  7.971 .000 10.793 17.878      

FAC_1LED .196 .072 .177 2.737 .007 .055 .337 .364 .172 .153 .744 1.345 

FAC_2LED .539 .128 .292 4.214 .000 .287 .791 .439 .259 .235 .647 1.544 

FAC_3LED .482 .257 .123 1.875 .062 -.024 .989 .336 .119 .105 .726 1.378 

3 

(Constant) 13.520 4.095  3.301 .001 5.453 21.586      

FAC_1LED .186 .072 .168 2.590 .010 .045 .327 .364 .164 .144 .738 1.356 

FAC_2LED .559 .128 .303 4.351 .000 .306 .811 .439 .268 .242 .641 1.561 

FAC_3LED .493 .258 .125 1.911 .057 -.015 1.001 .336 .121 .106 .720 1.389 

FAC_1CLT -.405 .327 -.069 -1.238 .217 -1.050 .240 -.049 -.079 
-

.069 
.986 1.014 

FAC_2CLT .901 .869 .058 1.037 .301 -.811 2.612 .044 .066 .058 .991 1.009 

a Dependent Variable: AFFECT  
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viii) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership on Affect 

 
 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 Immediate performance leadership(a) . Enter 

2 Honest executive prioritisation, Even executive openness(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 
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Model Summary(c)  

Model R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 
Durbin-

Watson 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 
 

1 .364(a) .133 .129 8.13252 .133 37.914 1 248 .000 

2 .484(b) .234 .225 7.67308 .101 16.294 2 246 .000 1.582 

a Predictors: (Constant), Immediate performance leadership 

b Predictors: (Constant), Immediate performance leadership, Honest executive prioritisation, Even executive openness 

c Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

 

ANOVA(c)  

Model 
 

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 2507.562 1 2507.562 37.914 .000(a) 

Residual 16402.214 248 66.138 
  

Total 18909.776 249 
   

2 

Regression 4426.260 3 1475.420 25.060 .000(b) 

Residual 14483.516 246 58.876 
  

Total 18909.776 249 
   

a Predictors: (Constant), Immediate performance leadership 

b Predictors: (Constant), Immediate performance leadership, Honest executive prioritisation, Even executive openness 

c Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

 

Coefficients(a)  

Model 
 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B 
Std. 

Error 
Beta 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF B 

Std. 

Error 

1 

(Constant) 20.648 1.502 
 

13.749 .000 17.690 23.606 
     

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.403 .065 .364 6.157 .000 .274 .532 .364 .364 .364 1.000 1.000 

2 

(Constant) 14.336 1.798 
 

7.971 .000 10.793 17.878 
     

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.196 .072 .177 2.737 .007 .055 .337 .364 .172 .153 .744 1.345 

Even executive 

openness 
.539 .128 .292 4.214 .000 .287 .791 .439 .259 .235 .647 1.544 

Honest 

executive 

prioritisation 

.482 .257 .123 1.875 .062 -.024 .989 .336 .119 .105 .726 1.378 

a Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 
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Charts 
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ix) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and procedural 

justice on management of individual performance failure 
 

 

Model Summary(d)  

Model 

R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 
Change Statistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 .182(a) .033 .021 5.14447 .033 2.773 3 242 .042  

2 .194(b) .038 .013 5.16497 .004 .361 3 239 .781  

3 .277(c) .077 .042 5.09028 .039 3.355 3 236 .020 1.602 

a Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness 

b Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Standards abidance, Fairness, Objectivity 

c Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Standards abidance, Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Prior standards specification, Active redress system 

d Dependent Variable: Management of individual performance failure 

 

ANOVA(d)  

Model  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 220.131 3 73.377 2.773 .042(a) 

Residual 6404.670 242 26.466   

Total 6624.801 245    

2 

Regression 249.018 6 41.503 1.556 .161(b) 

Residual 6375.783 239 26.677   

Total 6624.801 245    

3 

Regression 509.805 9 56.645 2.186 .024(c) 

Residual 6114.996 236 25.911   

Total 6624.801 245    

a Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness 

b Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Standards abidance, Fairness, Objectivity 

c Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Standards abidance, Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Prior standards specification, Active redress system 

d Dependent Variable: Management of individual performance failure 
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Coefficients(a)  

Model  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B 
Std. 

Error 
Beta 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF B 

Std. 

Error 

1 

(Constant) 11.018 1.211  9.096 .000 8.632 13.404      

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

-.004 .048 -.007 -.091 .928 -.100 .091 .079 -.006 
-

.006 
.748 1.337 

Even executive 

openness 
.211 .086 .192 2.448 .015 .041 .382 .182 .155 .155 .649 1.542 

Honest 

executive 

prioritisation 

-.033 .173 -.014 -.193 .847 -.375 .308 .081 -.012 
-

.012 
.718 1.393 

2 

(Constant) 11.708 1.481  7.903 .000 8.789 14.626      

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

-.024 .092 -.036 -.261 .795 -.206 .158 .079 -.017 
-

.017 
.207 4.837 

Even executive 

openness 
.223 .089 .203 2.506 .013 .048 .399 .182 .160 .159 .615 1.627 

Honest 

executive 

prioritisation 

-.035 .176 -.015 -.200 .842 -.381 .311 .081 -.013 
-

.013 
.705 1.418 

Objectivity .033 .108 .042 .303 .762 -.180 .246 .083 .020 .019 .205 4.871 

Fairness -.027 .077 -.026 -.352 .725 -.180 .125 .061 -.023 
-

.022 
.719 1.391 

Standards 

abidance 
-.123 .129 -.061 -.956 .340 -.377 .131 

-

.048 
-.062 

-

.061 
.986 1.014 

3 

(Constant) 8.165 1.879  4.345 .000 4.463 11.867      

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

-.015 .091 -.023 -.168 .866 -.195 .164 .079 -.011 
-

.011 
.206 4.856 

Even executive 

openness 
.181 .089 .164 2.031 .043 .005 .357 .182 .131 .127 .596 1.677 

Honest 

executive 

prioritisation 

-.030 .175 -.013 -.172 .864 -.375 .315 .081 -.011 
-

.011 
.691 1.448 

Objectivity .039 .107 .051 .367 .714 -.171 .249 .083 .024 .023 .205 4.876 

Fairness -.042 .077 -.041 -.553 .581 -.193 .108 .061 -.036 
-

.035 
.714 1.401 

Standards 

abidance 
-.127 .128 -.063 -.992 .322 -.379 .125 

-

.048 
-.064 

-

.062 
.975 1.025 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
.194 .175 .070 1.106 .270 -.152 .539 .099 .072 .069 .977 1.024 

Prior standards 

specification 
.447 .186 .157 2.403 .017 .081 .814 .201 .155 .150 .921 1.086 

Active redress 

system 
.141 .145 .064 .970 .333 -.145 .427 .107 .063 .061 .913 1.095 

a Dependent Variable: Management of individual performance failure 



 
635 
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x) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and procedural 

justice on review information utility 

 
 

 

Model Summary(d)   

Model 

R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 
Change Statistics 

Durbin-

Watson 
  

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 
  

1 .222(a) .049 .038 3.53412 .049 4.209 3 244 .006    

2 .230(b) .053 .029 3.54919 .004 .311 3 241 .818    

3 .429(c) .184 .153 3.31496 .131 12.754 3 238 .000 1.350   

a Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness   

b Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Standards abidance, Fairness, Objectivity 
  

c Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Standards abidance, Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Prior standards specification, Active redress system 
  

d Dependent Variable: Post review information utility   

 

ANOVA(d)  

Model  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 157.712 3 52.571 4.209 .006(a) 

Residual 3047.562 244 12.490   

Total 3205.274 247    

2 

Regression 169.458 6 28.243 2.242 .040(b) 

Residual 3035.816 241 12.597   

Total 3205.274 247    

3 

Regression 589.908 9 65.545 5.965 .000(c) 

Residual 2615.366 238 10.989   

Total 3205.274 247    

a Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness 

b Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Standards abidance, Fairness, Objectivity 

c Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Standards abidance, Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Prior standards specification, Active redress system 

d Dependent Variable: Post review information utility 

 

  



 
637 

 

Coefficients(a)   

Model  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 
  

B 
Std. 

Error 
Beta 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF B 

Std. 

Error 
  

1 

(Constant) 13.634 .831  16.404 .000 11.997 15.271        

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.014 .033 .030 .417 .677 -.051 .079 .132 .027 .026 .747 1.338   

Even executive 

openness 
.137 .059 .179 2.316 .021 .020 .253 .216 .147 .145 .650 1.539   

Honest 

executive 

prioritisation 

.072 .119 .044 .601 .548 -.163 .306 .146 .038 .038 .720 1.388   

2 

(Constant) 13.567 1.015  13.372 .000 11.569 15.566        

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

-.015 .063 -.032 -.233 .816 -.140 .110 .132 -.015 
-

.015 
.206 4.846   

Even executive 

openness 
.142 .061 .186 2.333 .020 .022 .262 .216 .149 .146 .617 1.622   

Honest 

executive 

prioritisation 

.077 .121 .048 .638 .524 -.161 .314 .146 .041 .040 .707 1.415   

Objectivity .046 .074 .086 .623 .534 -.100 .193 .137 .040 .039 .205 4.873   

Fairness -.033 .053 -.047 -.630 .529 -.138 .071 .073 -.041 
-

.039 
.718 1.392   

Standards 

abidance 
.045 .088 .032 .507 .612 -.129 .219 .046 .033 .032 .987 1.014   

3 

(Constant) 9.289 1.221  7.605 .000 6.883 11.695        

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

-.009 .059 -.020 -.154 .878 -.126 .108 .132 -.010 
-

.009 
.206 4.865   

Even executive 

openness 
.098 .058 .129 1.696 .091 -.016 .212 .216 .109 .099 .597 1.676   

Honest 

executive 

prioritisation 

.055 .114 .034 .487 .626 -.169 .280 .146 .032 .029 .692 1.445   

Objectivity .056 .069 .105 .812 .418 -.080 .193 .137 .053 .048 .205 4.877   

Fairness -.046 .050 -.065 -.933 .352 -.144 .052 .073 -.060 
-

.055 
.714 1.401   

Standards 

abidance 
.057 .083 .041 .684 .495 -.107 .220 .046 .044 .040 .976 1.024   

Supervisory 

humaneness 
.333 .113 .174 2.948 .004 .110 .555 .208 .188 .173 .981 1.019   

Prior standards 

specification 
.599 .120 .304 4.978 .000 .362 .836 .344 .307 .291 .922 1.085   

Active redress 

system 
.024 .095 .016 .258 .797 -.162 .211 .100 .017 .015 .912 1.096   

a Dependent Variable: Post review information utility   
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 The normality plots of the regression of performance leadership and procedural justice  

        on review information utility 

 

(a) The histogram 

 

 
 
 

 

(b) The normal probability plot 
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xi) Hierarchical multiple regression of leadership and procedural justice on 

management of team performance failure 

 
 

Model Summary(d)  

 

 

R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

Model 
 

 
 

 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 
 

1 .033(a) .001 -.003 3.0970 .001 .268 1 246 .605  

2 .161(b) .026 .014 3.0707 .025 3.114 2 244 .046  

3 .405(c) .164 .143 2.8622 .138 13.286 3 241 .000 1.368 

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_1TM  

 

ANOVA(d)  

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 2.572 1 2.572 .268 .605(a) 

Residual 2359.488 246 9.591   

Total 2362.060 247    

2 

Regression 61.293 3 20.431 2.167 .093(b) 

Residual 2300.767 244 9.429   

Total 2362.060 247    

3 

Regression 387.811 6 64.635 7.890 .000(c) 

Residual 1974.250 241 8.192   

Total 2362.060 247    

Residual 1960.667 240 8.169   

Total 2362.060 247    

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_1TM  
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Coefficients(a)  

 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Model B 
Std. 

Error 

Beta 
 

 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 
(Constant) 10.830 .572  18.919 .000 9.703 11.958      

FAC_1LED 1.295E-02 .025 .033 .518 .605 -.036 .062 .033 .033 .033 1.000 1.000 

2 

(Constant) 9.776 .721  13.568 .000 8.357 11.195      

FAC_1LED 
-2.059E-

02 
.029 -.052 -.716 .474 -.077 .036 .033 -.046 

-
.045 

.744 1.343 

FAC_2LED .119 .051 .183 2.325 .021 .018 .221 .154 .147 .147 .646 1.547 

FAC_3LED 
-9.469E-

03 
.103 -.007 -.092 .927 -.213 .194 .066 -.006 

-

.006 
.723 1.382 

3 

(Constant) 7.869 .822  9.572 .000 6.249 9.488      

FAC_1LED 
-4.685E-

02 
.051 -.119 -.919 .359 -.147 .054 .033 -.059 

-
.054 

.206 4.862 

FAC_2LED .104 .049 .159 2.105 .036 .007 .201 .154 .134 .124 .609 1.641 

FAC_3LED 
-5.015E-

02 
.097 -.036 -.515 .607 -.242 .142 .066 -.033 

-
.030 

.706 1.416 

FAC_1PRO 5.184E-02 .060 .113 .865 .388 -.066 .170 .065 .056 .051 .204 4.893 

FAC_2PRO 
-8.376E-

02 
.043 -.136 -1.956 .052 -.168 .001 -.012 -.125 

-
.115 

.715 1.398 

FAC_6PRO .624 .104 .367 6.011 .000 .419 .828 .373 .361 .354 .929 1.077 

a Dependent Variable: FAC_1TM  

 

 

The normality plots for the regression of performance leadership and procedural 

        justice on management of team performance failure 

 

(a) The histogram 

 
 

 

(b) The normal probability plot 
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xii) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and procedural 

justice on team review 

 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 FAC_1LED(a) . Enter 

2 FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED(a) . Enter 

3 FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: FAC_3TM  

 

 

Model Summary(d)  

 

 

R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

Model 
 

 
 

 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 
 

1 .014(a) .000 -.004 .8970 .000 .051 1 248 .822  

2 .171(b) .029 .017 .8875 .029 3.675 2 246 .027  

3 .346(c) .120 .098 .8503 .091 8.328 3 243 .000 1.672 

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_3TM  
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ANOVA(d)  

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 4.081E-02 1 4.081E-02 .051 .822(a) 

Residual 199.543 248 .805   

Total 199.584 249    

2 

Regression 5.829 3 1.943 2.467 .063(b) 

Residual 193.755 246 .788   

Total 199.584 249    

3 

Regression 23.894 6 3.982 5.508 .000(c) 

Residual 175.690 243 .723   

Total 199.584 249    

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_3TM  

 

Charts 
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xiii) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and 

procedural justice on team reward 

 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 FAC_1LED(a) . Enter 

2 FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED(a) . Enter 

3 FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: FAC_4TM  

 

 

Model Summary(d)  

 

 

R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

Model 
 

 

 

 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

 

1 .041(a) .002 -.002 1.2824 .002 .417 1 248 .519  

2 .214(b) .046 .034 1.2589 .044 5.672 2 246 .004  

3 .279(c) .078 .055 1.2453 .032 2.801 3 243 .041  

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_4TM  
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ANOVA(d)  

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression .686 1 .686 .417 .519(a) 

Residual 407.878 248 1.645   

Total 408.564 249    

2 

Regression 18.666 3 6.222 3.926 .009(b) 

Residual 389.898 246 1.585   

Total 408.564 249    

3 

Regression 31.698 6 5.283 3.406 .003(c) 

Residual 376.866 243 1.551   

Total 408.564 249    

Residual 376.853 242 1.557   

Total 408.564 249    

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_4TM  

 

 

Coefficients(a)  

 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Model B 
Std. 

Error 

Beta 
 

 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant) 2.444 .237  10.322 .000 1.978 2.911      

FAC_1LED 
6.665E-

03 
.010 .041 .646 .519 -.014 .027 .041 .041 .041 1.000 1.000 

2 

(Constant) 1.866 .295  6.325 .000 1.285 2.448      

FAC_1LED 
-1.173E-

02 
.012 -.072 -.998 .319 -.035 .011 .041 -.064 

-
.062 

.744 1.345 

FAC_2LED 
6.637E-

02 
.021 .245 3.163 .002 .025 .108 .203 .198 .197 .647 1.544 

FAC_3LED 
-7.868E-

03 
.042 -.014 -.186 .852 -.091 .075 .082 -.012 

-

.012 
.726 1.378 

3 

(Constant) 1.424 .357  3.988 .000 .721 2.128      

FAC_1LED 
2.077E-

03 
.022 .013 .094 .925 -.042 .046 .041 .006 .006 .205 4.871 

FAC_2LED 
6.003E-

02 
.021 .221 2.812 .005 .018 .102 .203 .178 .173 .612 1.634 

FAC_3LED 
-1.699E-

02 
.042 -.029 -.402 .688 -.100 .066 .082 -.026 

-

.025 
.707 1.414 

FAC_1PRO 
-1.922E-

02 
.026 -.101 -.738 .461 -.071 .032 .029 -.047 

-

.045 
.204 4.897 
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FAC_2PRO 
-1.410E-

03 
.019 -.006 -.076 .940 -.038 .035 .072 -.005 

-
.005 

.714 1.401 

FAC_6PRO .129 .045 .183 2.861 .005 .040 .217 .206 .181 .176 .929 1.077 

4 

(Constant) 1.418 .365  3.882 .000 .698 2.137      

FAC_1LED 
1.817E-

03 
.022 .011 .081 .935 -.042 .046 .041 .005 .005 .202 4.952 

FAC_2LED 
6.013E-

02 
.021 .222 2.807 .005 .018 .102 .203 .178 .173 .610 1.639 

FAC_3LED 
-1.749E-

02 
.043 -.030 -.409 .683 -.102 .067 .082 -.026 

-

.025 
.696 1.438 

FAC_1PRO 
-1.926E-

02 
.026 -.101 -.738 .461 -.071 .032 .029 -.047 

-

.046 
.204 4.898 

FAC_2PRO 
-2.162E-

03 
.020 -.008 -.106 .916 -.042 .038 .072 -.007 

-

.007 
.596 1.678 

FAC_6PRO .129 .045 .183 2.851 .005 .040 .218 .206 .180 .176 .928 1.078 

SYORIENT 
2.532E-

03 
.028 .007 .091 .928 -.052 .057 .050 .006 .006 .625 1.600 

a Dependent Variable: FAC_4TM  

 

 

Charts 
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xiv) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and procedural justice on 

customer review 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 FAC_1LED(a) . Enter 

2 FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED(a) . Enter 

3 FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: FAC_1REV  

 

Model Summary(d)  

 

 

R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

Model 
 
 

 

 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

 

1 .084(a) .007 .003 3.1738 .007 1.762 1 248 .186  

2 .134(b) .018 .006 3.1692 .011 1.361 2 246 .258  

3 .230(c) .053 .029 3.1317 .035 2.977 3 243 .032 1.807 

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_1REV  

 

ANOVA(d)  

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 17.750 1 17.750 1.762 .186(a) 

Residual 2498.174 248 10.073   

Total 2515.924 249    

2 

Regression 45.081 3 15.027 1.496 .216(b) 

Residual 2470.843 246 10.044   

Total 2515.924 249    

3 

Regression 132.683 6 22.114 2.255 .039(c) 

Residual 2383.241 243 9.808   

Total 2515.924 249    

Residual 2372.997 242 9.806   

Total 2515.924 249    

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_1REV  
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Coefficients(a)  

 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Model B 
Std. 

Error 

Beta 
 

 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant) 9.183 .586  15.668 .000 8.029 10.337      

FAC_1LED 
-3.392E-

02 
.026 -.084 -1.327 .186 -.084 .016 -.084 -.084 

-

.084 
1.000 1.000 

2 

(Constant) 8.433 .743  11.354 .000 6.970 9.896      

FAC_1LED 
-5.861E-

02 
.030 -.145 -1.981 .049 -.117 .000 -.084 -.125 

-

.125 
.744 1.345 

FAC_2LED 6.071E-02 .053 .090 1.150 .251 -.043 .165 .044 .073 .073 .647 1.544 

FAC_3LED 6.727E-02 .106 .047 .633 .527 -.142 .277 .038 .040 .040 .726 1.378 

3 

(Constant) 6.888 .898  7.669 .000 5.119 8.657      

FAC_1LED 
-8.505E-

02 
.056 -.211 -1.529 .128 -.195 .025 -.084 -.098 

-
.095 

.205 4.871 

FAC_2LED 2.734E-02 .054 .041 .509 .611 -.078 .133 .044 .033 .032 .612 1.634 

FAC_3LED 1.986E-02 .106 .014 .187 .852 -.190 .229 .038 .012 .012 .707 1.414 

FAC_1PRO 1.609E-02 .065 .034 .246 .806 -.113 .145 -.047 .016 .015 .204 4.897 

FAC_2PRO 7.853E-02 .047 .124 1.679 .094 -.014 .171 .098 .107 .105 .714 1.401 

FAC_6PRO .249 .113 .143 2.201 .029 .026 .472 .155 .140 .137 .929 1.077 

a Dependent Variable: FAC_1REV  

 

 

Charts 

 
 



 
648 

 

xv) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and procedural 

justice on upward review 

 
Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 FAC_1LED(a) . Enter 

2 FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED(a) . Enter 

3 FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO(a) . Enter 

4 SYORIENT(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: FAC_3REV  

 

 

 

Model Summary(d)  

 

 

R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

Model 
 

 

 

 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

 

1 .068(a) .005 .001 1.0578 .005 1.166 1 248 .281  

2 .143(b) .020 .008 1.0537 .016 1.976 2 246 .141  

3 .209(c) .043 .020 1.0476 .023 1.953 3 243 .122 2.047 

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_3REV  

 



 
649 

ANOVA(d)  

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 1.304 1 1.304 1.166 .281(a) 

Residual 277.500 248 1.119   

Total 278.804 249    

2 

Regression 5.693 3 1.898 1.709 .166(b) 

Residual 273.111 246 1.110   

Total 278.804 249    

3 

Regression 12.123 6 2.020 1.841 .092(c) 

Residual 266.681 243 1.097   

Total 278.804 249    

Residual 266.121 242 1.100   

Total 278.804 249    

a Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED 

b Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED 

c Predictors: (Constant), FAC_1LED, FAC_3LED, FAC_2LED, FAC_6PRO, FAC_2PRO, FAC_1PRO 

d Dependent Variable: FAC_3REV  

 

Coefficients(a)  

 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Model B 
Std. 

Error 

Beta 
 

 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 
(Constant) 3.774 .195  19.320 .000 3.389 4.159      

FAC_1LED 9.193E-03 .009 .068 1.080 .281 -.008 .026 .068 .068 .068 1.000 1.000 

2 

(Constant) 3.475 .247  14.072 .000 2.989 3.962      

FAC_1LED 
-6.781E-

04 
.010 -.005 -.069 .945 -.020 .019 .068 -.004 

-

.004 
.744 1.345 

FAC_2LED 2.326E-02 .018 .104 1.324 .187 -.011 .058 .133 .084 .084 .647 1.544 

FAC_3LED 2.965E-02 .035 .062 .839 .402 -.040 .099 .112 .053 .053 .726 1.378 

3 

(Constant) 3.226 .300  10.736 .000 2.634 3.817      

FAC_1LED 
-6.584E-

03 
.019 -.049 -.354 .724 -.043 .030 .068 -.023 

-
.022 

.205 4.871 

FAC_2LED 2.199E-02 .018 .098 1.224 .222 -.013 .057 .133 .078 .077 .612 1.634 

FAC_3LED 2.402E-02 .036 .050 .675 .500 -.046 .094 .112 .043 .042 .707 1.414 

FAC_1PRO 1.081E-02 .022 .069 .494 .622 -.032 .054 .083 .032 .031 .204 4.897 

FAC_2PRO 
-1.400E-

02 
.016 -.066 -.895 .372 -.045 .017 .030 -.057 

-

.056 
.714 1.401 

FAC_6PRO 8.449E-02 .038 .145 2.231 .027 .010 .159 .169 .142 .140 .929 1.077 

FAC_1LED 
-8.298E-

03 
.019 -.062 -.442 .659 -.045 .029 .068 -.028 

-

.028 
.202 4.952 

FAC_2LED 2.263E-02 .018 .101 1.257 .210 -.013 .058 .133 .081 .079 .610 1.639 
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FAC_3LED 2.071E-02 .036 .043 .577 .565 -.050 .091 .112 .037 .036 .696 1.438 

FAC_1PRO 1.054E-02 .022 .067 .481 .631 -.033 .054 .083 .031 .030 .204 4.898 

FAC_2PRO 
-1.897E-

02 
.017 -.090 -1.107 .269 -.053 .015 .030 -.071 

-
.070 

.596 1.678 

FAC_6PRO 8.359E-02 .038 .144 2.204 .028 .009 .158 .169 .140 .138 .928 1.078 

a Dependent Variable: FAC_3REV  

 

Charts 
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xvi) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and 

procedural justice on perceived system orientation (combination 1) 

 
 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered 
Variables 

Removed 
Method 

1 
Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive 

openness(a) 
. Enter 

2 Objectivity(a) . Enter 

3 Fairness(a) . Enter 

4 Standards abidance(a) . Enter 

5 Supervisory humaneness(a) . Enter 

6 Prior standards specification, Active redress system(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: System orientation 

 

 

Model Summary(g)  

Model R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Change Statistics 
Durbin-

Watson 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

 

1 .490(a) .240 .231 3.14754 .240 25.690 3 244 .000 

2 .498(b) .248 .235 3.13787 .008 2.506 1 243 .115 

3 .611(c) .373 .360 2.86992 .126 48.494 1 242 .000 

4 .611(d) .373 .358 2.87575 .000 .020 1 241 .887 

5 .622(e) .387 .369 2.84969 .014 5.429 1 240 .021 

6 .625(f) .391 .368 2.85237 .004 .774 2 238 .462 2.066 

a Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness 

b Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Objectivity 

c Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Objectivity, Fairness 

d Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Objectivity, Fairness, Standards abidance 

e Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Objectivity, Fairness, Standards abidance, Supervisory humaneness 

f Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Objectivity, Fairness, Standards abidance, Supervisory humaneness, Prior standards specification, Active redress system 

g Dependent Variable: System orientation 
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ANOVA(g)  

Model 
 

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 763.523 3 254.508 25.690 .000(a) 

Residual 2417.315 244 9.907 
  

Total 3180.839 247 
   

2 

Regression 788.199 4 197.050 20.013 .000(b) 

Residual 2392.640 243 9.846 
  

Total 3180.839 247 
   

3 

Regression 1187.615 5 237.523 28.838 .000(c) 

Residual 1993.224 242 8.236 
  

Total 3180.839 247 
   

4 

Regression 1187.783 6 197.964 23.938 .000(d) 

Residual 1993.055 241 8.270 
  

Total 3180.839 247 
   

5 

Regression 1231.869 7 175.981 21.671 .000(e) 

Residual 1948.969 240 8.121 
  

Total 3180.839 247 
   

6 

Regression 1244.466 9 138.274 16.995 .000(f) 

Residual 1936.373 238 8.136 
  

Total 3180.839 247 
   

a Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness 

b Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Objectivity 

c Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Objectivity, Fairness 

d Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Objectivity, Fairness, Standards abidance 

e Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Objectivity, Fairness, Standards abidance, Supervisory humaneness 

f Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, 

Objectivity, Fairness, Standards abidance, Supervisory humaneness, Prior standards specification, Active redress system 

g Dependent Variable: System orientation 

 

Coefficients(a)  

Model 
 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta 
Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF B 

Std. 

Error 

1 

(Constant) 4.964 .740 
 

6.706 .000 3.506 6.422 
     

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.165 .030 .360 5.574 .000 .106 .223 .452 .336 .311 .747 1.338 
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Even executive 

openness 
.040 .053 .052 .753 .452 -.064 .143 .314 .048 .042 .650 1.539 

Honest executive 

prioritisation 
.288 .106 .179 2.715 .007 .079 .496 .341 .171 .152 .720 1.388 

2 

(Constant) 4.746 .751 
 

6.321 .000 3.267 6.224 
     

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.089 .056 .195 1.597 .112 -.021 .199 .452 .102 .089 .207 4.831 

Even executive 

openness 
.038 .052 .050 .719 .473 -.066 .141 .314 .046 .040 .649 1.540 

Honest executive 

prioritisation 
.274 .106 .170 2.589 .010 .066 .483 .341 .164 .144 .716 1.397 

Objectivity .102 .064 .191 1.583 .115 -.025 .229 .450 .101 .088 .213 4.689 

3 

(Constant) 2.798 .741 
 

3.774 .000 1.338 4.259 
     

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.097 .051 .212 1.898 .059 -.004 .198 .452 .121 .097 .207 4.833 

Even executive 

openness 
-.034 .049 -.045 -.693 .489 -.131 .063 .314 -.044 

-

.035 
.621 1.611 

Honest executive 

prioritisation 
.200 .097 .124 2.052 .041 .008 .392 .341 .131 .104 .707 1.414 

Objectivity .023 .060 .043 .383 .702 -.095 .141 .450 .025 .019 .206 4.863 

Fairness .298 .043 .417 6.964 .000 .214 .382 .550 .409 .354 .721 1.387 

4 

(Constant) 2.748 .822 
 

3.343 .001 1.129 4.367 
     

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.097 .051 .211 1.884 .061 -.004 .198 .452 .120 .096 .206 4.846 

Even executive 

openness 
-.035 .049 -.045 -.701 .484 -.132 .063 .314 -.045 

-

.036 
.617 1.622 

Honest executive 

prioritisation 
.200 .098 .124 2.050 .041 .008 .393 .341 .131 .105 .707 1.415 

Objectivity .023 .060 .044 .388 .698 -.095 .142 .450 .025 .020 .205 4.873 

Fairness .298 .043 .418 6.944 .000 .214 .383 .550 .408 .354 .718 1.392 

Standards abidance .010 .072 .007 .143 .887 -.131 .151 
-

.004 
.009 .007 .987 1.014 

5 

(Constant) 1.720 .926 
 

1.856 .065 -.105 3.545 
     

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.096 .051 .209 1.880 .061 -.005 .196 .452 .120 .095 .206 4.846 

Even executive 

openness 
-.034 .049 -.045 -.699 .485 -.131 .062 .314 -.045 

-

.035 
.617 1.622 

Honest executive 

prioritisation 
.194 .097 .120 2.003 .046 .003 .385 .341 .128 .101 .706 1.416 

Objectivity .024 .060 .045 .406 .685 -.093 .142 .450 .026 .021 .205 4.873 

Fairness .296 .043 .415 6.959 .000 .213 .380 .550 .410 .352 .718 1.393 

Standards abidance .012 .071 .009 .173 .863 -.127 .152 
-

.004 
.011 .009 .986 1.014 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
.224 .096 .118 2.330 .021 .035 .414 .144 .149 .118 .998 1.002 

6 

(Constant) 1.655 1.051 
 

1.574 .117 -.416 3.725 
     

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.098 .051 .215 1.926 .055 -.002 .199 .452 .124 .097 .206 4.865 

Even executive 

openness 
-.036 .050 -.047 -.714 .476 -.134 .063 .314 -.046 

-

.036 
.597 1.676 

Honest executive 

prioritisation 
.210 .098 .131 2.149 .033 .018 .403 .341 .138 .109 .692 1.445 
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Objectivity .022 .060 .042 .373 .710 -.095 .140 .450 .024 .019 .205 4.877 

Fairness .294 .043 .412 6.879 .000 .210 .378 .550 .407 .348 .714 1.401 

Standards abidance .003 .071 .002 .049 .961 -.137 .144 
-

.004 
.003 .002 .976 1.024 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
.220 .097 .116 2.264 .024 .029 .411 .144 .145 .115 .981 1.019 

Prior standards 

specification 
-.082 .104 -.042 -.792 .429 -.286 .122 .028 -.051 

-

.040 
.922 1.085 

Active redress 

system 
.089 .081 .058 1.091 .276 -.071 .249 .058 .071 .055 .912 1.096 

a Dependent Variable: System orientation 

Charts 
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xvii) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and

procedural justice on perceived system orientation (combination 2 -

improved)

Variables Entered/Removed(b) 

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership(a) . Enter 

2 Supervisory humaneness, Fairness(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: System orientation 

Model Summary(c)  

Model R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 
Durbin-

Watson 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 .490(a) .240 .234 3.14084 .240 39.041 2 247 .000 

2 .622(b) .387 .377 2.83248 .147 29.354 2 245 .000 2.076 

a Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership 

b Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Supervisory humaneness, Fairness 

c Dependent Variable: System orientation 

ANOVA(c) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 770.274 2 385.137 39.041 .000(a) 

Residual 2436.626 247 9.865 

Total 3206.900 249 

2 

Regression 1241.285 4 310.321 38.679 .000(b) 

Residual 1965.615 245 8.023 

Total 3206.900 249 

a Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership 

b Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Supervisory humaneness, Fairness 

c Dependent Variable: System orientation 

Coefficients(a)  

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B 
Std. 

Error 
Beta 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF B 

Std. 

Error 

1 

(Constant) 5.207 .647 8.046 .000 3.932 6.482 

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.174 .027 .381 6.373 .000 .120 .228 .455 .376 .353 .860 1.163 

Honest .318 .097 .197 3.286 .001 .127 .508 .339 .205 .182 .860 1.163 
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executive 

prioritisation 

2 

(Constant) 1.621 .804 2.017 .045 .038 3.204 

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.107 .026 .235 4.081 .000 .055 .159 .455 .252 .204 .757 1.321 

Honest 

executive 

prioritisation 

.174 .089 .107 1.944 .053 -.002 .350 .339 .123 .097 .820 1.220 

Fairness .292 .040 .409 7.216 .000 .212 .372 .552 .419 .361 .778 1.285 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
.228 .095 .120 2.395 .017 .040 .415 .152 .151 .120 .997 1.003 

a Dependent Variable: System orientation 

Charts 
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xviii) Hierarchical multiple regression of procedural justice on perceived 

system orientation 

 
 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 Fairness, Objectivity(a) . Enter 

2 Supervisory humaneness, Standards abidance, Prior standards specification(a) . Enter 

3 Active redress system(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: System orientation 

 

Model Summary(d)  

Model R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 
Durbin-

Watson 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

 1 .593(a) .352 .347 2.90048 .352 66.547 2 245 .000 

2 .606(b) .368 .355 2.88294 .016 1.997 3 242 .115 

3 .607(c) .369 .353 2.88607 .001 .475 1 241 .491 2.061 

a Predictors: (Constant), Fairness, Objectivity 

b Predictors: (Constant), Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Standards abidance, Prior standards specification 

c Predictors: (Constant), Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Standards abidance, Prior standards specification, Active redress system 

d Dependent Variable: System orientation 

 

ANOVA(d)  

Model 
 

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 1119.700 2 559.850 66.547 .000(a) 

Residual 2061.139 245 8.413 
  

Total 3180.839 247 
   

2 

Regression 1169.490 5 233.898 28.142 .000(b) 

Residual 2011.349 242 8.311 
  

Total 3180.839 247 
   

3 

Regression 1173.450 6 195.575 23.480 .000(c) 

Residual 2007.389 241 8.329 
  

Total 3180.839 247 
   

a Predictors: (Constant), Fairness, Objectivity 

b Predictors: (Constant), Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Standards abidance, Prior standards specification 

c Predictors: (Constant), Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Standards abidance, Prior standards specification, Active redress system 

d Dependent Variable: System orientation 
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Coefficients(a)  

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta 
Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF B 

Std. 

Error 

1 

(Constant) 3.110 .677 4.592 .000 1.776 4.444 

Objectivity .133 .031 .249 4.304 .000 .072 .194 .450 .265 .221 .788 1.269 

Fairness .311 .041 .436 7.519 .000 .230 .393 .550 .433 .387 .788 1.269 

2 

(Constant) 2.175 1.002 2.171 .031 .202 4.149 

Objectivity .132 .031 .247 4.285 .000 .071 .193 .450 .266 .219 .787 1.271 

Fairness .311 .041 .435 7.517 .000 .229 .392 .550 .435 .384 .780 1.282 

Standards 

abidance 
.019 .071 .013 .261 .795 -.122 .159 

-

.004 
.017 .013 .998 1.002 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
.236 .098 .124 2.419 .016 .044 .429 .144 .154 .124 .990 1.010 

Prior 

standards 

specification 

-.051 .101 -.026 -.508 .612 -.251 .148 .028 -.033 
-

.026 
.983 1.017 

3 

(Constant) 1.979 1.042 1.899 .059 -.074 4.033 

Objectivity .133 .031 .250 4.318 .000 .073 .194 .450 .268 .221 .783 1.277 

Fairness .309 .041 .432 7.444 .000 .227 .391 .550 .432 .381 .776 1.288 

Standards 

abidance 
.013 .072 .010 .188 .851 -.128 .155 

-

.004 
.012 .010 .987 1.013 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
.230 .098 .121 2.349 .020 .037 .424 .144 .150 .120 .983 1.017 

Prior 

standards 

specification 

-.065 .103 -.033 -.631 .529 -.269 .138 .028 -.041 
-

.032 
.947 1.056 

Active redress 

system 
.056 .081 .036 .689 .491 -.104 .216 .058 .044 .035 .936 1.068 

a Dependent Variable: System orientation 

Charts 
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xix) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and

procedural justice on member affect for the existent performance

management practice (combination 1)

Variables Entered/Removed(b) 

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness(a) . Enter 

2 Standards abidance, Fairness, Objectivity(a) . Enter 

3 Supervisory humaneness, Prior standards specification, Active redress system(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

Model Summary(d) 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 
Durbin-

Watson 

R Square 

Change 
F Change df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 .481(a) .232 .222 7.69744 .232 24.513 3 244 .000 

2 .565(b) .319 .302 7.28923 .088 10.365 3 241 .000 

3 .580(c) .336 .311 7.24282 .017 2.033 3 238 .110 1.641 

a Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness 

b Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, Standards abidance, 

Fairness, Objectivity 

c Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, Standards abidance, 
Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Prior standards specification, Active redress system 

d Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 
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ANOVA(d) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 4357.160 3 1452.387 24.513 .000(a) 

Residual 14457.159 244 59.251 

Total 18814.319 247 

2 

Regression 6009.293 6 1001.549 18.850 .000(b) 

Residual 12805.025 241 53.133 

Total 18814.319 247 

3 

Regression 6329.208 9 703.245 13.406 .000(c) 

Residual 12485.111 238 52.458 

Total 18814.319 247 

a Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness 

b Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, Standards abidance, 

Fairness, Objectivity 

c Predictors: (Constant), Honest executive prioritisation, Immediate performance leadership, Even executive openness, Standards abidance, 

Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Prior standards specification, Active redress system 

d Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

Coefficients(a)  

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B 
Std. 

Error 
Beta 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF B 

Std. 

Error 

1 

(Constant) 14.379 1.810 7.943 .000 10.813 17.944 

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.193 .072 .174 2.679 .008 .051 .336 .360 .169 .150 .747 1.338 

Even executive 

openness 
.539 .129 .291 4.183 .000 .285 .792 .437 .259 .235 .650 1.539 

Honest 

executive 

prioritisation 

.486 .259 .124 1.876 .062 -.024 .996 .337 .119 .105 .720 1.388 

2 

(Constant) 10.998 2.084 5.278 .000 6.893 15.102 

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.094 .130 .084 .721 .471 -.162 .350 .360 .046 .038 .206 4.846 

Even executive 

openness 
.404 .125 .218 3.225 .001 .157 .650 .437 .203 .171 .617 1.622 

Honest 

executive 

prioritisation 

.314 .248 .080 1.268 .206 -.174 .802 .337 .081 .067 .707 1.415 

Objectivity .002 .152 .002 .014 .989 -.298 .302 .358 .001 .001 .205 4.873 

Fairness .580 .109 .334 5.324 .000 .365 .795 .491 .324 .283 .718 1.392 

Standards 

abidance 
-.163 .181 -.048 -.897 .370 -.520 .194 

-

.043 
-.058 

-

.048 
.987 1.014 

3 

(Constant) 9.189 2.669 3.443 .001 3.932 14.446 

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.085 .130 .077 .659 .511 -.170 .341 .360 .043 .035 .206 4.865 
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Even executive 

openness 
.420 .126 .227 3.321 .001 .171 .669 .437 .210 .175 .597 1.676 

Honest 

executive 

prioritisation 

.279 .249 .071 1.121 .263 -.211 .769 .337 .072 .059 .692 1.445 

Objectivity .004 .152 .003 .029 .977 -.294 .303 .358 .002 .002 .205 4.877 

Fairness .581 .109 .334 5.349 .000 .367 .795 .491 .328 .282 .714 1.401 

Standards 

abidance 
-.148 .181 -.044 -.818 .414 -.505 .209 

-

.043 
-.053 

-

.043 
.976 1.024 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
.599 .246 .130 2.432 .016 .114 1.085 .148 .156 .128 .981 1.019 

Prior standards 

specification 
-.071 .263 -.015 -.269 .788 -.589 .447 .068 -.017 

-
.014 

.922 1.085 

Active redress 

system 
-.126 .206 -.034 -.610 .543 -.533 .281 

-
.001 

-.039 
-

.032 
.912 1.096 

a Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

Charts 
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xx) Hierarchical multiple regression of performance leadership and  

procedural justice on member affect for the existent performance 

management practice (improved combination 2)  

 
 

Variables Entered/Removed(b)  

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 Even executive openness, Immediate performance leadership(a) . Enter 

2 Supervisory humaneness, Fairness(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

 

Model Summary(c)  

Model R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 
Durbin-

Watson 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 
 

1 .472(a) .223 .217 7.71203 .223 35.472 2 247 .000 

2 .575(b) .331 .320 7.18556 .108 19.760 2 245 .000 1.643 

a Predictors: (Constant), Even executive openness, Immediate performance leadership 

b Predictors: (Constant), Even executive openness, Immediate performance leadership, Supervisory humaneness, Fairness 

c Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

 

ANOVA(c)  

Model 
 

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 4219.365 2 2109.683 35.472 .000(a) 

Residual 14690.411 247 59.475 
  

Total 18909.776 249 
   

2 

Regression 6259.868 4 1564.967 30.310 .000(b) 

Residual 12649.908 245 51.632 
  

Total 18909.776 249 
   

a Predictors: (Constant), Even executive openness, Immediate performance leadership 

b Predictors: (Constant), Even executive openness, Immediate performance leadership, Supervisory humaneness, Fairness 

c Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

 

Coefficients(a)  

Model 
 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B 
Std. 

Error 
Beta 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF B 

Std. 

Error 

1 

(Constant) 14.909 1.781 
 

8.370 .000 11.401 18.417 
     

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.220 .071 .198 3.098 .002 .080 .359 .364 .193 .174 .767 1.304 

Even executive .633 .118 .344 5.365 .000 .401 .866 .439 .323 .301 .767 1.304 
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openness 

2 

(Constant) 7.808 2.125 3.674 .000 3.621 11.994 

Immediate 

performance 

leadership 

.104 .069 .094 1.515 .131 -.031 .240 .364 .096 .079 .706 1.416 

Even executive 

openness 
.448 .114 .243 3.911 .000 .222 .673 .439 .242 .204 .708 1.412 

Fairness .598 .104 .345 5.723 .000 .392 .803 .494 .343 .299 .753 1.328 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
.589 .241 .128 2.444 .015 .114 1.064 .155 .154 .128 .997 1.003 

a Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

Charts 
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xxi) Hierarchical multiple regression of procedural justice on affect

Variables Entered/Removed(b) 

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 Fairness, Objectivity(a) . Enter 

2 Supervisory humaneness, Standards abidance, Prior standards specification(a) . Enter 

3 Active redress system(a) . Enter 

a All requested variables entered. 

b Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

Model Summary(d) 

Model R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 
Durbin-

Watson 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 .513(a) .263 .257 7.52105 .263 43.804 2 245 .000 

2 .530(b) .281 .266 7.47637 .018 1.979 3 242 .118 

3 .531(c) .282 .264 7.48627 .001 .360 1 241 .549 1.599 

a Predictors: (Constant), Fairness, Objectivity 

b Predictors: (Constant), Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Standards abidance, Prior standards specification 

c Predictors: (Constant), Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Standards abidance, Prior standards specification, Active redress system 

d Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

ANOVA(d) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 4955.598 2 2477.799 43.804 .000(a) 

Residual 13858.721 245 56.566 

Total 18814.319 247 

2 

Regression 5287.460 5 1057.492 18.919 .000(b) 

Residual 13526.859 242 55.896 

Total 18814.319 247 

3 

Regression 5307.639 6 884.607 15.784 .000(c) 

Residual 13506.679 241 56.044 

Total 18814.319 247 

a Predictors: (Constant), Fairness, Objectivity 

b Predictors: (Constant), Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Standards abidance, Prior standards specification 

c Predictors: (Constant), Fairness, Objectivity, Supervisory humaneness, Standards abidance, Prior standards specification, Active redress system 

d Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 
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Coefficients(a)  

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 
Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B 
Std. 

Error 
Beta 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part Tolerance VIF B 

Std. 

Error 

1 

(Constant) 13.677 1.756 7.788 .000 10.218 17.137 

Objectivity .217 .080 .167 2.699 .007 .059 .375 .358 .170 .148 .788 1.269 

Fairness .720 .107 .415 6.712 .000 .509 .932 .491 .394 .368 .788 1.269 

2 

(Constant) 11.033 2.598 4.246 .000 5.915 16.151 

Objectivity .216 .080 .166 2.709 .007 .059 .374 .358 .172 .148 .787 1.271 

Fairness .708 .107 .408 6.606 .000 .497 .920 .491 .391 .360 .780 1.282 

Standards 

abidance 
-.086 .185 -.025 -.463 .644 -.450 .279 

-

.043 
-.030 

-

.025 
.998 1.002 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
.589 .253 .127 2.327 .021 .090 1.088 .148 .148 .127 .990 1.010 

Prior 

standards 

specification 

.082 .263 .017 .311 .756 -.436 .599 .068 .020 .017 .983 1.017 

3 

(Constant) 11.474 2.704 4.244 .000 6.148 16.801 

Objectivity .213 .080 .164 2.657 .008 .055 .371 .358 .169 .145 .783 1.277 

Fairness .713 .108 .410 6.623 .000 .501 .925 .491 .392 .361 .776 1.288 

Standards 

abidance 
-.074 .186 -.022 -.398 .691 -.441 .293 

-

.043 
-.026 

-

.022 
.987 1.013 

Supervisory 

humaneness 
.602 .255 .130 2.366 .019 .101 1.104 .148 .151 .129 .983 1.017 

Prior 

standards 

specification 

.113 .268 .024 .421 .674 -.415 .641 .068 .027 .023 .947 1.056 

Active redress 

system 
-.126 .211 -.034 -.600 .549 -.541 .289 

-
.001 

-.039 
-

.033 
.936 1.068 

a Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

Charts 
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xxii) Simple regression of perceived system orientation on member affect for

the existent performance management practice

Model Summary(b) 

Model R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 
Durbin-

Watson R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 .406(a) .165 .161 7.98136 .165 48.847 1 248 .000 1.562 

a Predictors: (Constant), System orientation 

b Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 

ANOVA(b) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 3111.658 1 3111.658 48.847 .000(a) 

Residual 15798.118 248 63.702 

Total 18909.776 249 

a Predictors: (Constant), System orientation 

b Dependent Variable: Affectiveness to performance management practice 
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Charts 
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Appendix 11: Cross-validation of the significant regression models 

As discussed in detail in chapter four, because SPSS derives R²adj using Wherry‘s equation and 

owing to the shortcomings of Wherry‘s formula, all the regression analyses were cross-validated 

using Stein‘s formula which is more robust in accurately predicting the outcome of the model 

given a different set of people (sample) and is given by;  

adj 

1 2 1
R (rendered by Stephens as ) 1 1

1 2

n n n
R

n k n k n
² pˆ² ²

Where: 

n is the number of cases and 

k is the number of predictors in the model. 

i) The cross-validity of the predictive power of immediate performance leadership regarding

hardware support:

adj 

250 1 250 2 250 1
R 1 1 0.06

250 1 1 250 1 2 250
²

= 1 – [1.004] [1.004] [0.996] [0.94]   = 1 – 0.944 = 0.056. 

ii) The cross-validity of the predictive power of performance leadership factors regarding

review information utility:

adj 

250 1 250 2 250 1
R 1 1 0.052

250 3 1 250 3 2 250
²

= 1 –   [1.012] [1.012][1.004] [.948] = 1 – .975 = .025. 

iii) The cross-validity of the predictive power of immediate performance leadership regarding

objectivity:

adj 

250 1 250 2 250 1
R 1 1 0.784

250 1 1 250 1 2 250
²

=  1 – [1.004] [1.004] [1.004] [.216] = 1 - .219 = 0.784. 
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iv) The crosss-validity of the predictive power of performance leadership factors regarding 

fairness: 

 

adj 

250 1 250 2 250 1
R  1 1 0.248

250 3 1 250 3 2 250
²  

 

=  1 – [1.012] [1.012] [1.004] [.752] = 1 - .773 = 0.227. 

 

v) The cross-validity of the predictive power of  performance leadership and member culture 

factors regarding perceived system orientation: 

 

(a) Initial analysis including performance leadership and member culture factors: 

adj 

249 1 249 2 249 1
R  1 1 0.242

249 3 1 249 3 2 249
²

 

=  1 – [1.021] [1.021] [1.004] [0.758] = 1 – 0.779 = 0.221. 

(b) Follow up analysis after expunging member culture factors: 

Model 1: 

R
2

adjusted   =                                           
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .207
249 1 1 249 1 2 249

 

 

      = 1 – [1.004][1.004][1.004][.794] = 1 – .803 = .197 ≈ .20 

 

Model 2: 

 

R
2

adjusted     =        
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .219
249 2 1 249 2 2 249

  

 

     = 1 – [1.008][1.008][1.004][.781] = 1 – .797  =  .203 

 

Model 3: 

 

R
2

adjusted =                 
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .242
249 3 1 249 3 2 249

 

 

= 1  –  [1.012][1.012][1.004][.758]  =  1 – .779 = .221 
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vi) The cross-validity of the predictive power of performance leadership and member culture

factors regarding member affect for the performance management system in operation:

(a) Initial analysis including performance leadership and member culture factor:

adj 

250 1 250 2 250 1
R 1 1 0.234

250 3 1 250 3 2 250
²

=  1 – [1.012] [1.01] [1.004] [0.66] = 1 – 0.788 = 0.212. 

(b) Follow up analysis after expunging member culture factors:

Model 1:

R
2

adjusted    =   
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .133
249 1 1 249 1 2 249

= 1 – [1.004][1.004][1.004][.867]  =  1 – .877  = .123 

Model 2: 

R
2

adjusted      =
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .234
249 3 1 249 3 2 249

= 1 – [1.0122][1.0122][1.004][.766] = 1 – .788  =  .212 

vii) The cross-validity of the predictive power of performance leadership and procedural justice

variables with respect to management of individual performance failure:

adj 

246 1 246 2 246 1
R 1 1 0.077

246 9 1 246 9 2 246
²

=  1 – [1.038] [1.038] [1.004] [0.923] = 1 – 0.998 = 0.002. 

viii) The cross-validity of the predictive power of performance leadership and procedural justice

variables with respect to review information utility:

adj 

248 1 248 2 248 1
R 1 1 0.184

248 9 1 248 9 2 248
²

=  1 – [1.038] [1.038] [1.004] [0.816] = 1 – 0.883 = 0.117. 
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ix) The cross-validity of the predictive power of performance leadership and procedural justice 

variables regarding management of team failure: 

 

adj 

246 1 246 2 246 1
R  1 1 0.13

246 9 1 246 9 2 246
²  

 

=  1 – [1.038] [1.038] [1.004] [0.87] = 1 – 0.941 = 0.059. 

 

x) The cross-validity of the predictive power of performance leadership and procedural justice 

variables with respect to team review 

 

 adj 

248 1 248 2 248 1
R  1 1 0.114

248 9 1 248 9 2 248
²

 

 

=  1 – [1.038] [1.038] [1.004] [0.886] = 1 – 0.958 = 0.042. 

xi) The cross-validity of the predictive power of performance leadership and procedural justice 

variables on team reward: 

 

adj 

248 1 248 2 248 1
R  1 1 0.098

248 9 1 248 9 2 248
²  

 

=  1 – [1.038] [1.038] [1.004] [0.902] = 1 – 0.976 = 0.024. 

 

xii) The cross-validity of the predictive power of of performance leadership and procedural 

justice variables regarding customer review: 

 

adj 

248 1 248 2 248 1
R  1 1 0.069

248 9 1 248 9 2 248
²  

 

= 1 – [1.038] [1.038] [1.004] [0.931] = 1 – 1.007 = - 0.007. 
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xiii) The cross-validity of the predictive power of of performance leadership and procedural

justice variables regarding upward review:

Model 2:     adj 

248 1 248 2 248 1
R 1 1 0.081

248 6 1 248 6 2 248
²

= 1 – [1.0245] [1.025] [1.004] [0.919] = 1 – 0.969 = 0.031. 

Model 3:     adj 

248 1 248 2 248 1
R 1 1 0.112

248 9 1 248 9 2 248
²

= 1 – [1.038] [1.038] [1.004] [0.888] = 1 – .961 = 0.039. 

xiv) The cross-validity of the predictive power of of performance leadership and procedural

justice variables regarding perceived system orientation:

(a) Joint effects of performance leadership and procedural justice on perceived

system orientation including all factors

Model 1: 

R
2

adjusted      =

249 1 249 2 249 1
1 1 .240

249 3 1 249 3 2 249

1 1.012 1.012 1.004 .760 1 .781 .219

Model 2: 

R
2

adjusted       =
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .248
249 4 1 249 4 2 249

=   1 – [1.016][1.020][1.004][.752] = 1 –  .782  =  .218 

Model 3: 

R
2

adjusted  =       
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .373
249 5 1 249 5 2 249

=  1 – [1.020][1.020][1.004][.624] = 1 – .652  =  .348 
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Model 4: 

 

  R
2

adjusted           =          
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .373
249 6 1 249 6 2 249

 

 

=  1  –  [1.025][1.025][1.004][.627]  =  1 – .661  =  .339 

 

Model 5: 

 

   R
2

adjusted          =               
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .387
249 7 1 249 7 2 249

 

 

=  1  –  [1.029][1.029][1.004][.613]  =  1  – .652 = .348 

 

 

 

Model 6: 

 

    R
2

adjusted         =                   
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .391
249 9 1 249 9 2 249

 

 

= 1 –  [1.038][1.021][1.004][.609] = 1 – .648  = .352 

 

(b) Joint effects performance leadership and procedural justice on perceived 

system orientation including only factors with significant t values in the initial 

analysis 

 

Model 1: 

 

R
2

adjusted           =                  
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .240
249 2 1 249 2 2 249

 

 

=  1  – [1.008][1.008][1.004][.760] =  1 – .775 = .225 

 

Model 2: 

 

R
2

adjusted             =              
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .387
249 4 1 249 4 2 249

 

 

= 1  –  [1.016][1.016][1.004][.613] = 1 – .635 = .365 
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(c) Effects of procedural justice alone on affect

Model 1: 

R
2

adjusted       =
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .352
249 2 1 249 2 2 249

= 1  –  [1.008][1.008][1.004][.648]  =  1 – .661  = .339 

Model 2: 

R
2

adjusted =
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .368
249 5 1 249 5 2 249

=  1 – [1.021][1.021][1.004][.632] = 1 – .661 = .339 

Model 3: 

R
2

adjusted         =
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .369
249 6 1 249 6 2 249

 =  1 – [1.025][1.025][1.004][.631]  =  1 – .666 = .334 

xv) The cross-validity of the predictive power of of performance leadership and procedural

justice variables regarding affect (initial analysis including all factors):

Model 1:     adj 

248 1 248 2 248 1
R 1 1 0.232

248 3 1 248 3 2 248
²

=  1 – [1.012] [1.012] [1.004] [0.768] = 1 – .789 = .211. 

Model 2:    R
2

adjusted     =    
248 1 248 2 248 1

1 1 .319
248 6 1 248 6 2 248

= 1  –  [1.025][1.025][1.004][.681] = 1 – .718 = .282. 

Model 3:    adj 

248 1 248 2 248 1
R 1 1 0.336

248 9 1 248 9 2 248
²

=  1 – [1.038] [1.038] [1.004] [0.664] = 1 – .718 = .282. 
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xvi) The cross-validity of the predictive power of of performance leadership and procedural 

justice variables regarding affect (follow up analysis including only factors with significant 

t values in the initial analysis): 
 

Model 1: 

 

R
2

adjusted      =   
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .223
249 2 1 249 2 1 249

    

 

        =   1 – [1.008][1.004][1.004][.777]  =  1 – .789   =  .211 

 

Model 2: 

 

     R
2

adjusted       =     
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .331
249 4 1 249 4 1 249

 

 

          =       1 – [1.016][1.012][1.004][.669]  =  1 – .691  =  .309 

 

xvii) The cross-validity of the predictive power of procedural justice variables regarding affect: 
 

Model 1: 

 

R
2

adjusted   =       
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .263
249 2 1 249 2 2 249

 

 

    =        1 – [1.008][1.008][1.004][.737]  =   1 – .752  =  .248 

 

Model 2: 

 

R
2

adjusted    =      
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .281
249 5 1 249 5 2 249

 

       

=    1 – [1.021][1.021][1.004][.719]  =  1 – .753  =  .247 

 

Model 3: 

 

R
2

adjusted   =     
249 1 249 2 249 1

1 1 .282
249 6 1 249 6 2 249

 

 

=   1 – [1.025][1.025][1.004][.718]  =  1 – .757   =   .243 
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xviii) The cross-validity of the predictive power of of perceived system orientation regarding

affect:

adj 

250 1 250 2 250 1
R 1 1 0.165

250 1 1 250 1 2 250
²

=  1 – [1.004] [1.004] [1.996] [0.835] = 1 – .838 = .162. 

Appendix 12: Qualitative data summaries 

a) Interview response nutshells

Organisational response nutshells 

Thematic area SAB1 RAND2 NW&SC3 URA4 

System Launch Held grand launch 

complete with road 

shows 

CEO led (importation) 

from above originally 

for direct reports, then 

rolled down to the rest. 

It was, therefore, 

management imposed. 

No buy-in by unions so 

there are two systems in 

operation (one for 

managerial cadre and 

another for the rest of 

staff). 

Launch of the system 

was pushed from above 

because for government 

to freeze a debt, a 

contract was negotiated 

with government and 

detailed targets were 

set, a policy to 

implement them and 

detailed three year 

forecasts were made. 

This was the beginning 

of the contracting 

system 

There are three players, 

it is a tripartite 

arrangement, Ministry 

of Finance and 

economic development, 

Ministry of Water and 

NW&SC 

HR led invitation of 

consultants after 

identifying the need for a 

new PM system. 

Reasons for 

change if any 

recent changes 

There was a history of 

qualitative 

measurement which 

brought in perceptions 

of inequity and a 

tendency to bundle all 

people on a uniform 

score. The Chief 

Executive (CE) is very 

quantitatively oriented 

and believes if it can 

not be quantified, it can 

Government 

conditionality for 

writing off a debt 

Consultant led 

recommendations 

1
 SAB stands for South African Breweries – Miller, Newlands Plant. 

2
 RAND stands for Rand Water. 

3
 NW&SC is National Water and Sewerage Corporation. 

4
 URA is Uganda Revenue Authority. 
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 Organisational response nutshells  

Thematic area SAB1 RAND2 NW&SC3 URA4 

not be measured so he 

imported this system 

from SPOORNET 

where he had worked. 

Member 

Participation 

 Introduction side 

stepped the existing 

participation forums 

and is not an agreed 

system, the reason for 

an incomplete buy-in. 

None except for top 

management and the 

board in arriving at the 

first performance 

contract with 

government. There is a 

general reference to the 

system as ―brought‖. 

None, execpt a few HR 

official and the HR 

Commisisoner 

Involvement of 

Consultants 

Own research, 

engaged consultants 

who got involved in 

implementation i.e., 

trained trainers who 

became regional 

champions, developed 

PM training manuals 

None save for an audit 

after three years of 

implementation 

None at inception but 

one has been engaged to 

document the processes 

in a TQM format so we 

develop manuals. 

Consultants involved in 

diagnosis, design of the 

system, preparation of 

instruments but not 

implementation 

Existence of 

Champions 

Yes, had trained 

regional champions 

The positions of 

Staffing specialists play 

the role of popularising 

the system and Training 

and development 

specialists are meant to 

play the role of training 

people in the system at 

the sites. 

None 

None. Only one HR based 

official  in-charge 

Involvement of 

people holding 

champion roles  

The trained trainers 

took over from 

external consultants to 

popularise/carry 

over/diffuse and 

domesticate/institution

alise process 

The staffing and 

training and 

development officers 

were not involved at 

launch nor were they 

trained in the system 

They did not take initial 

ownership since the 

system was 

management imposed 

No champion roles 

One HR official in-charge 

was involved at inception 

but left within months in 

protest after feeling passed 

over during restructuring  

Description of 

corporate 

planning 

process 

 Two way process 

whose basis is a 

stakeholders‘ compact 

(between organisation 

and department of water 

taking into 

consideration policy, 

legislation etc) 

The board sets 

corporate goals and 

targets from the 

compact for the CE who 

designs the BPMF for 

the period based on the 

mandate and agrees 

with each divisional 

manager his/her 

division‘s part. The 

divisional managers get 

ideas from their staff 

which are presented to 

Bounded by the 

government policy 

framework and 

performance contract 

with government, 

corporate vision, 

mission and goals are 

arrived at by the board 

and top management 

with input from the 

areas. By law, the 

organisation is 

supposed to produce a 

three year corporate 

plan. The areas then 

develop their own goals 

from the corporate ones 

and sign a performance 

contract with 

headquarters. In a 

nutshell, departmental 

targets are developed 

Corporate planning has a 

bad history as it has been a 

dumping ground of people 

with problems else where 

and were disgruntled, 

there was no commitment 

by CEOs who did not take 

planning seriously and 

plans were written single 

handedly and simply filed 

The planning and research 

department makes a five 

year corporate plan 

specifying the strategic 

direction, corpoarte 

objectives and corporate 

goals from which 

departments make annual 

business plans. 

Departmental business 

plans are then 

consolidated into the 



678 

Organisational response nutshells 

Thematic area SAB1 RAND2 NW&SC3 URA4 

the CE and then 

management 

committee. Targets are 

then cascaded down 

once agreed by 

management 

There are also 

multidisciplinary task 

teams which do internal 

and external 

environmental scanning 

and may solicit views 

from individuals 

A workshop is to 

discuss the findings of 

the task teams which 

are presented to 

executive management 

from corporate targets, 

then from this Area 

targets are arrived at 

and then individual 

targets 

The policy link with 

government from which 

goals emanate at 

corporate level is 

through the annual 

ministerial policy 

statements, the national 

water policy and the 

medium term budget 

framework which sets 

out priorities given 

constraints 

annual organisational 

business plan. Units 

within departments then 

make operational plans 

from which individual 

goals and daily activity 

plans are derived. 

Plans are bounded by the 

national budgetary 

framework and tax laws 

Description of 

performance 

management system 

Agreement of goals 

regular/monthly 

progress review 

meetings, 

documentation of 

meetings all aimed at 

helping 

The Balanced 

Performance 

Management 

Framework (BPMF) is 

an organisation 

measurement tool on 

whether the objectives 

are being met: 

It uses four 

perspectives; financial, 

customer/stakeholder, 

internal processes and 

people and learning 

There is cascading of 

goals from the 

corporate level, through 

the divisional level to 

the individuals who 

participate in the system 

Below managers there 

is a parallel system 

called investing-in-me 

in which performance 

agreements are derived 

from Key Results 

Documents (KRDs – 

job descriptions) agreed 

at the beginning of a 

job. 

At a micro-level, 

individuals agree targets 

dubbed one-minute 

goals with their 

supervisors. Monthly or 

so milestones toward 

attainment of these 

goals are set and then 

everything is reduced 

into daily task plans.  

There are monthly 

meetings to assess the 

degree of attainment on 

the milestones. 

Performance is 

reviewed by use of a 

three monthly one-

minute appraisal form. 

These forms are then at 

the end of the year 

consolidated into annual 

performance rating. 

There are three sets of 

forms, form A is a self 

assessment form, form 

B is for supervisory 

appraisal and form C is 

a joint, agreed 

appraisal, it is the one 

which counts. 

Agreement of goals 

(KRAs) and KPIs with a 

performance contract 

signed. 

These are based on the 

business plan and are the 

basis for the performance 

assessment of individuals. 

Link between 

corporate 

planning and 

performance 

management 

Strategy is extended 

goals and PM agreed 

unit and individual 

goals from corporate 

ones 

There is a link of all the 

four perspectives of the 

BPMF to corporate 

goals. 

There is a very clear 

setting out of 

statements, strategic 

objectives and how they 

link to the objectives of 

the BPMF – it is all 

brought out in the 

balanced scorecard  and 

the scorecard is brought 

Unit and individual 

goals are cascaded from 

the corporate goals and 

performance 

management revolves 

around goal attainment 
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into the performance 

contract   

Participation of 

members in 

corporate 

planning 

Individuals participate 

indirectly through the 

task teams which have 

representatives from 

divisions and may 

solicit views. 

Not at the corporate 

level, members are 

involved in setting their 

individual targets from 

those cascaded to their 

units 

None 

Participation of 

members in 

goal setting 

There is full 

participation following 

the IMP philosophy 

and processes 

Goals are agreed. 

Divisional managers 

cascade goals down in 

consultation with their 

staff. 

Goals are agreed 

between members and 

their direct supervisors. 

Minimal by those who 

insist otherwise, managers 

tend to hand down goals 

Member 

training in PM 

and corporate 

planning 

Members are trained 

in the workings of the 

Integrated 

Management Process 

(IMP) which is a 

package including 

IMP positioning in 

SAB, self-

management 

processes, goal setting, 

PM processes and 

practices 

There were workshops 

for the initial 

participants but they 

were not effective 

because there is still 

lack of understanding at 

that level 

Workshops were not 

cascaded down as the 

system was cascade to 

the other levels of 

management 

Worse still, some 

managers who 

participated in the 

initial workshops have 

since been replaced by 

people promoted from 

below or newly 

recruited who are green 

No training, only 

workshops in business 

planning at the 

inception of the 

contracting process with 

government, the 

Internally Delegated 

Area Management 

Contracts (IDAMCs) 

and when there was 

further decentralisation 

to branches. There has 

been no continuation to 

refresh people or bring 

new ones on board. 

No training or induction in 

the process. 

Focus of PM 

PM Cycle Six monthly major 

review, i.e. two major 

reviews a year 

Six monthly 

consolidated into annual 

review 

Three monthly 

consolidated into annual 

review 

Six monthly 

Examples of 

targets 

Economic value 

added, equity, quality 

Speed, cost 

Morale 

Operating costs 

Steam usage 

Electricity usage 

Brewing usage 

variance 

Stock variance 

Time management of 

meeting 

Departmental cost 

Value creation 

Profit margin 

Employment equity 

Commercial equity 

Training spend in view 

of equity considerations 

Training hours 

Focus of 

review 

Character of 

team review if 

in existence 

(top-down, 

bottom-up and 

horizontal) 

Top down team-on-

team review 

Subordinate team 

presents their 

performance to 

superior team 

who give 

feedback in open 

session 

Horizontal through 

what is called Service 

Level Agreement (SLA) 

between divisions 

The SLA is an 

agreement between 

divisions that serve 

each other specifying 

the services and the 

time lines 
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The recipient division 

assesses and rates the 

serving division‘s 

performance on service 

delivery and this 

impacts on the 

performance of the 

division members. 

Team rewards Adjusted scores 

embedding team 

scores into individual 

scores 

Total individual score 

is average individual 

performance score + 

team(s) score, e.g., 

department score + 

unit score + individual 

score ÷ 3 

Teams are indirectly 

rewarded given that 

some targets, like Black 

Economic 

Empowerment (BEE), 

are divisional targets so 

every member will have 

divisional scores for 

Black Economic 

Expenditure. The 

incentive plan 

measures, for example 

profit measures for top 

managers, tend to be 

team measures 

Management 

of success 
Mentoring to greater 

heights, like fast 

tracking career paths 

Accelerated 

development of people 

with great potential 

through mentorship  

Management 

of failure 

(support 

mechanisms) 

Under delivery leads 

to short term PM, i.e., 

asking why questions, 

offering support like 

training, facilitation, 

counseling (there is 

access to 800 

psychologists in 

addition to an on site 

social worker) 

If unabating then 

launch of incapacity 

process 

There is a PM route 

taken where there is 

consistent lack of 

performance from 

training, coaching, 

facilitation to employee 

assistance programmes 

like counselling. 

There is provision for 

searching for reasons 

why before negative 

consequences are meted 

out but it is not 

elaborate. 

Incentive 

schemes 

Management or 

executive incentive 

scheme 

Ziyagezana excellence 

award which links 

performance to 

incentives like praise 

There is a profit sharing 

bonus scheme for all 

based on performance, 

i.e., it is linked to both

the profit of the

organisation and the

stretch targets, if

performance is a certain

notch better than

budget, then there is

profit sharing on that

basis

Additionally, the

management group

have incentive contracts

based on individual

stretch goals where

There are monthly 

incentives if targets are 

attained and bonuses if 

one attains over and 

above the target. The 

bonus is computed as a 

percentage of the extra 

score above target.  
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managers participate in 

a bonus system based 

on achievement of their 

individual targets. If 

one does not hit the 

targets one does not 

participate. 

Use of ICT for 

PM 

Filling of performance 

reviews is electronic 

and top management 

and HR can monitor 

compliance from a 

calendar and quantity 

point of view 

electronically. HR 

generates summaries 

of this, including 

graphing.  

There is a dashboard 

system where the 

computerised executive 

information system 

shows whether the 

organisation is on 

target, below target or 

above target in all areas, 

the corporate planner 

collects this and related 

data and presents about 

missed targets on a 

quarterly basis to the 

top one hundred 

managers meeting. 

Those responsible have 

to indicate why the 

targets were missed and 

what action plans are in 

place to rectify the 

situation. This also gets 

presented to the 

representative 

stakeholders‘ forum so 

they get to know how 

the organisation is 

performing. 

There is, however, no 

lodging of contracts 

online or in a central 

place which 

complicates monitoring. 

Facilitates under the 

knowledge management 

section capture and use 

of knowledge and 

information from 

consulting and other 

experience 

On PM 

conducive 

culture 

Good but need for: 

MBWA 

Wheelbarrow image 

Persistence and 

consistence 

Two way driven based 

on a set of 

management and self 

management practices 

which empower 

employees 

Member 

understanding of and 

ownership of PM 

Generally good but 

there are still some 

pockets that need 

improvement. Despite 

the culture moving to 

one of greater 

participation, there are 

cases where employees  

have said ―well, this 

thing was just imposed 

on me‖, it will probably 

take some years to 

eradicate it. While there 

was a change to 

participation at the level 

The performance 

management process 

has not come overnight, 

it has been a long 

process since inception 

in 1998 with elaborate 

change management 

programmes starting 

with the a hundred days 

programme. The most 

elaborate, the stretch 

out programme 

empowered staff to 

openly air their views, 

they developed stamina 

Not conducive. During the 

restructuring exercise, 

there was no reference to 

the PM system and some 

people who had been rated 

highly by the system were 

laid off. Issues other than 

performance plaid a role 

in the exercise, the ratings 

having been discarded. 
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of dealing with trade 

unions in groups, actual 

management style has 

taken longer to change 

and there are still the 

old style managers who 

are used to ―I am the 

boss, if I tell you to 

jump, you are gonna 

ask how high but that is 

all you can ask‖ and it 

is a slow process to  

change it to ―let us talk 

about whether we 

should jump‖. 

and confidence and it is 

now a culture, a part of 

them, they openly and 

objectively say what 

they feel will enhance 

performance without 

fear or favour and 

management has come 

to accept that. The one-

minute goals and 

appraisal is the last part 

of a long planned 

change programme. 

Role of 

HR in PM 

Ensuring:  

Correct spirit  

Following of 

procedures resolution 

of issues 

Training people and 

tooling and facilitating 

process monitors  

Six weekly one-on-

ones to gauge quality 

of interaction 

Issuance of guidelines 

for the use of the 

system 

Induction of staff in 

business 

Orientation of staff to 

IMP 

Monitoring 

compliance with 

calendar and 

requirements, 

Coaching in process 

Evaluating process 

There is a unit under 

HR headed by the 

Staffing Consultant 

responsible for 

recruitment, PM, career 

pathing (retention) and 

succession planning  

Handles strategy 

leaving line managers 

to handle individual PM 

The staffing consultant 

is responsible overall 

The staffing officers at 

the sites play the role of 

champions and do the 

on going coaching in 

the system, remind 

members when 

assessments need to be 

done, gather statistics 

on whether it is being 

done, what the ratings 

are etceteras, advise 

managers and assist 

new managers on how 

to do it 

The training and 

development officers 

are in charge of the 

formal training in the 

system 

HR‘s role is initiating. 

After that, it is advisory. 

The monitoring is done 

by research and 

monitoring department, 

they get and analyse the 

results of the reviews. 

The checkers also do 

the periodic audits  

Is issues are identified 

by the monitoring, then 

HR‘s advisory role is 

ignited, it may be 

visiting the area, 

listening and talking to 

the people there, 

comparing notes, 

clarifying issues, giving 

guidance. Minutes of 

such discussions are 

usually published in 

what ewe call the Lotus 

Notes and everybody 

reads and knows the 

recommendations made. 

Ownership by 

Line 

Departments 

Yes, it is line owned; 

Managers held 

responsible for 

ensuring interactions 

take place 

Staff can initiate some 

interactions 

Line managers assume 

full responsibility and 

accountability for 

HRM&D 

Every team has a 

target on PM 

compliance  

Line managers are 

responsible for 

individual PM 

Units (areas) and 

departments own the 

process as they design 

their own business 

plans 

Each departmental head 

is also charged with the 

responsibility of 

ensuring that ongoing 

reviews are done. 

No ownership by line 

managers, there is still an 

overbearing belief that it is 

an HR function and 

because of absence of 

champions in the lines, 

HR tends to come in even 

on very mundane matters 

Resourcing of Yes, biggest resource Well resourced and a In IDAMCs, there is Poorly resourced 
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PM is time for quality one-

on-ones 

number of interventions 

have been undertaken in 

the area 

The role of people in 

achieving corporate 

objectives is highly and 

widely recognised and 

several corporate 

objectives have, for 

over ten years, been HR 

objectives and as a 

result, PM has been 

very well resourced. 

limited resourcing of 

training 

Mechanisms 

for PMS 

review 

Reviewed by HQs HR 

dept. 

The organisational 

effectiveness survey, 

which rates leadership, 

BEE, organisational 

health and external 

interaction can, albeit 

indirectly, can raise 

issues of concern to 

staff with the IMP 

No regular audit of 

system but external 

consultants have 

evaluated it once 

Organisational climate 

survey which rates 

things like employee 

satisfaction, 

achievement culture, 

effective 

communication can 

unearth issues of 

concern regarding the 

BPMF 

Participation in 

externally generated 

surveys like the ‗best 

companies to work for 

survey‘ by  Deloitte and 

Touche also highlights 

some if these issues and 

enables benchmarking 

with best practice 

Overall, however, not 

much direct evaluation 

of the system or feeding 

back weaknesses 

because people had to 

implement and learn at 

the same time. People 

are not yet at the stage 

where they can give 

intelligent feedback 

The monitoring and 

evaluation department 

monitors whether 

processes are working 

Checkers sent out 

periodically to audit 

compliance 

There is an external 

performance contract 

monitoring team 

composed of 

representatives from the 

Ministries of Water and 

Finance plus the Board. 

It is, however, 

ineffective as it meets 

irregularly and lacks the 

monitoring competence. 

There are no regular 

performance reviews by 

the team. 

Only revenue performance 

is monitored and a 

revenue performance 

report made not 

assessment of the efficacy 

of the performance 

management system or 

compliance by 

stakeholders with its 

requirements. 

Benefits of PM Has ensured honesty, 

focus on important 

issues 

Has ensured: 

Objectivity 

Standards 

Transparency 

Absence of abuse in 

assessments, 

determination of salary 

increases and bonuses 

inter alia 

Clarity of links between 

individual, unit and 

corporate goals 

clarifying individual 

contributions to the 

totality  
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PM mission 

statement None 

No mission, goals, 

purpose statement for 

the BPMF 

None None 

Link of performance 

review  to outcomes 

Generally used in 

people balance sheet 

process. Specifically: 

Annual career 

discussions and 

decisions regarding 

individual 

development plans, 

Training needs 

analysis  and 

organisational skills 

gaps 

Stretching targets of 

performers 

Affordingopportunities 

for development and 

growth  of performers 

for future challenges 

and opportunities 

Factoring performance 

into bonuses 

Involvement of good 

performers in critical 

decision making for 

example taking a star 

performing member 

from the floor to test 

and select brewing 

equipment from a 

manufacturer in 

German 

Used in determining 

development needs 

though the Personal 

Development Plan 

(PDP) 

An input into salary 

reviews (increments 

determined by 

performance) 

Used to determine 

bonuses 

Review outcomes are 

linked to scale 

adjustment or 

accelerated increment 

decisions 

No direct link except 

where intolerable 

performance is consistent 

over a very long haul 

Measurement of 

intangible 

contributions 

Yes subject to: 

Individual negotiations 

with supervisors 

Must be part of 

personal development 

goals 

The Ziagezana (Zulu 

for one hand washes the 

other) excellence 

awards take care of 

intangibles, it reinforces 

the partnership theme. 

A good number of 

contributions 

recognised there like 

mentoring people 

(mentor of the year), 

playing central roles in 

interventions (mover 

and shaker of the year), 

encouraging people to 

participate in certain 

programmes etc are 

intangible in terms of 

measurement 

This is still a dilemma 

because the goals are 

quantitative. However, 

it is possible to do so 

for management cadre 

through the checkers 

system because they 

audit things like 

ambience of the 

location, handling of 

disciplinary cases, 

working environment 

eteceteras. 

Not measured 

Formal/structured 

mentoring processes 

It is a more informal 

processes where 

individuals initiate 

relationships 

depending on the gaps 

they perceive 

Where it tends towards 

Two way process of 

individual nomination 

of a mentor and 

organisational provision 

of mentors to people on 

leadership development 

programmes 

No explicit, clear 

mentorship programme. 

There is more induction 

and on the job coaching 

than mentorship. 

Deputies are also 

understudies of  their 

No mentorship 
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formality is in cases 

where there is high 

potential coupled with 

indecisiveness, lack of 

robustness 

There is a mentorship 

scheme for people on 

development 

programmes where 

mentors provide 

additional advice. 

Those who are not on 

development 

programmes may also 

benefit 

There is identification 

of a talent pool of 

people with the 

potential to rise to the 

top level and these are 

provided mentorship for 

accelerated 

development 

supervisors as a way of 

learning. This is, 

however, not formally 

stated but rather 

implicitly expected as 

part of a manager‘s job 

– to train, to coach, to

mentor.

Explicit statement 

of organisational 

values 

Yes with each value 

clearly having 

associated behaviour 

Yes, the values are 

explicitly stated 

Yes, they are explicitly 

stated in corporate 

reports 

Example of living 

organisational 

values 

The ‗people matter‘ 

value for example is 

lived through: 

Investing in people 

from a development 

point of view, 

Enabling career 

development and 

growth, 

Respecting people by 

treating them with 

dignity and equity, 

Supporting people in 

problems through 

counseling,  

Using flexible work 

arrangements like 

flextime to cater for 

peculiar  individual 

time needs,  

Ascertaining all the 

above through a 

periodic organisational 

effectiveness survey 

which gauges how 

people feel about 

leadership, 

organisational health 

etceteras.  

The ‗we are a caring 

organisation‘ value has 

been exercised by: 

Making it the language 

of the organisation up to 

the lowest level so 

people can site real 

example 

Taking actions that 

reflect the language one 

example being 

employee benefits 

specifically the 

employee child‘s 

bursaries given on the 

basis of financial need, 

academic merit, pursuit 

of studies which 

address organisational 

needs all aimed at 

creating a pool outside 

that can be drawn from 

There is general 

surprise at the mention 

of ‗values‘, it appears 

values are not a major 

element emphasised in 

the daily activities of 

organisational members 

A value that appears to 

have been lived is that 

of decentralising to the 

lowest level of 

operation – the 

branches 

Assessment of 

managers on PM 

management 

Everybody has a goal 

on the Integrated 

Management Process 

(IMP) which 

incorporates 

performance 

management (PM). 

Managers are, 

therefore, assessed on 

PM management but 

on a random basis or if 

Managers have no 

target on managing the 

BPMF and are not, 

therefore, evaluated on 

that. 

No direct measurement 

of managers‘ 

management of process. 

It is sort of indirect as 

managers who fail to 

manage processes are 

replaced. There is an 

indirect assessment of 

managers‘ management 

of the PM process 

through attainment of 

Not assessed 
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there is a specific 

employee complaint. 

There is room for 

improvement. 

unit goals as falling 

short may indicate 

mismanagement of the 

attendant processes. 

This is more or so 

because managers make 

their units‘ business 

plans which are not 

imposed. 

Focus of HR 

department 

No centralised HR 

department. HR only 

ensures consistence 

and adherence to 

policies and 

procedures. HR 

specialists in line 

departments report to 

those managers and 

basically manage 

processes not people. 

In IDAMCs it is 

management of people 

Mechanisms for 

staff development 

Based on the agreed 

personal development 

plan: 

Mentorship is 

provided for star 

performers 

Technical gaps are 

internally filled at the 

SAB Technical 

Training Institute 

Soft skills 

development is 

outsourced to various 

providers 

Based on agreed 

personal development 

plan which is translated 

into a workplace skills 

plan: 

Sponsorship of 

academic education of 

staff at higher 

institutions of learning 

Leadership and 

management 

development of 

supervisory and 

executive staff. These 

are outsourced to an 

external provider 

Apprenticeships and 

experiential 

learnerships 

Bridging corporately 

identified gaps through 

short course, 

workshops, seminars, 

conferences, 

mentorships and 

executive coaching 

No personal 

development plans nor 

career discussions 

No training and 

development unit, only 

HR 

Training is budgeted for 

based on questionnaire 

surveys of members not 

assessment of gaps and 

growth needs arising 

out of performance 

evaluation 

In house specialised 

training 

People are encouraged 

to pursues personal 

development 

programmes at tertiary 

institutions at their own 

expense save the 

organisation affords 

them time off for exams 

and interest free study 

loans. The organisation 

assists with research 

administration if 

research is at NW&SC 

Organisational 

learning (Intra-

organisational 

learning, Extra-

organisational 

learning, 

embedment) 

Organisation has: 

Social systems in an 

overall matrix 

structure. So different 

specialisations like 

Human Resource 

Consultants (HRCs) 

from all the seven 

SAB breweries in SA 

meet once every six 

months and compare 

notes (benchmark) and 

agree targets from a 

Still nascent, not much 

is in place. There are, 

however, information 

sessions for specialised 

functions like HR and 

the information 

generated in these 

sessions is recorded in 

what is called green 

areas.  

The organisation does a 

lot of training and 

development, there are 

The most central is the 

training centre which 

used to be a fully 

fledged HR centre with 

an HR manager and a 

training manager. The 

purpose was to handle 

centrally designed 

course and on site 

training. Unfortunately, 

the crop of training 

officers has been 

depleted, there is no 

No formally agreed and 

documented mechanisms. 

There are, however, a 

number of avenues which 

though not specifically 

aiming at that can achieve 

learning: 

Workshops in which 

people from different 

stations participate 

Integrated customs-

domestic tax meetings 

Transfers, this is, 
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national point of view. 

At a lower level for 

example Human 

Resource Specialists 

(HRSs) meet twice a 

year in a similar 

format 

There is also say 

fifteen hours of joint 

training of people like 

HRSs so there is 

sharing of knowledge 

between regions but 

also between divisions 

(manufacturing and 

sales and distribution) 

Benchmarking with 

other companies 

There is a monthly 

SAB-Miller plc. 

Benchmarking report 

on the performance of 

various areas of the 

portfolio 

There is an auditing 

process which covers 

everything and people 

are free to check 

where best practice is 

and can visit and learn 

A lot of information is 

posted on the intranet. 

also a lot of older 

experienced people but 

there is no global 

mechanism for 

knowledge and skills 

transfer. There is, 

however the transfer of 

knowledge programme 

in the scientific services 

division where older 

guys have been trained 

to impart knowledge to 

younger ones who have 

in turn been trained to 

extract it. The 

experience from here is 

to be rolled out to other 

divisions. 

Mentorships are also 

used for intra-

organisational 

knowledge diffusion 

because it is ensured 

mentors and protégés 

are from different 

divisions 

Rotation of people from 

site to site also helps 

transfer knowledge 

There is a knowledge 

management section 

charged with using IT 

for the capture and 

facilitation of exchange 

of Knowledge and 

information 

longer a training 

manager and hence no 

one to run the training 

centre on a full time 

basis. The place is now 

used by outsiders for 

their own programmes 

and meetings. NW&SC 

mostly uses it for 

workshops on an ad hoc 

basis – it is a wasted 

infrastructure.  

Benchmarking between 

Areas is encouraged 

and done. Performance 

data in various aspects 

is posted on the Lotus 

notes so people can read 

and see where others 

are excelling and go and 

compare 

Benchmarking with 

other organisations 

The Water Herald 

which publishes 

experiences of the 

various areas during the 

month 

The Water Waves (of 

Kampala Water, one of 

the areas) 

Good incentives so 

turnover is minimised 

and with longevity, 

people pass on 

knowledge 

Promotion and rotation 

moves knowledge 

around 

Joint meetings 

Planning workshops 

and quarterly reviews 

which are attended by 

top management and 

managers from all the 

Areas. In these sessions, 

what is happening 

globally in the 

organisation and then 

locally in the Areas is 

presented and discussed 

– the experiences, the

challenges, the

problems, the successes,

questions are asked and

experts from the various

areas explain.

Communication on

activities through

memos and letters to

and from the Areas

however, not regular and 

where it is practiced, it is 

for reasons other than 

learning. Moreover, there 

is more likelihood of the 

transferee learning than 

the people he/she finds in 

the new unit. 

The planning process 

The intranet, a number of 

topical issues are posted 

there by management and 

staff. 
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All staff whom pursue 

Masters and PhDs 

present their theses to 

management and lodge 

them with the library. 

Staff are encouraged to 

do their research in 

areas that relate to 

NW&SC areas of 

interest 

Accounting for 

organisational 

obligations in 

individual 

performance failure 

In IDAMCs there is an 

implied blame of HRs 

for not performing on 

training yet there is 

limited resourcing 

Generally, however, the 

one-minute appraisal 

form is designed in such 

a way that in the remark 

section, one indicates 

the justification for the 

scores, one may even 

put a dash for a score 

and explain why a 

certain target was not 

attempted or if there is a 

low score, why, if it is 

an external factor, it is 

taken into account, the 

particular target will not 

be included in the 

aggregate score.    

Challenges in 

ensuring the 

efficacy of the PMS 

Resistance from unions 

hence the challenge of 

getting a complete buy-

in 

There are three people 

handling the process of 

gathering results, asking 

for plans inter alia 

which is a heavy task 

The system in still 

complex and there is 

need to simplify it and 

improve 

communication as there 

are still people in 

management who do 

not understand it 

Because of roll down 

without much training 

and involvement hence 

poor buy-in, there is 

poor quality of 

contracts as managers 

have no idea of how to 

arrive at goals and draw 

contracts and in some 

cases there is total 

absence of contracts 

The main challenge is 

that various changes are 

brought in rapid 

succession and 

members are finding it 

difficult to keep pace. 

There is a feeling of 

instability 

Monitoring by the 

external monitoring 

team is problematic as 

the team has taken an 

ad hoc approach and 

lacks focus and 

monitoring competence. 

Government is one of 

the biggest consumers if 

not the biggest yet they 

are not meeting their 

obligations as per 

contracts to pay bills, as 

a result the organisation 

is starved of funds 

necessary for making 

PM work – training, 

incentives, knowledge 

systems, funding of key 

result areas etceteras 

Some Areas lack HR 
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people, multi-skilling 

has been used to use 

people from other 

specialisation but there 

are limitations as these 

people tend to 

emphasise their main 

areas of focus. 

Stability of the PMS It is mature and intact 

and part of 

organisational culture. 

There ha sonly been 

twitching here and 

there over a period of 

fifteen years, the last 

one being five years 

ago 

Unstable, there has been a 

lot of documentation 

change almost every four 

or so months. There is 

now a move to abandon 

the system before 

complete understanding 

and buy-in to a new 

system – the balanced 

score card 

Simplicity of system Simple Complex 

Existence of PM 

manual 

A comprehensive 

training kit called the 

tool box exists. 
None 

None. Only some kind 

of written guidelines are 

issued at the beginning 

of each budgeting cycle. 

None. Guidance is issued 

from time to time through 

memos from the planning 

and research function. 

Fora for redress Various committees 

and HR specialists for 

departments 

Fora for 

participation 
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Stimuli  for change 

to the existing 

system and nature 

of launch when 

introduced 

Own research, engaged consultants to 

further review and help start the 

implementation process 

Held grand launch complete with road 

show and training of trainers in the 

system who became regional 

champions, developed PM training 

manuals 

1. There was a history of

qualitative measurement which

brought in perceptions of

inequity and a tendency to

bundle all people on a uniform

score.

2. With change at the top, there

was a CEO led (importation)

from above originally for direct

reports, then rolled down to the

rest. It was, therefore,

management imposed.

3. No buy-in by unions so there

are two systems in operation

(one for managerial cadre and

another for the rest of staff).

Government conditionality for writing 

off a debt 

 Government conditionality to

freeze and eventually write off

debt. Launch of the system was

hence pushed from above as

contract was negotiated with

government and detailed targets

were set, a policy to implement

them and detailed three year

forecasts were made. This was the

beginning of the contracting

system

 There are three players, it is a

tripartite arrangement, Ministry of

Finance and economic

development, Ministry of Water

and NW&SC

IMF recommendations 

HR led invitation of consultants 

after identifying the need for a new 

PM system. 

Consultants involved in diagnosis, 

design of the system, preparation 

of instruments but not 

implementation 

Training and use of 

champions to 

enhance member 

buy-in of the system 

Regional champions were trained as 

trainers then took over from external 

consultants to popularise and  diffuse 

the  process throughout the 

organisation 

The positions of Staffing specialists 

play the role of popularising the 

system and Training and 

development specialists are meant to 

play the role of training people in 

the system at the sites. However, the 

staffing and training and 

development officers were not 

involved at launch nor were they 

trained in the system. They also did 

not take initial ownership since the 

system was management imposed. 

There was also resistance from 

unions hence the challenge of 

getting a complete buy-in 

No champion roles. The main 

challenge was that various changes 

were brought in rapid succession and 

members are finding it difficult to keep 

pace. There was a feeling of instability. 

Monitoring by the external monitoring 

team was problematic as the team has 

taken an ad hoc approach and lacked 

focus and monitoring competence. 

Trained a few officers to champion 

but the training seems to have been 

insufficient as some proved 

incapable of following the system 

themselves and ended up as 

appellants to DACs. One HR 

official in-charge was involved at 

inception but left within months in 

protest after feeling passed over 

during restructuring  
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Performance 

management 

enlightenment 

There exists a whole training kit 

complete with a manual called the tool 

box.Members are trained in the 

workings of the Integrated 

Management Process (IMP) which is a 

package including IMP positioning in 

SAB, self-management processes, goal 

setting, PM processes and practices 

1. There were workshops for the

initial participants but they

were not effective because

there is still lack of

understanding at that level

2. Workshops were not cascaded

down as the system was

cascade to the other levels of

management

3. Worse still, some managers

who participated in the initial

workshops have since been

replaced by people promoted

from below or newly recruited

who are green

No training, only workshops in 

business planning at the inception of 

the contracting process with 

government, the Internally Delegated 

Area Management Contracts 

(IDAMCs) and when there was further 

decentralisation to branches. There has 

been no continuation to refresh people 

or bring new ones on board. Use of 

stretch-out workshops to raise 

issues affecting performance and 

agree on stretch targets, draw area 

contracts and memoranda of 

understanding ha splayed and 

enlightening role 

At inception, there were one 

day PM workshops for a few 

selected staff which discussed 

competence based management 

processes, the PM system and 

components, the appraisal 

cycle, responsibility centres and 

roles. No extensive training or 

induction in the process for all was 

done. The performance 

management booklet, however, 

opens with notes justifying the 

need for performance 

management (PM) and setting 

out the PM process. There was 

also a guide to performance 

management (2000) which 

defined performance 

management and clarified its 

objectives processes.  

The performance 

management 

process 

 Involves setting team goals and

objectives from corporate and

departmental mission and

business plan

 Derivation of individual goals

from team goals

 One-on-ones to eliminate surprise

during end of cycle performance

review

 Biannual performance reviews

 A two way process

 There is self review and

manager‘s review then agreement

 There is definition of inputs

and outputs to and from the job

 Definition of challenges of the

job

 Definition of critical functions

of the job

 There is review of systems and

processes during performance

review

 Performance review is a two

way discussion to agree rating

on values, leadership,

outstanding contributions,

KRAs and objective for the

next period

 Involves agreeing performance

contracts between different levels

– NWSC with government,

headquarters with areas and areas

with zones where applicable

 There is discussion  of issues

affecting performance in

workouts and agreement of

memoranda of understanding with

areas and/or zones

 There is then cascading to

individual levels through teams

 There is two way agreement of

rating of individual and area

performance

 Involves prior agreement

between appraiser and

appraisee on KRAs, how

performance will be measured

and criteria for measurement

 Performance review process

requires monthly feedback,

comments by both parties,

development/performance

improvement plan plus

proposed action plan to effect

it, noting of critical incidents

immediately they occur, two-

way agreement of rating

including reasons for

agreement and provides for

mid-cycle rating
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People management 

philosophy, values, 

role of HR 

department and line 

ownership of PM 

 People and performance 

management is based on the ‗people 

matter‘ value lived through: 

o Investing in people from a

development point of view,

o Enabling career development and

growth,

o Respecting people by treating them

with dignity and equity,

o Supporting people in problems

through counseling,

o Using flexible work arrangements

like flextime to cater for peculiar

individual time needs,

o Ascertaining all the above through

a periodic organisational

effectiveness survey which

gauges how people feel about

leadership, organisational health

etceteras.

 People management is based on the

philosophy of total employment

offering (TEO) which has  three

pillars;

o My work my way (balancing work

and personal demands hence

flextime, flexplace, part time, 4

months maternity leave, 3 days

paternity leave and 1 day per

annum community leave

o My pay my way  hence guaranteed

pay aligned to market rates, new

job levels to enable flexibility and

discretion in rewarding

individuals, other benefits like

investment providence fund and

medical aid, car benefits for OE

level and above, short term and

long term incentives such as sales,

management and executive

incentive schemes

o My life my way hence, employee

 People and performance 

management based on the 

‗caring for its people‘, and 

‗equity (hence) fairness, justice, 

diversity and equality in all 

dealings‘ values and the vision 

and spirit about people as the 

heart and soul of the 

organisation. These are 

exercised by: 

Making caring and equity the 

language of the organisation up 

to the lowest level so people 

can site real example 

Taking actions that reflect the 

language one example being 

employee benefits specifically 

the employee child‘s bursaries 

given on the basis of financial 

need, academic merit, pursuit 

of studies which address 

organisational needs all aimed 

at creating a pool outside that 

can be drawn from 

Trust in each other‘s judgment, 

dedication and interest in 

caring for the organisation 

Observing best practice in 

acquisition and development of 

the best employees in the 

industry 

Believing in the Izandla 

ziyagezana (in partnership lies 

our success) creed entrenched 

through the ziyagezana annual 

awards that recognize, praise 

and publicise individual and 

team achievements 

Training and development of 

people (investing in excellence) 

exemplifies by expenditure of 

8.4% of total labour costs; 

 People and performance 

management follows the ―strong, 

secure and committed workforce 

dedicated to the service of the 

corporation‖ value. Additionally,  

 As a requirement of the 

performance contract with 

government, NWSC is obligated 

to; 

o Ensure appropriate training and

development,

o Put in place clear goal setting

proecedures and performance

review systems,

o Delegate appropriate authority to

Regional Divisions which under

the Internally Delegated Area

Management Contract (IDAMC)

concept are autonomous and

accountable for decisions and

results and enjoy performance

based pay.

 There was a general surprise at the

mention of ‗ people values‘, it

appears people values are not a

major element emphasised in the

daily activities of organisational

members. The values that appear

to have been lived are

decentralising to the lowest level

of operation  and satisfied

customers as these were the most

remembered and cited during

interviews

 HR‘s role in PM is initiating. After

that, it is advisory. The monitoring

is done by research and monitoring

department who get and analyse

the results of the reviews. There

are also checkers who do the

periodic audits. If HR issues are

identified by the monitoring, then

 The stated values relating to

people and performance

management are ―excellence

in whatever you do‖ and

―respect for self and

individual‖ backed by the

policy package including ―fair

hearing of staff, equal

employment opportunity, a

healthy working environment,

development of staff capacity

and smooth and disciplined

succession‖. A comparison of

two human resource

management manuals

(HRMMs) reveals a picture

different from the above;

The 1998 HRMM had the

following provisions;

o Clear career paths of 16 levels

o Across the board and

mandatory 10% bonus when

targets are exceeded 

o Criteria for promotion from

one level to another

o Performance review format

The 2007 HRMM provides for;

o Discretionary bonus on

exceeding goals

o Placement, reward and

development to be based on

performance review 

o Biannual performance reviews

preceded by performance

agreements 

o DAC and IDAC for appeals

against disagreeable

performance review 

o Smooth and disciplinary

succession. Note silence on

criteria for promotion, 

successions etc 
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assistance programs, life style 

management, health care plan, 

financial fitness, resilience, 

HIV/AIDs and restructuring 

support 

The roof is my leader my way 

composed of leadership by 

example, IMP which enshrines such 

approaches as good management 

practices, self management 

practices, empowering management 

approaches etc 

Performance management is owned 

by line managers with HR having 

the following roles: 

(c) Ensuring: correct spirit

(d) following of procedures

(e) resolution of issues

(f) training people and tooling and

facilitating process

(g) monitors six weekly one-on-ones

to gauge quality of interaction

(h) issue of guidelines for the use of

the system

(i) Induction of staff in business

(j) Orientation of staff to IMP

(k) Monitoring compliance with 

calendar and requirements,

(l) Coaching in process

(m) Evaluating process

Yes, it is line owned;

(e) Managers held responsible for

ensuring interactions take place

(f) Staff can initiate some 

interactions 

(g) Line managers assume full

responsibility and accountability

for HRM&D

(h) Every team has a target on PM

compliance

(i) HR only plays a facilitative and

quality assurance role

installation and use of 

extensive employee 

participative structures and 

processes; implementing an 

integrated workplace skills plan 

to imbibe technical skills and 

processes learning as the basis 

for education, training and 

development; implementing 

mentorship and skills transfer 

programmes (formal 

mentorships, development 

posts, open bursary schemes, 

customized accelerated skills 

transfer programmes in which 

skills transfer coaches guide 

skills transfer protégés) and 

putting in place management 

and leadership development 

and executive coaching 

(various supervisory 

programmes, nine months 

intermediate management 

development programme, 

eleven months advanced 

management development 

programme, executive 

leadership for creating 

outstanding performance 

programme by INSEAD and 

executive coaches for senior 

managers and executives) 

 HR handles PM strategy,

championing, on going training

and  coaching in the system and

monitoring compliance leaving

line managers to own and

handle individual PM

HR‘s advisory role is ignited, it 

may be visiting the area, listening 

and talking to the people there, 

comparing notes, clarifying issues, 

giving guidance. Minutes of such 

discussions are usually published 

in what is called the Lotus Notes 

and everybody reads and knows 

the recommendations made. 

 Units (areas) and departments own

the process as they design their 

own business plans. Each 

departmental head is also charged 

with the responsibility of ensuring 

that ongoing reviews are done. 

o A seven level structure

compressing officer cadre

and junior revenue assistant 

cadre into one category 

 A number of issues are evident;

Restructuring and termination of

officers not based on

performance criteria

New structure not result of

external analysis by an IMF

mission of December 2004

 No ownership by line

managers, there is still an

overbearing belief that it is an

HR function and because of

absence of champions in the

lines, HR tends to come in

even on very mundane matters
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HR thus, only ensures consistence and 

adherence to policies and procedures. 

HR specialists in line departments 

report to those managers and basically 

manage processes not people. 

ii) Performance management enhancing conditions

Enhancing 

conditions 

Organisation 

South African Breweries Rand Water 
National Water & Sewerage 

Corporation 
Uganda Revenue Authority 

Link between 

corporate planning 

and performance 

management 

1. Strategy is extended goals and PM

follows agreed unit and individual

goals from corporate ones hence all

goals cascade from SAB strategy,

objectives, investment policy, 3 year

plans, risk parameters and 

performance criteria set and 

monitored by the board of directors.  

2. The detailed planning and 

implementation by management is 

based on overall strategy and risk 

parameters 

3. There is cascading to all levels with

full participation of all employee at

the individual and team levels

4. The process is backed by written

policies and procedures detailed in

1. Cascades from government policy

directives

2. The board translates the government

directive into corporate planning

directive

3. The corporate planning task team led

by group strategy manager translate

these into corporate goals in a BPMF

format of 4 perspectives taking into

consideration staff views and

environmental changes

4. Divisions then  uptake their part of

the corporate plan

5. The corporate planning task team

consolidates divisional plans into a

corporate business plan

6. Individuals uptake their part through

1. Corporate strategy emanates

from government policy

reduced to a performance

contract with NWSC setting

out the nature of performance

monitoring, reward system

and ensuring staff

participation and area

autonomy

2. The corporate planning

section led by the manager

corporate planning translate

these into 3 year corporate

plans and annual goals and

targets for approval by top

management

3. Departments and areas uptake

1. Cascades from government

finance bill and tax policy and

its translation into five year

plans and strategy  by the

department of corporate

planning  after research and

consultation with stakeholders

2. Management team reviews/

discusses the draft

3. Departments derive  their

business  plans from

corporate plan assisted by a

team from corporate planning

and forward the plans for top

management approval. In

practice, however, the

business plan tends to be a
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manuals and accessibility to soft and 

hard internal processes materials by 

employees  

5. At individual level, there is alignment

of goals through agreements between

individuals and their managers

6. Communication provides such a link

as it incorporate corporate issues (big

picture), team issues and individual

issues.

performance agreements 

7. Service level agreements (SLAs) are

used for targets between

departments/division that service

each other as well as with large

organisational customers

their part through stretch  

target agreements & MoUs 

with top management 

4. Individuals uptake their part

through performance

agreements

patch work of disjointed 

departmental plans crafted by 

departments and bound 

together by the panning unit 

rather than strategy from 

above cascaded to the units 

below 

4. Individuals uptake their part

through performance

agreements. Problem has been

that individual tend to write

what they wish to do rather

than what they ought to do

given the corporate plan

Resourcing of PM 
Well resourced, biggest resource is time 

for quality one-on-ones 

A number of interventions that put people 

at the centre of achieving corporate 

objectives were undertaken leading to a 

highly and widely recognised HR 

function and several corporate objectives 

have, for over ten years, been HR 

objectives and as a result, PM has been 

very well resourced. 

Various well resourced 

performance 

improvement programmes such as 

the 100 days programme, the 

service 

and revenue enhancement 

programme (SEREP) and the 

stretch-out programmes. 

Complaint that IDAMCs have 

limited resources for  training 

Poorly resourced 

Organisational 

learning (Intra-

organisational 

learning, Extra-

organisational 

learning, 

embedment) 

Organisation has: 

a) Social systems in an overall matrix

structure. So different 

specialisations like Human 

Resource Consultants (HRCs) from 

all the seven SAB breweries in SA 

meet once every six months and 

compare notes (benchmark) and 

agree targets from a national point 

of view. At a lower level for 

example Human Resource 

Specialists (HRSs) meet twice a 

year in a similar format 

b) There is also say fifteen hours of

joint training of people like HRSs

so there is sharing of knowledge

a) Still nascent, not much is in place.

There are, however, information

sessions for specialised functions

like HR and the information

generated in these sessions is

recorded in what is called green

areas.

b) The organisation does a lot of

training and development, there are

also a lot of older experienced

people but there is no global

mechanism for knowledge and skills

transfer. There is, however the

transfer of knowledge programme in

the scientific services division where

older guys have been trained to

1. The training centre meant to

be a fully fledged HR centre

with an HR manager and a

training manager .purposed to

handle centrally designed

course and on site training.

However,, the crop of training

officers has been depleted,

there is no longer a training

manager and hence no one to

run the training centre on a

full time basis as a result, it is

mainly used for workshops

and meetings.

2. Benchmarking between Areas

and posting of Area

No formally agreed and 

documented mechanisms. There 

are, however, a number of 

avenues which though not 

specifically aiming at that can 

achieve learning: 

Workshops in which people 

from different stations 

participate 

Integrated customs-domestic 

tax meetings 

Transfers, this is, however, 

not regular and where it is 

practiced, it is for reasons 

other than learning. 

Moreover, there is more 
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between regions but also between 

divisions (manufacturing and sales 

and distribution) 

c) Benchmarking with other 

companies

d) There is a monthly SAB-Miller plc.

Benchmarking report on the

performance of various areas of the

portfolio

e) There is an auditing process which

covers everything and people are

free to check where best practice is

and can visit and learn

f) A lot of information is posted on

the intranet.

impart knowledge to younger ones 

who have in turn been trained to 

extract it.  

c) Mentorships are also used for intra-

organisational knowledge diffusion

because it is ensured mentors and

protégés are from different divisions

d) Rotation of people from site to site

also helps transfer knowledge

e) There is a knowledge management

section charged with using IT for the

capture and facilitation of exchange

of Knowledge and information

performance data in a score 

card format on the notice 

board sso people can read and 

see where others are excelling 

and go and compare 

3. Benchmarking with other

organisations

4. Publishing experiences of the

various areas during the

month in The Water Herald

and The Water Waves

5. Good incentives so turnover

is minimised and with

longevity, people pass on

knowledge

6. Promotion and rotation moves

knowledge around

7. Joint meetings and circulation

of minutes to all chief

managers responsible for

departments

8. Planning workshops and

quarterly reviews which are

attended by top management

and managers from all the

Areas where the experiences,

the challenges, the problems

and the successes are shared.

9. Communication on activities

through memos and letters to

and from the Areas

10. All staff who pursue Masters

and PhDs present their theses

to management and lodge

them with the library. Staff

are encouraged to do their

research in areas that relate to

NW&SC areas of interest

likelihood of the transferee 

learning than the people 

he/she finds in the new unit. 

The planning process 

The intranet, a number of 

topical issues are posted 

there by management and 

staff. 

Mechanisms for 

PMS review and 

reform 

a) Reviewed by HQs HR dept.

b) The organisational effectiveness

survey, which rates leadership, BEE,

organisational health and external

a) No regular audit of system but

external consultants have evaluated

it once

b) Organisational climate survey which

The monitoring and 

evaluation department 

monitors whether processes 

are working 

Only revenue performance is 

monitored and a revenue 

performance report made not 

assessment of the efficacy of the 
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Enhancing 

conditions 

Organisation 

South African Breweries Rand Water 
National Water & Sewerage 

Corporation 
Uganda Revenue Authority 

interaction can, albeit indirectly, can 

raise issues of concern to staff with 

the IMP 

rates things like employee 

satisfaction, achievement culture, 

effective communication can 

unearth issues of concern regarding 

the BPMF 

c) Participation in externally generated

surveys like the ‗best companies to

work for survey‘ by  Deloitte and

Touche also highlights some if these

issues and enables benchmarking

with best practice

d) Overall, however, not much direct

evaluation of the system or feeding

back weaknesses because people

had to implement and learn at the

same time. People are not yet at the

stage where they can give intelligent

feedback

Checkers sent out 

periodically to audit 

compliance 

There is an external 

performance contract 

monitoring  team composed 

of representatives from the 

Ministries of Water and 

Finance plus the Board. It is, 

however, ineffective as it 

meets irregularly and lacks 

the monitoring competence. 

There are no regular 

performance reviews by the 

team. 

performance management system 

or compliance by stakeholders 

with its requirements. 

Stability of PM 

system 

It is mature and intact and part of 

organisational culture. There ha sonly 

been twitching here and there over a 

period of fifteen years, the last one being 

five years ago 

The same system has operated since 1991 

with a few twitches to uptake new 

developments 

A new performance system (the BPMF) 

was rolled out in 2004/2005 on an 

evolving basis starting with the CEO‘s 

direct reports downwards. It had reached 

middle management where understanding 

was still nascent and faced resistance 

when roll down to unionized staff was 

attempted. This cadre still have a 

different system called investing in me 

Since the advent of performance 

contracts with the government in 

2002 the system has been 

maintained and incrementally 

improved with the participation 

and agreement of employees at all 

levels 

Unstable, there has been a lot of 

documentation change almost 

every four or so months. There is 

now a move to abandon the 

system before complete 

understanding and buy-in to a 

new system – the balanced score 

card. This will make it three 

performance management 

systems in a space of six years. 

Decision to abandon the current 

system was a top management 

decision that co-opted a few 

officers for training as champions 

without involvement of the rest of 

the staff 
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iii) Summary of existing performance enlightening avenues

At South African breweries, regional champions were trained as trainers who in turn trained all staff in the new system at the initiation of the IMP in operation there.  From 

the launch onwards, the champions provided an on going training for new staff as well as refreshers for those who needed them. Importantly, there is a modular training 

programme in IMP with a training manual called the tool box that is handed to all who go through the course. This has diffused knowledge and skills in with respect to the 

workings of the IMP including good management processes. 

At Rand Water Board, there were workshops for the initial participants who were all direct reports of the CEO. The system was cascaded to the middle management levels 

without cascading the workshops as well causing lack of understanding and apprehension with middle managers perceiving the system as complex. This situation was 

aggravated by the replacement of some managers who had been initially involved with people promoted from lower levels or new recruits both of whom had not been 

inducted in the system. The formal position of Staffing Specialist is used for the role of champion to popularise the system while the position of Training and Development 

Specialist is used for training of members in the BPMF and the different sites. These officers were, however, not involved in the launch and initial training as this was for 

only the CEO‘s direct reports. As a result, buy-in is poor with unionized workers rejecting the system through the participation forums. At the management level the quality 

of performance contracts is poor as managers at lower levels have no idea of setting goals and drawing good contracts.  

At National Water and Sewerage Corporation, only top management was involved in arriving at the initial performance contract with government before subsequently 

cascading the contracting approach. There is no training in performance management. There were, however, workshops in business planning at the inception of the 

performance contracting approach. There is no continuation of training or refresher programmes for those who participated in the initial workshops.  Workshops termed 

―stretch-out workshops‖ involving all members are used to agree targets and memoranda of understanding (termed internally delegated area management contracts – 

IDAMCs) between top management and regional operations divisions called ‗Areas‘. Creating autonomous units is a requirement of the agreement between government and 

NWSC and has played a big role in enhancing performance management awareness leading to quire good buy-in and understanding.  

At Uganda Revenue Authority, there was minimal employee participation at the introduction of the current system through one day workshops on performance 

management for a few selected officers. There were disagreements over restructuring and reassigning of officers leading to the resignation of the officer responsible for 

performance management within months of its inception. This officer had closely participated in the design of the system and was well trained.  This officer‘s resignation 

created a gap in on-going training in the PMS. In the end, the training the champions received was insufficient for them to carry on independently. Appeal findings in the 

Customs departmental appraisal committee appeal hearings of October 2004 indicate many champions did not understand how to use the system‘s processes. Attempts have 

been made to close this gap by providing notes on performance management as the preamble to all performance review booklets and there is a guide to performance 

management which is not widely disseminated. These documents can not substitute for effective PM training. This has led to complaints about the system as complex and 

academic as well as frequent appeals against supervisory ratings and changes in documentation. Management is blaming the current system for its failure and is moving to 

introduce a balanced score card rather than addressing the process used in introducing and maintaining the system.   
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iv) Some elements of performance management

Practice 
Organisation 

SAB Rand Water Board NW&SC URA 

Team review 

(a) Top down team-on-team review

(b) Subordinate team presents their

performance to superior team who

give feedback in open session

a) Horizontal through what is called

Service Level Agreement (SLA)

between divisions

b) The SLA is an agreement

between divisions that serve each

other specifying the services and

the time lines

c) The recipient division assesses

and rates the serving division‘s

performance on service delivery

and this impacts on the

performance of the division

members.

– – 

Management of 

success 

Mentoring for advancement, like fast 

tracking career paths 

Involvement in critical strategic 

decisions 

Stretch targets 

Accelerated development of people 

with great potential through 

mentorship   – – 

Management of 

failure (support 

mechanisms) 

a) Under delivery leads to short term

PM, i.e., asking why questions,

offering support like training,

facilitation, counseling (there is

access to 800 psychologists in

addition to an on site social worker)

b) If un-abating then launch of

incapacity process

a) There is a PM route taken where

there is consistent lack of

performance from training,

coaching, facilitation to employee

assistance programmes like

counseling.

b) Continued failure leads to 

incapacity process 

a) There is provision for searching

for reasons for failure before

negative consequences are

meted out but it is not

elaborate.

b) Consequences include various

levels of demotion including

dismissal if on contract

–
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v) Performance management linked consequences

PM consequence 

Organisation 

South African Breweries Rand Water 
National Water and Sewerage 

Corporation 
Uganda Revenue Authority 

Monetary 

performance 

review 

consequences 

a) Factoring of individual and

team performance into

bonuses

b) Management or executive

incentive scheme based on

the organisation performing

better than target

 There is an across the board profit

sharing bonus scheme for non

management cadre based on

performance of the organisation as a

whole, i.e., if performance is a

certain notch better than budget,

then there is profit sharing on that

basis

 The management group has 

incentive contracts based on 

individual stretch goals where 

managers participate in a bonus 

system based on achievement of 

their individual targets. If one does 

not hit the targets one does not 

participate. The scheme has two 

major foci; 

o Rand Water performance constitutes

55% of the incentive score broken

down thus – Net profit = 20%, 

cash flow management = 20% and 

customer satisfaction = 15% 

o Divisional performance constitutes

45% of the incentive score with

transformation = 30% , employee 

satisfaction = 5% and costs 

reduction = 10% 

 The IDAMC concept provides for

a management fee of 5% of

operating costs for the best areas

gauged against weighted

minimum performance standards

for the preceding six months.

 Additionally, there are monthly

incentives if stretch targets are

attained rated at 25% of monthly

basic pay (BPm) * stretch factor.

The more the stretch, the more

the bonus for an area

 At individual level, review

outcomes are linked to scale

adjustment or accelerated

increment decisions as follows;

 If there is consistent 

attainment of target, there is 

movement by one notch 

within the scale 

 If there is consistent failure,

two reprimands are given;

 Failure to attain 70% leads

to demotion to the lower

notch within the scale

 Failure to attain 60% leads

to demotion to a lower

scale and dismissal if one

is on contract

No direct link to individual 

performance except where intolerable 

performance is consistent over a very 

long haul. The only bonus is across 

the board when the organisation as a 

whole exceeds target 

Non-monetary 

performance 

review 

consequences 

Based on the agreed personal 

development plan: 

1. Mentorship is provided for star

performers

2. Technical gaps are internally

filled at the SAB Technical 

Training Institute 

3. Stretching targets of performers

4. Affording opportunities for 

Based on agreed personal development 

plan which is translated into a 

workplace skills plan: 

1. Sponsorship of academic education

of staff at higher institutions of

learning

2. Leadership and management 

development of supervisory and 

executive staff. These are 

There are neither personal 

development plans nor career 

discussions. Appraisal forms only 

capture the appraisee‘s pervious 

development level as a result of the 

training in the last five years, the 

current development level and the 

courses/training the appraisee wishes 

to attend. 

At URA, there is a section on the 

performance review document that 

clearly calls for identification of 

development needs. There is, 

however, no mechanism for inputting 

this information into the training 

targets of the training unit that runs 

the URA training school. It appears, 

therefore, that nominations for 
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PM consequence 

Organisation 

South African Breweries Rand Water 
National Water and Sewerage 

Corporation 
Uganda Revenue Authority 

development and growth  of 

performers for future challenges 

and opportunities 

5. Soft skills development is

outsourced to various providers

6. Involvement of good performers

in critical decision making for

example taking a star performing

member from the floor to test

and select brewing equipment

from a manufacturer in German

outsourced to an external provider 

3. Apprenticeships and experiential

learnerships

4. Bridging corporately identified gaps

through short course, workshops,

seminars, conferences, mentorships

and executive coaching

5. Bonuses and awards for example;

the Ziyagezana excellence award

links performance to incentives like

praise

No training and development unit, 

only HR. Training is budgeted for 

based on questionnaire surveys of 

members not assessment of gaps and 

growth needs arising out of 

performance evaluation. There is, 

however, in house specialised 

training and people are encouraged to 

pursues personal development 

programmes at tertiary institutions at 

their own expense save the 

organisation affords them time off for 

exams and interest free study loans. 

The organisation assists with research 

administration if research is at 

NW&SC 

courses like Post Graduate Diploma 

in Tax and Revenue Administration 

(PODITRA) and total tax person 

follow criteria other than 

performance.  

Formal/ structured 

mentoring 

processes 

a) It is a more informal processes

where individuals initiate

relationships depending on the

gaps they perceive

b) Where it tends towards formality

is in cases where there is high

potential coupled with 

indecisiveness, lack of 

robustness 

Two way process of individual 

nomination of a mentor and 

organisational provision of mentors to 

people on leadership development 

programmes 

There is a mentorship scheme for people 

on development programmes where 

mentors provide additional advice. 

Those who are not on development 

programmes may also benefit 

There is identification of a talent pool of 

people with the potential to rise to the 

top level and these are provided 

mentorship for accelerated development 

No explicit, clear mentorship 

programme. There is more induction 

and on the job coaching than 

mentorship. Deputies are also 

understudies of  their supervisors as a 

way of learning. This is, however, not 

formally stated but rather implicitly 

expected as part of a manager‘s job – 

to train, to coach, to mentor. 

No mentorship 

Team rewards 

a) Adjusted scores embedding team

scores into individual scores

b) Total individual score is average

individual performance score +

team(s) score, e.g., department

score + unit score + individual

score ÷ 3

Teams are indirectly rewarded given 

that some targets, like Black Economic 

Empowerment (BEE), are divisional 

targets so every member will have 

divisional scores for Black Economic 

Expenditure. The incentive plan 

measures, for example profit measures 

for top managers, tend to be team 

measures 

The IDAMCs are essentially team 

rewards. First is the management fee 

of 5% of total operating cost for the 

best performing areas gauged against 

weighted minimum performance 

standards for the preceding six 

months. Additionally, there is a 

monthly incentive if the set stretch 

targets for the month are attained, that 

is, 25% of monthly basic pay (BPm) 

* stretch factor meaning the more the

An across the board bonus when the 

organisation exceeds target is 

essentially an all organisation team 

reward 
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PM consequence 

Organisation 

South African Breweries Rand Water 
National Water and Sewerage 

Corporation 
Uganda Revenue Authority 

area stretches the more it may earn. 

Measurement and 

reward of 

discretionary 

extras and /soft 

contributions 

Yes subject to: 

a) Individual negotiations with

supervisors

b) Must be part of personal

development goals

The Ziagezana (Zulu for one hand 

washes the other) excellence awards 

take care of intangibles, it reinforces the 

partnership theme. A good number of 

contributions recognised there like 

mentoring people (mentor of the year), 

playing central roles in interventions 

(mover and shaker of the year), 

encouraging people to participate in 

certain programmes etc are intangible in 

terms of measurement 

This is still a dilemma because the 

goals are quantitative. However, it is 

possible to do so for management 

cadre through the checkers system 

because they audit things like 

ambience of the location, handling of 

disciplinary cases, working 

environment etceteras. 

Not measured 

Assessment of 

managers on PM 

management 

Everybody has a goal on the 

Integrated Management Process 

(IMP) which incorporates 

performance management (PM). 

Managers are, therefore, assessed on 

PM management but on a random 

basis or if there is a specific employee 

complaint. There is room for 

improvement. 

Managers have no target on managing 

the BPMF and are not, therefore, 

evaluated on that. 

No direct measurement of managers‘ 

management of process. It is sort of 

indirect as managers who fail to 

manage processes are replaced. There 

is an indirect assessment of 

managers‘ management of the PM 

process through attainment of unit 

goals as falling short may indicate 

mismanagement of the attendant 

processes. This is more or so because 

managers make their units‘ business 

plans which are not imposed. 

Not assessed 
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vi) Performance review information sources, focus and content

South African Breweries 

1. Performance review taps the following sources of information;

Self review

Downward review

Two-way mutual agreement

Customer feedback

Upward feedback

Team members (peer) feedback

2. Based on greed individual and team goals for the period and focuses on;

 Ongoing one-on-one discussion of performance between managers and direct reports aimed at aligning goals,

identifying performance issues and support requirements as well as draw action plans for gap reduction, discussing

relevant personal issues, contextual changes that impinge on performance, progress,  feedback on employee, support

requirements, employee feedback on manager, general communication, e.g., of anticipated changes and agreed

documentation plus uploading on SAPHR

 Formal end of cycle review of individual accomplishments and results against individual and team goals as well as

specific  value added by the employee

 Identifying employee strengths and areas for improvement as well future focus and development

 Career discussion capturing total career history while noting opportunities, needs aspirations and potential and

recommending action.

 Assessing propensity of the employee to leave in the next three months to three years

 Rating the criticality of employee to organisation from not critical to extremely critical

 Developing an individual development plan that identifies individual development goals (IDGs) for the year,  states

management support for actualizing the IDGs and reviews previous year‘s IDGs. The plan defines three

development goals;

i) Self development (skills, enhancing job performance, coping with change, taking advantage of one‘s potential and

enabling career progression)

ii) Career development (progress within the organisation)

iii) Personal development (spiritual, identity, beliefs, capability, behaviour etc)

 Upward feedback where the supervisees communicate in a two way format their few of the manager‘s role and how

the manager is doing on the ten excellent management practices of SAB including goals and performance reviews;

participation and empowerment; communication; personal commitment; leadership qualities; development;

management style and team building specifically listing and discussing  what the manager should stop, start and

continue doing to become an effective leader, manager or team member. Areas for managerial development are then

identified

 Team-on-team review which is a bi-annual formal process involving; self-review with maximum member

participation and mandatory citing of hard evidence, one hour presentation  of self review to next level management

panel; ½ hour management panel review of team‘s presentation and giving of comments supported by hard evidence

plus qualitative customer feedback; joint agreement by team and  management panel of an overall descriptive

statement of team performance and areas of future focus

 Analyses of IMP compliance on HRSAP regarding doing 4 one-on-ones, 2 performance reviews, one career

discussion and one individual development discussion and plan as well as improvement in comparison to  the

previous year‘s coverage

3. OES survey which gauges; equity, IMP compliance,  company image organisational health, employee relations,

work attitudes and ethics

Rand Water Board 

 Performance review taps the following sources of information;

 Self review

 Downward review

 Two-way mutual agreement

 Internal and external customer (SLA) feedback

 Based on agreed objectives, KRAs, inputs from the organisation and budgets, major challenges faced during work

and decision limits and focuses on:

i) Reviewing outputs and performance on critical functions and KRAs

ii) Reviewing systems and processes and recommending the necessary action

iii) Assessing performance on organisational values

iv) Updating existing functions and planning new functions and objectives for the next period
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v) Discussing, identifying and planning to cover training and development needs as well as career aspirations

including identifying and defining learning path  ways, choosing learning/personal development solutions and

agreement on implementation of identified learning and other personal development solutions and who is

responsible for each of the agreed actions

vi) Assessment of leadership (only line managers are assessed on this)

vii) Description and justification of exceptional/significant contributions in line with strategic priorities

viii) Making deductions from the final performance score for late submissions, failure to submit, late evaluations,

repeats and complaints against a specific individual

ix) Employee satisfaction tracking survey on general functioning of the organisation, existing and preferred culture and

employee satisfaction on any other issues raised in an open ended format

x) Knowledge, attitudes and practices (KAP) survey which measures and benchmarks the organisation‘s knowledge,

attitudes and behaviour with regards to various issues including HIV/AIDS

National Water and Sewerage Corporation 

 Performance review taps the following sources of information;

Self review

Downward review

Two-way mutual agreement of rating

 Based on three year performance contracts with government spelling out governance provisions and performance

targets on various indicators, internally delegated area management contracts (IDAMCs) between top management

and ares delegating the  running of the area to area management teams clearly defining  performance standards;

required reports; business plan;  duration of contract; duties, responsibilities and rights of the operator; duties, rights

and obligations of  the head office and derived individual goals. Focuses on:

Auditing departments and areas on general awarding  marks for the level of performance and recommending  the

way forward and the department responsible for its implementation

Auditing departments and areas on performance on management issues such as personnel issues [disciplinary cases

and how resolved, health and safety, accidents, NSSF  (retirement fund) remittances)], training and development (

training and development plan, TNA, how done and by who , types of in-house courses done and how many staff

benefited); working environment and existence of leisure activities and a tea room with necessary requirements

Uganda Revenue Authority 

(a) Performance review taps the following sources of information;

Self review

Downward review

Two-way mutual agreement

(b) Based on agreed KRAs, objectives, roles, timeframes and performance measurement criteria and focuses on:

Rating individual performance on KRAs within timeframes

Developing the employee development/ performance improvement plan for the coming period and necessary action

and time frames as well as organisational support for attainment

Feedback on monthly accomplishments towards goals to be done in monthly sessions

Noting negative and positive critical incidents

vii) Sample statement of appeal against the provisional findings and

recommendations of the Departmental Appraisal Committee (DAC)

Introduction 

The performance management system in place at URA is based on the principle of 

ensuring the best performance of officers and the organisation by supervisors and their 

subordinates mutually setting key result areas to be measured. This entails mutually:  

Agreeing key result areas, 

Setting performance targets and 

Appraising annual performance. 
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The responsibility for meeting the results agreed rests on the individual officer, the 

supervisor and the organisation in the following ways: 

The officer exerts (or should exert) physical, intellectual and emotional effort 

to attain the results. 

The supervisor guides, coaches, supports, gives feedback to the officer (or 

ought to do so) to ensure optimum performance is attained. 

The organisation provides (or ought to provide) resources and the environment 

for performance to occur. 

What this means is that all the three above elements involved in ensuring specific 

performance occurs have to take a fair share of their praise or blame for each outcome 

based on verifiable evidence generated and documented through the agreed system if: 

Performance is to be consistently measured across the organisation. 

Rewards are to be linked to performance evaluations. 

Training, skills and competencies needs and gaps are to be identified and acted 

on. 

Individual career paths are to be affected negatively or positively. 

Grounds of Objection to the DAC Findings and Recommendations 

In the my case, seven key result areas where agreed between my Supervisor, Mr. D. 

Bitariho and me. During the appraisal, the mutually agreed score on all the key result areas 

was between 7.5 and 10, that is, between above average and outstanding. My average score 

was 8.6 and I was rated as an outstanding performer and recommended for promotion. 

Whereas no negative critical incident was attributed to me, a number of negative critical 

incidents were recorded on the part of the URA – failure to provide transport, a computer, 

a secretary and sufficient manpower. While these were negative critical incidents on the 

part of the URA, I bridged the gap by using my own transport, paying for secretarial 

services among others. These actions constituted positive critical incidents on my part. 

Given the above, it is clear that: 

The departmental appraisal committee overstepped its mandate in conjuring a finding that 

no critical incident was noted without evidential basis. 

The findings that I have poor interpersonal relations, I have an overdelegation problem, the 

area and my jurisdiction performed poorly and that I lack knowledge and competence to 

head ICDs are baseless given that no such incidents and evaluations were brought to my 

notice by my supervisor in the period under review and documented. Indeed even 

specifically on the performance of ICDs under me, the monthly reports on revenue 

collection regarding ICDs tells another story and there is even commendation of good 

performance from management. 

The DAC has no powers to alter the rating of the supervisor, as they are not involved in the 

day to day monitoring of performance and have no knowledge of the performers‘ work. 
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Conclusion 

 

It is my considered opinion that the committee‘s findings were subjective. The 

recommendations are even worse because even if it had been true (which is not the case) is 

competence developed through coaching and mentoring and training and development or 

redeployment and admonishment. I find the committee‘s subjective approach the surest 

way of burying the new performance management system before it even takes off. 

 

I pray the committee implements the recommendations of the supervisor, which were an 

objective result of the actual performance agreement and the noted performance and its 

evaluation. If the current baseless recommendations are upheld, I will have no choice but 

to appeal to the Inspector General of Government, the Human Rights Commission and 

Court in accordance with Article 42 of the constitution which provides: 

 

Any person appearing before any administrative official or body has 

a right to be treated justly and fairly and shall have a right to apply to 

a court of law in respect of any administrative decision taken 

against him or her. 

 

And article 173 which provides: 

 

A public officer shall not be … (b) dismissed or removed from office 

or reduced in rank or otherwise punished without just cause. 

 

 

 

Name (omitted for confidentiality reasons) 

Ag. SPRO (Station also omitted) 

 

Appendix 13: In-group distribution of top government of Uganda 

                       jobs 
 

(i) Distribution of the 28 full cabinet positions 
 

 

Names Region 

Yoweri Museveni West 

Eriya Kategaya West 

Henry Kajura West 

Amama Mbabazi West 

Adolf Mwesige West 

Crispus Kiyonga West 

Tarsis Kabwegyere West 

Sam Kutesa West 

Ruhakana  Rugunda West 

Kahinda Otafiire West 

Ezra Suruma West 

John Nasasira West 

Kabakumba Matsiko West 
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Hilary Onek North 

Omara Atubo North 

Kirunda Kivejinja East 

Beatrice Wabudeya East 

Stephen Mallinga East 

Daudi Migereko East 

Dorothy Hyuha East 

Gilbert Bukenya Central 

Apolo Nsibambi Central 

Syda Bumba Central 

Janat Mukwaya Central 

Maria Mutagamba Central 

Geraldine Bitamazire Central 

Ham Mulira Central 

Khiddu Makubuya Central 

Total West 13 

Total North 2 

Total East 5 

Total Central 8 

Grand Total 28 

West as % of grand total 46.43 

North % of grand total 7.14 

East % of grand total 17.86 

Central % of grand total 28.57 

(ii) Distribution of the 43 Minister of State positions

Names Region 

Bright Rwamirama West 

Kamanda Bataringaya West 

Caleb Akandwanaho West 

Mwesigwa Rukutana West 

Richard Nduhura West 

Urban Tibamanya West 

Kasirivu Atwoki West 

Nasaba Buturo West 

Aston Kajara West 

Ephraimu Kamuntu West 

Serapio Rukundo West 

John Byabagambi West 

Matia Kasaija West 

Fred Ruhindi West 

Hope Mwesigye West 

Sezi Mbaguta West 

Peter Lokeris North 

Simon D'ujanga North 

Fred Omach North 

Okello Oryem North 

Jessica Eriyo North 

Simon Ejua North 

James Baba North 

Fred Mukisa East 

Gabriel Opio East 
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Rukia Nakadama East 

Rukia Chekamondo East 

Isaac Musumba East 

Michale Werikhe East 

Musa Ecweru East 

David Wakikona East 

Nelson Gagawala East 

Jannifer Namuyangu East 

Emmanuel Otaala East 

Kibirige Ssebunya Central 

Charles Bakkabulindi Central 

Ssemakula Kiwanuka Central 

James Kinobe Central 

Sulaiman Madada Central 

Kagimu Kiwanuka Central 

Nyombi Thembo Central 

Ruth Nankabirwa Central 

Alintuma Nsambu Central 

Total West 16 

Total North 7 

Total East 11 

Total Central 9 

Grand Total 43 

West as % of grand total 37.2 

North % of grand total 16.27 

East % of grand total 25.6 

Central % of grand total 20.93 

(iii) Distribution of the 28 Ambassadorial positions

Names Station Region 

Nyine Bitahwa Berlin West 

Katenta Apuli Brussels West 

Arsene Balihuta Geneva West 

Richard Kabonero Kigali West 

Joan Rwabyomere London West 

Matayo Kyaligonza Kenya West 

Kweronda Ruhemba Pretoria West 

Deo Rwabita Rome West 

Perezi Kamunanwire Washington West 

Busho Ndinyenka Juba West 

Adonia Ayebare New York West 

George Abola Ottawa North 

Dr. Moses Ebuk Kinshasa North 

David Etuket Abuja East 

Charles Wagidoso Beijing East 

Elizabeth Paula Napeyok Paris East 

Edith Ssempala Addis Ababa Central 

Lubulwa Migadde Cairo Central 

Joseph Tomusange Copenhagen Central 

Ibrahim Mukiibi Dar es Salaam Central 

Mull Katende Khartoum Central 

Barteka Sekajja Moscow Central 

Aziz Kasujja Riyadh Central 
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Names Station Region 

Dr. Muhammad Kisuule Tehran Central 

Wasswa Birigwa Tokyo Central 

Moses Sebunya Tripoli Central 

Dr. James Lukabyo Canberra Central 

Namisha Madhvani New Delhi Asian Ugandan 

Total West 11 

Total North 2 

Total East 3 

Total Central 11 

Total Asian Ugandan 1 

Grand Total 28 

West as % of grand total 39.3 

North as % of grand total 7.1 

East as % of grand total 10.7 

Central as % of grand total 39.3 

Asian Ugandan as % of grand total 3.6 

(iv) Distribution of the top seven army jobs

Names Designation Region 

Gen. Aronda Nyakairima Chief of Defence Forces West 

Lt. Gen. Ivan Koreta Deputy Chief of Defence Forces West 

Brig. Robert Rusoke Joint Chief of Staff West 

Maj. Gen. Jim Oweyesigire Commander Air Force West 

Brig. Sam Turyagyenda Chief of Staff Air Force West 

Brig. Godfrey Muheesi Chief of Staff Land Forces West 

Lt. Gen. Katumba Wamala Commander Land Forces Central 

Total West 6 

Total Central 1 

Total Rest of the Country 0 

Grand Total 7 

West as % of grand total 85.7 

Central as % of grand total 14.3 

Rest of the country as % of grand total 0 

(v) Distribution of the 12 positions of advisors in State House (the

President) and the vice president’s office

Names Designation Region 

Advisers in State House 

Professor Stanley Tumwine Senior Presidential Advisor/Medical Western 

Mrs Joan Kakwenzire Senior Presidential Advisor/Poverty Alleviation Western 

Mr Yorokamu Katwiremu Special Presidential Assistant/AGOA Western 

Mrs Suzan Muhwezi Special Presidential Assistant/AGOA Western 

Dr Kwesiga Charles Special Presidential Assistant/AGOA Western 

Dr Byagagaire Sam Special Presidential Assistant/Veterinary Western 

Mr Onegi Obel Geoffrey Senior Presidential Advisor/AGOA Northern 

Mr Ngoma Ngime Special Presidential Assistant/Manifesto Eastern 

Advisors/assistants Vice 
President’s Office 
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Names Designation Region 

Mr Richard Bakoja Deputy Special Presidential Assistant/Manifesto Central 

Mr Senkayi Hudson Special Presidential Assistant/Mobilization Central 

Dr Edward Dumba Special Presidential Assistant /Medical Central 

Mr Walugembe Musoke Special Presidential Assistant /Economics Central 

Total West 6 

Total North 1 

Total East 1 

Total Central 4 

Grand Total 12 

West as % of grand total 50 

North % of grand total 8.33 

East % of grand total 8.33 

Central % of grand total 33.33 

(vi) Distribution of the 58 positions of private secretaries in State House

and the Presidency

Names Designation Region 

Private Secretaries in State 
House 

1. 
Mrs Dora Kibende M Executive Assistant to First Lady 

Western 

2. 
Mr Justus Karuhanga Private Secretary /Legal 

Western 

3. 
Mr Hussein Kashillingi Senior Private Secretary/Legal 

Western 

4. 
Ms Miriam T Kankunda Senior Private Secretary/Secretarial Duties 

Western 

5. 
Ms Rwetsiba K. Diana Private Secretary/Protocol 

Western 

6. 
Mrs Nyakwenegura Grace Private Secretary/Political Protocol 

Western 

7. 
Mr Stephen Sabiiti Private Secretary/Science& Technology 

Western 

8. 
Ms Otude Byoga Alex Private Secretary/Literary 

Western 

9. 
Rev.Canon Rubunda Sam Private Secretary/Religious Affairs 

Western 

10.
Mrs Julian Bezuidenhout Private Secretary/Women 

Western 

11.
Dr Atwine Diana Private Secretary/Medical 

Western 

12.
Ms Zimulinda Rose Private Secretary/Diplomatic 

Western 

13.
Mr Moses Byaruhanga Private Secretary/Political Affairs 

Western 
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Names Designation Region 

14.
Mr Ananians Tumukunde Private Secretary/Science& Technology 

Western 

15.
Ms Musherure Suzanne Assistant Private Secretary/Special Duties 

Western 

16.
Ms Bunyenyezi Edith Assistant Private Secretary/Diplomatic 

Western 

17.
Ms Mutuuzo Peace Assistant Private Secretary/Youth 

Western 

18.
Ms Faith  Katana Assistant Private Secretary/Religious 

Western 

19.
Mr Karuhanga Wilson Assistant Private Secretary/Presidential Farms 

Western 

20.
Mr  Masiko  James Assistant Private Secretary/Household 

Western 

21.
Mr Byakutaga K Patrick Assistant Private Secretary/Household 

Western 

22.
Ms Nuwe Rosean Assistant Private Secretary/Household 

Western 

23.
Ms Muteteri Joy Assistant Private Secretary/Security 

Western 

24.
Ms Tumwine Kintu Florence Assistant Private Secretary/Veterans 

Western 

25.
Ms Joy Connie Bindeba Assistant Private Secretary/Political Protocol 

Western 

26.
Mr Mohamed Omari Private Secretary /Legal 

Northern 

27.
Mr Obina Judith Okumu Assistant Private Secretary/Youth 

Northern 

28.
Mr Opio  Sunday Amed Assistant Private Secretary/Youth 

Northern 

29.
Mr Fox Oywelowo Odoi Senior Private Secretary /Legal 

Eastern 

30.
Ms Etyang Felecity Assistant Private Secretary/Political Protocol 

Eastern 

31.
Mrs Amelia Kyambadde Presidential Private Secretary 

Central 

32.
Ms Kabanda Aisha Private Secretary/Secretarial Duties 

Central 

33.
Mr Muyingo Stephen Senior Private Secretary/Economics 

Central 

34.
Mr G W Sikubwabo Senior Private Secretary/Welfare 

Central 

35.
Ms Geogina Bukenya Private Secretary /Legal 

Central 
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Names Designation Region 

36.
Ms Kanyike Betty Private Secretary/Lodges 

Central 

37.
Ms Dora Semambo Private Secretary/Household 

Central 

38.
Mr Edward Sengonzi Private Secretary/Welfare 

Central 

39.
Ms Kiwanuka Nakasi Private Secretary/Diplomatic 

Central 

40.
Mr Kiryowa Lubanga Assistant Private Secretary/Youth 

Central 

41.
Mr Stephen Baka Mugabi Assistant Private Secretary/Youth 

Eastern 

42.
Ms Nakayima Lydia Assistant Private Secretary/Literary 

Central 

43.
Lt Col. P.Nalweyiso Assistant Private Secretary/Security 

Central 

44.
Ms Zuraiha Nassuna Assistant Private Secretary/Political Research 

Central 

45.
Mr Muwonge Charles Assistant Private Secretary/Political Research 

Central 

Private Secretaries attached 
to V/President 

46.

Ms.Lillian Katushabe Kamba Private Secretary/Political Mobilisation Western 

47.

Ms. Edith Kasoro Ass Private Secretary/Tourism Western 

48.

Mr. Sunday Ass Private Secretary/ Research & Documentation Western 

49.

Dr. Muduuli D Stephen Principal Private Secretary Eastern 

50.

Mr.Matia T. Mutamba  Private Secretary/General Eastern 

51.

Mr.Macho Godfrey Ass Private Secretary/Tourism Eastern 

52.

Mr. Vincent K Musubire Deputy Principal Private Secretary Central 

53.

Mrs. Sarahj Nkonge Muwonge Senior Private Secretary/Political Mobilisation Central 

54.

Ms.Terry Nantongo Senior Private Secretary/Legal Central 

55.

Ms.Mary M S Nalugo Senior Private Secretary/Literary Central 

56.

Mr.Sulaiman Sembajja Private Secretary/Rural Development & Transport Central 
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57.

Mr.Julius Wamulongo Ass Private Secretary/Research &Documentation Central 

58.

Ms. Namayanja Mariam Ass Private Secretary/Political Central 

Total West 28 

Total North 3 

Total East 6 

Total Central 21 

Grand Total 58 

West as % of grand total 48.28 

North % of grand total 5.17 

East % of grand total 10.34 

Central % of grand total 36.21 

(vii) Distribution of the 142 positions at the top of the leading public

statutory bodies

Names Position  Statutory Body  Region 

Frank Katusiime Chairman UETL West 

Allen Kagina 

Commissioner 
General URA West 

Dr. Edgar Agaba Executive Director PPDPA West 

James Kahooza Chairman PPDPA West 

Agaba Abasi Vice Chairman Youth Council West 

Emmanuel Rutakengyerwa Chairman Council for Disability West 

Dr. Peter Ndemeri Executive Secretary Council for Science West 

Richard Buteera DPP DPP West 

Vastina Rukimirama Executive Secretary Law Reform Commission West 

Margaret Magoba Deputy Chairman Electoral Commission West 

Sam Rwakojo Secretary Electoral Commission West 

Jotham Musinguzi Director Population Secretariat West 

Terry Kahuma Director Bureau of Standards West 

Aeneas Tandekwire Clerk Parliament West 

David Kantaale Kazungu Chairman NAADS West 

Godfrey Bahiigwa Director PMA West 

Henry Ngabirano Director Coffee Authourity West 

Jolly Sabune Director Cotton Authourity West 

Nathan Twinamasiko Director Dairy Authourity West 

Steven Bamwanga Chairman Amber House West 

A.B Abaliwano Director Uganda Property Holdings West 

Keith Muhakanizi Chairman Uganda Property Holdings West 

Godfery Turyahikayo Director Rural Electrification Agency West 

F. A Kabagambe Chairman Rural Electrification Agency West 

Japheth Katto Director Capital Markets Authourity West 

Julius Izimba Director Assets Recovery Trust West 

Chris Kassami Chairman Tropical Africa Bank West 

James Kahooza Chairman UDB West 

Muhangi Noel Director Uganda Railways Corporation West 
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Names Position  Statutory Body  Region 

Grace Itazi Chairman Uganda Railways Corporation West 

Francis Byaruhanga Director Road Agency Unit West 

Rukara M. G Director Road Safety Council West 

Katushabe Wilson Director Transport Lisencing Board West 

Timothy Baguma Chairman Transport Lisencing Board West 

Godfery Mutabaazi Chairman Broadcasting Council West 

Robert Kabushenga Director New Vision West 

A. M. S. Katohoire Chairman Communications Commission West 

Florence Kata Director Export Promotions Board West 

Patrick Bitature Chairman UIA West 

James Bahinguza Director Uganda Tourist Board West 

George Tumwesige MD Management Training Centre West 

Oswald Ndoleriire Director African Institute for Capacity Devp West 

Christopher Kassami Chairman Economic Policy Research Centre West 

Mathew Rukikaire Chairman Makerere University West 

Connie Kateba MD Curriculum Centre West 

Bezelari Kabanda Secretary Education Service Commission West 

David Kihumuro Apuuli MD AIDS Commission West 

Barnabas Halemimana Chairman AIDS Commission West 

Appolo Muhairwe MD Drug Authourity West 

Frank Mwesigye Chairman Drug Authourity West 

John Barenzi Chairman Health Professional Council West 

Peter Mugyenyi MD Joint Clinical Research Centre West 

Appolo Mwesigye MD Medical Stores West 

Philip Byaruhanga Chairman Medical Stores West 

Aryamanya Mugisha Henry MD NEMA West 

Enos Tiharihonda Chairman NEMA West 

Louis Turyamureeba Chairman Council for Children West 

Collins Mwijuka Secretary Women Council West 

Benjamin Kamugisha Chairman Tax Tribunal West 

Gordon Mwesigye Secretary Human Rights Commission West 

Fred Mwesigye MD National Enterprise Corporation West 

Tumusiime Mutebile Governor Bank of Uganda West 

Ben Dramadri Chairman ERA North 

Ben Okello Luwum Chairman Insurance Commission North 

Joseph Okwakou Chairman Youth Council North 

Martin Aliker Vice Chairman Mulago Hospital North 

Justice P.K.K Onega Chairman Amnesty Commission North 

Rapahel Baku Deputy IGG IGG North 

Wana Etyem Chairman Engineers Registration Board North 

Onegi Obel Chairman AGOA North 

John A. Okidi MD Economic Policy Research Centre North 

B. N. A Udongo MD Health Professional Council North 

R. Owor MD Health Research Organization North 

Joyce Otim Nape MD Council for Children North 

Andruwale Awuzi Chairman National Enterprise Corporation North 

Irene Muloni Director UEDCL East 

Esther Mulyangonja Chairman UEDCL East 
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Names Position  Statutory Body  Region 

Martin Olobo Secretary Health Service Commission East 

Faith Mwondha IGG IGG East 

Amos Ngolobe Deputy DPP DPP East 

S.K. Mubala Chairman Trypanasomiasis Council East 

K. S. B Mubbala Director Land Commission East 

Okiror James Director Engineers Registration Board East 

Michael Opagi Chairman New Vision East 

Ben Bella Ilakut Chairman Printing and Publishing Corporation East 

Masambu F. Patrick Director Communications Commission East 

Moses Mapesa Wafula Director Wildlife Authourity East 

Mafabi Chairman Wildlife Education Centre East 

David Nyende Chairman Management Training Centre East 

Albert Brewer Abaliwano Chairman Kyambogo University East 

Wasswa Balunywa MD MUBS East 

Tony Badeebye Chairman Pharmaceutical Council East 

John Ndiku Secretary Dental Practitioners Council East 

Epelu Opio Chairman Joint Clinical Research Centre East 

Fiona Egunyu Chairperson Cultural Centre East 

David Chandi Jamwa MD NSSF East 

Edward Gamuwa Chairman NSSF East 

Samuel Khaukha MD Tax Tribunal East 

Frank Ssebowa MD ERA Central 

Erias Kiyemba MD UETL Central 

F.F Magezi Director Insurance Commission Central 

John Muwanga Auditor General Central 

Kabanda Ibrahim Chairman URA Central 

Saul Kaye Executive Director Planning Authourity Central 

John Male Mukasa Executive Director Bureau of Statistics Central 

James Mubiru Deputy Director Bureau of Statistics Central 

Jackson T. Mirembe MD Council for Disability Central 

Dr. G.W.S Kamya Chairperson Health Service Commission Central 

Dr. Jack Luyombya Chairman Mulago Hospital Central 

JM. Ssebuwufu Chairman Council for Science Central 

Damian Kato Secretary Amnesty Commission Central 

Prof. J. Kakooza Chairman Law Reform Commission Central 

Eng. Dr. Badru Kiggundu Chairman Electoral Commission Central 

Paul Sempa Mugambwa Chairman Coffee Authority Central 

Henry Kanyike Chairman Dairy Authority Central 

Denis Kyetere Director NARO Central 

Fredrick B. Kayanja Chairman NARO Central 

David Ssemamba Director Animal Genetic Centre Central 

Lawrence Ssemakula Director Trypanasomiasis Council Central 

James Serufusa Director Amber House Central 

Mayanja Nkangi Chairman Land Commission Central 

Twaha Kaawaase Chairman Capital Markets Authority Central 

Kagole Kivumbi Secretary Broadcasting Council Central 

Elisabeth Bakaawa Director Printing and Publishing Corporation Central 

Robert Stephen Mayanja Chairman Export Promotions Board Central 
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Names Position  Statutory Body  Region 

Maggie Kigozi Director UIA Central 

Andrew Kasirye Chairman Wildlife Authority Central 

Andrew G. Sseguya Director Wildlife Education Centre Central 

Mathew Bukenya Secretary UNEB Central 

A. J. Lutalo Chairman UNEB Central 

Collin Sentongo Chairman MUBS Central 

A. B. Kasozi Director National Council for Higher Education Central 

Fredrick I. B. Kayanja Chairman National Council for Higher Education Central 

Livingstone Luboobi Vice Chancellor Makerere University Central 

Charles Masembe Sembuga Chairman Curriculum Centre Central 

Gertrude Kayaga Mulindwa MD National Library Central 

Badru Lubega Waggwa Chairman Education Service Commission Central 

James William Tamale MD Pharmaceutical Council Central 

Grace Nambatya MD Chemotherapeutics Laboratory Central 

Rose Najjemba Muyinda Chairperson Women Council Central 

Joseph Walugembe MD Cultural Centre Central 

Margaret Sekaggya Chairperson Human Rights Commission Central 

Total West 62 

Total North 13 

Total East 23 

Total Central 44 

Grand Total 142 

West as % of grand total 43.66 

North % of grand total 9.15 

East % of grand total 16.2 

Central % of grand total 30.99 

Source: semugs@ugandaobserver.com 

mailto:semugs@ugandaobserver.com
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Appendix 14: The Buganda Agreement, 1900  

(See Native Agreement and Buganda Native Laws, Laws of the Uganda Protectorate, 

Revised Edition 1935 Vol. VI, pp. 1373-- 1384; Laws of Uganda 1951 Revised Edition, 

Vol. VI, pp. 12-26)  

We, the undersigned, to wit, Sir Henry Hamilton Johnston, K.C.B., Her Majesty's Special 

Commissioner, Commander-in -Chief and Consul-General for the Uganda Protectorate and 

the adjoining Territories, on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen of Great Britain and Ireland, 

Empress of lndia, on the one part; and the under mentioned Regents and Chiefs of the 

Kingdom of Uganda on behalf of the Kabaka (King) of Uganda, and the chiefs and people 

of Uganda, on the other part: do hereby agree to the following Articles relative to the 

government and administration of the Kingdom of Uganda.  

1. The boundaries of the Kingdom of Uganda shall be the following: starting from the left 

bank of the Victoria Nile at the Ripon Falls, the boundary shall follow the left bank of the 

Victoria Nile into Lake Kioga, and then shall be continued along the centre of Lake Kioga, 

and again along the Victoria Nile as far as the confluence of the River Kafu, opposite the 

town of Mruli.  

From this point the boundary shall he carried along the right or eastern bank of the River 

Kafu, up stream, as far as the junction of the Kafu and Embaia. From this point the 

boundary shall be carried in a straight line to the River Nkusi, and shall follow the left 

bank of the River Nkusi down stream to its entrance into the Albert Nyanza. The boundary 

shall then be carried along the coast of the Albert Nyanza in a south-western direction as 

far as the mouth of the River Kuzizi, and then shall be carried up stream along the right 

bank of the River Kuzizi and near its source.  

From a point near the source of the Kuzizi and near the village of Kirola (such point to be 

finally determined by Her Majesty's Commissioner at the time of the definite survey of 

Uganda) the boundary shall be carried in a south-western direction until it reaches the 

River Nabutari, the left bank of which it will follow down stream to its confluence with the 

River Katonga; The boundary shall be carried in a southwestern direction until it reaches 

the River Nabutari, the left bank of which it will follow down stream to its confluence with 

the River Katonga; The boundary shall then be carried up stream along the left confluence 

of the Chungaga, after which, crossing the Katonga, the boundary shall be carried along 

the right bank of the said Chungaga river, up stream to its source; and from its source the 

boundary shall be drawn in a south-eastern direction to the point where the Byoloba River 

enters Lake Kachira; and shall then be continued along the centre of Lake Kachira to its 

south-eastern extremity, where the River Bukova leaves the lake, from which point the 

boundary shall be carried in a south-eastern direction to the Anglo-German frontier.  

The boundary shall then follow the Anglo-German frontier to the coast of the Victoria 

Nyanza and then shall be drawn across the waters of the Victoria Nyanza in such a manner 

as to include within the limits of the Kingdom of Uganda the Sese Archipelago (including 

Kosi and Mazinga), Ugaya, Lufu, Igwe, Buvuma, and Lingira Islands. The boundary, after 

including Lingira Islands, shall be carried through Napoleon Gulf until it reaches the 
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starting point of its definition at Bugungu at the Ripon Falls on the Victoria Nile. To avoid 

any misconception it is intended by this definition to include within the boundaries of 

Uganda all the islands lying off the north-west coast of the Victoria Nyanza in addition to 

those specially mentioned.  

2. The Kabaka and Chiefs of Uganda hereby agree henceforth to renounce in favour of Her

Majesty the Queen any claims to tribute they may have had on the adjoining provinces of

the Uganda Protectorate.

3. The Kingdom of Uganda in the administration of the Uganda Protectorate shall rank as a

province of equal rank with any other provinces into which the protectorate may be

divided.

4. The revenue of the Kingdom of Uganda, collected by the Uganda Administration, will

be merged in the general revenue of the Uganda Protectorate, as with that of the other

provinces of this Protectorate.

5. The laws made for the general governance of the Uganda Protectorate by Her Majesty's

Government will be equally applicable to the Kingdom of Uganda, except in so far as they

may in any particular conflict with the terms of this agreement, in which case the terms of

this Agreement will constitute a special exception in regard to the Kingdom of Uganda.

6. So long as the Kabaka, chiefs, and people of Uganda shall conform to the laws and

regulations instituted for their governance by Her Majesty's Government, and shall co-

operate loyally with Her Majesty's Government in the organisation and administration of

the said Kingdom of Uganda, Her Majesty's Government agrees to recognise the Kabaka

of Uganda as the native ruler of the province of Uganda under Her Majesty's protection

and over-rule.

The King of Uganda shall henceforth be styled His Highness the Kabaka of Uganda. On 

the death of a Kabaka, his successor shall be elected by a majority of votes in the Lukiko, 

or native council. The range of selection, however, must be limited to the Royal Family of 

Uganda, that is to say, to the descendants of King Mutesa.  

The name of the person chosen by the native council must be submitted to Her Majesty's 

Government for approval, and no person shall be recognised as Kabaka of Uganda whose 

election has not received the approval of Her Majesty's Government. The Kabaka of 

Uganda shall exercise direct rule over the natives of Uganda, to who he shall administer 

justice through the Lukiko, or native council, and through others of his officers in the 

manner approved by Her Majesty's Government. The jurisdiction of the native Court of the 

Kabaka of Uganda, however, shall not extend to any person not a native of the Uganda 

province.  

The Kabaka's Courts shall be entitled to try natives for capital crimes, but no death 

sentence may be carried out by the Kabaka, or his Courts, without the sanction of Her 

Majesty's representative in Uganda. Moreover there will be a right of appeal from the 

native Courts to the principal Court of Justice established by Her Majesty in the Kingdom 
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of Uganda as regards all sentences which inflict a term of more than five years' 

imprisonment or a fine of over £100.  

In the case of any other sentences imposed by the Kabaka's Courts, which may seem to Her 

Majesty's Government disproportioned or inconsistent with humane principles, Her 

Majesty's representative in Uganda shall have the right of remonstrance with the Kabaka, 

who shall, at the request of the said representative, subject such sentence to 

reconsideration. The Kabaka of Uganda shall be guaranteed by Her Majesty's Government 

from out of the local revenue of the Uganda Protectorate a minimum yearly allowance of 

£1,500 a year. During the present Kabaka's minority, however, in lieu of the above-

mentioned subvention, there will be paid to the master of his household, to meet his 

household expenditure, £650 a year, and during his minority the three persons appointed to 

act as Regents will receive an annual salary of £400 a year. Kabakas of Uganda will be 

understood to have attained their majority when they have reached the age of I8 years. The 

Kabaka of Uganda shall be entitled to a salute of nine guns on ceremonial occasions when 

such salutes are customary.  

7. The Namasole, or mother of the present Kabaka (Chua), shall be paid during her lifetime

an allowance at that rate of £50 a year. This allowance shall not necessarily be continued to

the mothers of other Kabakas.

8. All cases, civil or criminal, of a mixed nature, where natives of the Uganda province and

non-natives of that province are concerned, shall be subject to British Courts of Justice

only.

9. For purposes of native administration the Kingdom of Uganda shall be divided into the

following districts or administrative counties: (1) Kiagwe (11) Butambala (Bweya) (2)

Bugerere (12) Kiadondo (3) Bulemezi (13) Busiro (4) Buruli (14)Mawokota (5)

Bugangadzi (15) Buvuma (6) Bwekula (16) Sese (7) Singo (17) Buddu (8) Busuju (18)

Koki (9) Gomba (Butunzi). (19) Mawogola (10)Buyaga (20) Kabula At the head of each

county shall be placed a chief who shall be selected by the Kabaka's Government, but

whose name shall be submitted for approval to Her Majesty's representative. This chief,

when approved by Her Majesty' s representative, shall be guaranteed from out of the

revenue of Uganda a salary at the rate of £200 a year. To the chief of a county will be

entrusted by Her Majesty's Government, and by the Kabaka, the task of administering

justice amongst the natives dwelling in his county, the assessment and collection of taxes,

the up-keep of the main road, and the general supervision of native affairs.

On all questions but the assessment and collection of taxes the chief of the county will 

report direct to the King's native Ministers, from whom he will receive his instructions. 

When arrangements have been made by Her Majesty's Government for the organization of 

a police force in the province of Uganda, a certain number of police will be placed at the 

disposal of each chief of a county to assist him in maintaining order.  

For the assessment and payment of taxes, the chief of a county shall be immediately 

responsible to Her Majesty's representative, and should he fail in his duties in this respect, 

Her Majesty's representative shall have the right to call upon the Kabaka to dismiss him 
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from his duties and to appoint another chief in his stead. In each county an estate, not 

exceeding an area of 8 square miles, shall be attributed to the chieftainship of a county, and 

its usufruct shall be enjoyed by the person occupying, for the time being, the position of 

chief of the county.  

10. To assist the Kabaka of Uganda in the Government of his people he shall be allowed to

appoint three native officers of state, with the sanction and approval of Her Majesty's

representative in Uganda (without whose sanction such appointments shall not be valid)- A

Prime Minister, otherwise known as Katikiro; a Chief Justice; and a Treasurer or

Controller of the Kabaka's revenues. These officials shall he paid at the rate of £300 a year.

Their salaries shall be guaranteed them by Her Majesty's Government from out of the

funds of the Uganda Protectorate.

During the minority of the Kabaka these three officials shall be constituted the Regents, 

and when acting in that capacity shall receive salary at the rate of £400 a year. Her 

Majesty's chief representative in Uganda shall at any time have direct access to the Kabaka 

and shall have the powers of discussing matters affecting Uganda with the Kabaka alone 

or, during his minority, with the Regents; but ordinarily the three officials above 

designated will transact most of the Kabaka' business with the Uganda Administration.  

The Katikiro shall be ex-officio the President of the Lukiko, or native council; the Vice-

President of the Lukiko shall be the native Minister of justice for the time being; in the 

absence of both Prime Minister and Minister of Justice, the Treasurer of the Kabaka's 

revenues, or third minister, shall preside over the meetings of the Lukiko.  

11. The Lukiko, or native council, shall be constituted as follows: In addition to the three

native ministers who shall be ex-officio senior members of the council, each chief of a

county (twenty in all) shall be ex-officio a member of the Council. Also each chief of a

county shall be permitted to appoint a person to act as his lieutenant in this respect to

attend the meetings of the council during his absence, and to speak and vote in his name.

The chief of a county, however, and his lieutenant may not both appear simultaneously at

the council.

In addition the Kabaka shall select from each county three notables, whom he shall appoint 

during his pleasure to be members of the Lukiko or native council- The Kabaka may also, 

in addition to the foregoing, appoint six other persons of importance in the country to be 

members of the native council. The Kabaka may at any time deprive any individual of the 

right to sit on the native council but in such a case shall intimate his intention to Her 

Majesty's representative in Uganda, and receive his assent thereto before dismissing the 

member.  

The functions of the council will be to discuss all matters concerning the native 

administration of Uganda, and to forward to the Kabaka resolutions which may be voted 

by a majority regarding measures to be adopted by the said administration. The Kabaka 

shall further consult with Her Majesty's representative in Uganda before giving effect to 

any such resolutions voted by the native council, and shall, in this matter, explicitly follow 

the advice of Her Majesty's representative.  
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The Lukiko, or a committee thereof, shall be a Court of Appeal from the decisions of the 

Courts of First instances held by the chiefs of counties. In all cases affecting property 

exceeding the value of £5, or imprisonment exceeding one week, an appeal for revision 

may be addressed to the Lukiko. In all cases involving property or claims exceeding £100 

in value, or sentences of death, the Lukiko shall refer the matter to the consideration of the 

Kabaka, whose decision when countersigned by Her Majesty's chief representative in 

Uganda shall be final.  

The Lukiko shall not decide any questions affecting the persons or property of Europeans 

or others who are not natives of Uganda. No person may be elected to the Lukiko who is 

not a native of the Kingdom of Uganda. No question of religious opinion shall be taken 

into consideration in regard to the appointment by the Kabaka of members of the council. 

In this matter he shall use his judgment and abide by the advice of Her Majesty's 

representation of assuring in this manner a fair proportionate representation of all 

recognised expressions of religious beliefs prevailing in Uganda 

12. In order to contribute to a reasonable extent towards the general cost of the 

maintenance of the Uganda Protectorate, there shall be established the following taxation 

for Imperial purposes, that is to say, the proceeds of the collection of these taxes shall be 

handed over intact to Her Majesty's representative in Uganda as the contribution of the 

Uganda province towards the general revenue of the Protectorate. The taxes agreed upon at 

present shall be the following: -  

 • A hut tax of three rupees, or 4s per annum on any house, hut, or habitation, used 

    as a dwelling-place.  

• A gun tax of three rupees, or 4s per annum, to be paid by any person who 

possesses or uses a gun, rifle, or pistol.  

The Kingdom of Uganda shall be subject to the same Customs Regulations, Porter 

Regulations, and so forth, which may, with the approval of Her Majesty, be instituted for 

the Uganda Protectorate generally, which may be described in a sense as exterior taxation, 

but no further interior taxation, other than the hut tax, shall be imposed on the natives of 

the province of Uganda without the agreement of the Kabaka, who in this matter shall be 

guided by the majority of votes in his native council.  

This arrangement, however, will not affect the question of township rates, lighting rates, 

water rates, market dues, and so forth, which may be treated apart as matters affecting 

municipalities or townships; nor will it absolve natives from obligations as regards military 

service, or the up-keep of main roads passing through the lands on which they dwell. A hut 

tax shall be levied on any building which is used as a dwelling place. A collection of not 

more than four huts however, which, are in separate and single enclosure and are inhabited 

only by a man and his wife, or wives, be counted as one hut.  

The following buildings will be exempted from the hut tax: temporary shelters erected in 

fields for the purpose of watching plantations; or rest houses in the fields for the purpose of 

watching plantations; or rest houses erected by the roadside for passing travellers; 

buildings used solely as tombs, churches, mosques. or schools, and not slept in or occupied 
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as a dwelling; the residence of the Kabaka and his household (not to exceed Fifty buildings 

in number); the residence of the Namasole, or Queen Mother (not to exceed twenty in 

number); the official residences of the three native ministers, and of all the chiefs of 

counties (not to exceed ten buildings in number); but in the case of dispute as to the 

liability of a building to pay hut tax, the matter must be referred to the Collector for the 

province of Uganda, whose decision must be final.  

The Collector of province may also authorise the chief of a county to exempt from taxation 

any person whose condition of destitution may, in the opinion of the Collector is meant the 

principal British official representing the Uganda Administration in the province of 

Uganda. The representative of Her Majesty's Government in the Uganda Protectorate may 

from time to time direct that in the absence of current coin, a hut or gun tax may be paid in 

produce or in labour according to a scale which shall be laid down by the said 

representative. As regards the gun tax, it will be held to apply to any person who possesses 

or makes use of a gun, rifle, pistol, or any weapon discharging a projectile by the aid of 

gunpowder, dynamite, or compressed air.  

The possession of any Canon or machine gun is hereby forbidden to any native of Uganda. 

A native who pays a gun tax may possess or use as many as five guns. For every five or for 

every additional gun up to five, which he may be allowed to possess or use, he will have to 

pay another tax. Exemptions from the gun tax will, however, be allowed to the following 

extent: - The Kabaka will be credited with fifty gun licences free, by which he may arm as 

many as fifty of his household. The Queen Mother will, in like manner, be granted ten free 

licences annually, by which she may arm as many as ten persons of her household; each of 

the three native ministers (Katikiro, Native Chief Justice, the Treasurer of the Kabaka's 

revenue) shall be granted twenty free gun licences annually; by which they may severally 

arm twenty persons of their household.  

Chiefs of counties will be similarly granted ten annual free gun licences; all other members 

of the Lukiko or native council not chiefs of counties, three annual gun licences, and all 

landed proprietors in the country with estates exceeding 500 acres in extent, one free 

annual gun licence.  

13. Nothing in this Agreement shall be held to invalidate the pre-existing right of the

Kabaka of Uganda to call upon every able bodied male among his subjects for military

service in defence of the country; but the Kabaka henceforth will only exercise this right of

conscription, or of levying native troops, under the advice of Her Majesty's principal

representative in the Protectorate.

In times of peace, the armed forces, organised by the Uganda Administration will probably 

be sufficient for all purposes of defence; but if Her Majesty' representative is of the opinion 

that the force of Uganda should be strengthened at the time, he may call upon the Kabaka 

to exercise in a full or in modified degree his claim on the Baganda people for military 

service. In such an event the arming and equipping of such force would be undertaken by 

the administration of the Uganda Protectorate.  
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14. All main public roads traversing the Kingdom of Uganda, and all roads, the making of

which shall at any time be decreed by the native council with the assent of her Majesty's

representative shall be maintained in good repair by the chiefs of the saza (or county)

through which the road runs.

The chief of a county shall have the right to call upon each native town, village, or 

commune, to furnish labourers in the proportion of one to every three huts or houses, to 

assist in keeping the established roads in repair, provided that no labourers shall be called 

upon to work on the roads for more than one month in each year. Europeans and all 

foreigners whose land abut on established main roads will be assessed by the Uganda 

Administration and required to furnish either labour or to pay labour rate in money as their 

contribution rewards, the maintenance of the highways. When circumstances permit, the 

Ugandan Administration may further make grants from out of its Public Works 

Department for the construction of new roads or any special repairs to existing highways, 

of an unusual expensive character.  

15. The land of the Kingdom of Uganda shall he dealt with in the following manner:

Assuming the area of the Kingdom of Uganda, as comprised within the limits cited in the

agreement, to amount to 19,600 square miles, it shall be divided in the following

proportions: Forests to be brought under control of the Uganda Administration 1500 square

miles Waste and uncultivated land to be vested in Her Majesty's Government to be

controlled by the Uganda Administration 9,000 square miles Plantations and other private

property of His Highness the Kabaka of Uganda 350 square miles Plantations and other

private property of the Namasole 16 square miles (NOTE: - If the present Kabaka died and

another Namasole were appointed, the existing one would be permitted to retain as her

personal property 6 square miles, passing on 10 square miles as the endowment of every

succeeding Namasole.)

Plantation and other private property of the Namasole, mother of Mwanga 10 square miles 

To the Princes: Joseph, Augustine, Ramazan, and Yusufu-Suna, 8 square miles each 32 

square miles For the Princesses, sisters, and relations of the Kabaka 90 square miles To the 

Abamasaza (chiefs of counties) twenty in all, 8 square miles each (Private property) 160 

square miles Official estates attached to the posts of the Abamasaza, 8 square miles each 

320 square miles The three Regents will receive private property to the extent of 6 square 

miles each 48 square miles And official property attached to their office, 16 square miles, 

the said official property to be afterwards attached to the posts of the three native ministers 

48 96 Mbogo (the Muhammedan chief) will receive for Himself and his adherents 24 

square miles Kamuswaga, chief of Koki with receive. 20 square miles One thousand chiefs 

and private landowners will receive the estates of which they are already in possession, and 

which are computed at an average of 8 square miles per individual, making a total of 8,000 

square miles There will be allotted to the three missionary societies in existence in Uganda 

as private property, and in trust for the native churches, as much as 92 square miles Land 

taken up by the Government for Government stations prior to the present settlement (at 

Kampala, Entebbe, Masaka etc. etc.) 50 square miles Total 19,600 square miles After a 

careful survey of the Kingdom of Uganda has been made, if the total area should be found 

to be e less than 19,600 then the portion of the country which is to be vested in Her 

Majesty's Government shall be reduced in extent by the deficiency found to exist in the 
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estimated area. Should, however, the area of Uganda be established at more than 19,600 

square miles, then the surplus shall be dealt with as follows: It shall be divided into two 

parts, one-half shall be added to the amount of land which is vested in Her Majesty's 

Government and the other half shall be divided proportionately among the properties of the 

Kabaka, the three Regents or native ministers, and the Abamasaza, or chiefs of counties. 

The aforesaid 9,000 square miles of waste or cultivated, or uncultivated land, or land 

occupied without prior gitt of the Kabaka or chiefs by bakopi or strangers, are hereby 

vested in Her Majesty the Queen of Great Britain and Ireland, Empress of lndia, and 

Protectress of Uganda, on the understanding that the revenue derived from such lands shall 

form part of the general revenue of the Uganda Protectorate. The forests, which will be 

reserved for Government control, will be, as a rule, those forests over which no private 

claim can be raised justifiably, and will be forests of some continuity which should be 

maintained as woodland in the general interests of the country. As regards the allotment of 

the 8,000 square miles among the 1,000 private landowners, this will be a matter to be left 

to the decision of the Lukiko, with an appeal to the Kabaka. The Lukiko will be 

empowered to decide as to the validity of claims, the number of claimants and the extent of 

land granted, premising that the total amount of land thus allotted amongst the chiefs and 

accorded to native landowners of the Country is not to exceed 8,000 square miles. 

Europeans and non-natives, who have acquired estates, and whose claims thereto have 

been admitted by the Uganda Administration, will receive title-deeds for such, estates in 

such manner and with such limitations, as may be formulated by Her Majesty's 

representative. The official estates granted to the Regents, native ministers, or chiefs of 

counties, are to pass with the office, and their use is only to be enjoyed by the holders of 

the office. Her Majesty's Government, however, reserves to itself the right to carry through 

or construct roads, railways, canals, telegraphs, or other useful public works, or to build 

military forts or works of defence on any property, public or private, with the condition 

that not more than 10 per centum of the property in question shall be taken up for these 

purposes without compensation, and that compensation shall be given for the disturbance 

of growing crops or of buildings.  

16. Until Her Majesty's Government has seen fit to devise and promulgate forestry

regulation, it is not possible in this Agreement to define such forest rights as may be given

to the natives of Uganda; but it is agreed on behalf of Her Majesty's Government, that in

arranging these forestry regulations, the claims of the Baganda people to obtain timber for

building purposes, firewood, and other products of the forests or uncultivated lands, shall

be taken into account, and arrangements made by which under due safeguards against

abuse these rights may be exercised gratis.

17. As regards mineral rights. The rights to all minerals found on private estates shall be

considered to belong only to the owners of those estates, subject to a 10 per centum ad

valorem duty, which will be paid to the Uganda Administration when the minerals are

worked. On the land outside private estates, the mineral rights shall belong to the Uganda

Administration, which, however, in return for using or disposing of the same must

compensate the occupier of the soil for the disturbance of growing crops or building, and

will be liable to allot to him from out of the spare lands in the Protectorate an equal area of

soil to that from which he has been removed. On these waste and uncultivated lands the

Protectorate, the mineral rights shall be vested in Her Majesty's Government as represented
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by the Uganda Administration. In like manner the ownership of the forests, which are not 

included within the limits of private properties, shall be henceforth vested in Her Majesty's 

Government.  

18. In return for the cession to Her Majesty's Government of the right of control over

10,550 square miles of waste, cultivated, uncultivated, or forest lands, there shall be paid

by Her Majesty's Government in trust for the Kabaka (upon his attaining his majority) a

sum of £50O, and to the three Regents collectively, £600, namely, to the Katikiro £300,

and the other two Regents £150 each.

19. Her Majesty's Government agrees to pay to the Muhammedan Uganda chief, Mbogo, a

pension for life of £250 a year, on the understanding that all rights which he may claim

(except such as are guaranteed in the foregoing clauses) are ceded to Her Majesty's

Government.

20. Should the Kingdom of Uganda fail to pay to the Uganda Administration during the

first two years after the signing of this Agreement, an amount of native taxation, equal to

half that which is due in proportion to the number of inhabitants; or should it at any time

fail to pay without just cause or excuse, the aforesaid minimum of taxation due in

proportion to the population; or should the Kabaka, chiefs, or people of Uganda, pursue, at

any time, a policy which is distinctly disloyal to the British Protectorate; Her Majesty's

Government will no longer consider themselves bound by the terms of this Agreement. On

the other hand, should the revenue derived from the hut and gun tax exceed two years

running a total value of £45,000 a year, the Kabaka and chiefs of counties shall have the

right to appeal to Her Majesty's Government for an increase in the subsidy given to the

Kabaka, and the stipends given to the native ministers and chiefs, such increase to be in the

same proportional relation as the increase in the revenue derived from the taxation of the

natives.

21. Throughout this Agreement the phrase "Uganda Administration" shall be taken to

mean that general Government of the Uganda Protectorate, which is instituted and

maintained by Her Majesty's Government; " Her Majesty's representative" shall mean the

Commissioner, High Commissioner, Governor, or principal official of any designation

who is appointed by Her Majesty's Government to direct the affairs of Uganda.

22. In the interpretation of this Agreement the English text shall be the version which is

binding on both parties. Done in English and Luganda at Mengo, in the Kingdom of

Uganda, on the 10th March 1900. H.H JOHNSTON, Her Majesty's Special Commissioner,

Commander in Chief and Consul- General, on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen of Great

Britain and Ireland, Empress of lndia.

(Seal) APOLLO, Katikiro, Regent. MUGWANYA, Katikiro Regent. MBOGO NOHO, his 

X mark. ZAKARIA KIZITO, Kangawo. Regent, SEBAUA, Pokino. YAKOBO, Kago. 

PAULO, Mukwenda. KAMUSWAGA, of Koki, his X mark. (On behalf of the Kabaka, 

chief, and people of Uganda) Witness to the above signatures: F.J. JACKSON, Her 

Majesty's Vice-Consul. J. EVATT, Lieutenant-Colonel. JAMES FRANCIS 

CUNNINGHAM ALFRED R.TUCKER, Bishop of Uganda. HENRY HANLON, Vicar 



726 

Apostolic of the Upper Nile, E BRESSON (for Mgr. Streicher, White Fathers). R. H. 

WALKER. MATAYO, Mujasi. LATUSA, Sekibobo. MATAYO, Kaima. YOKANA, 

Kitunzi. SANTI SEMINDI, Kasuju. ANDEREA, Kimbugwe SEREME, Mujasi, 

COPRIEN LUWEKULA. NOVA, Jumba, Gabunga. FERINDI, Kyabalongo SAULO, 

Lumana. YOKANO BUNJO, Katikiro, of Namasole. YOSEFU, Katambalwa. ZAKAYO, 

Kivate, HEZIKIYA, Namutwe. ALI, Mwenda, NSELWANO, Muwemba. SEMIONI 

SEBUTA, Mutengesa. NJOVU YUSUFU Kitambala, his X mark. KATA, Nsege.  




