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Abstract: The execution of a performance management framework gives a space to mediation on horrible showing and for
remunerating great performance. It is additionally impacted by the authoritative culture, the executive’s style, conduct of workers, and
different factors. There are additionally factors that fill in as limitations to the effective implementation of an performance management
framework, and they incorporate a portion of the accompanying: the requirement for additional time than designated by associations,
deficient assets and limit, temperamental stage in an association, absence of the management responsibility, absence of appropriate
preparing to the managers and absence of clear objectives. The performance management procedure incorporates performance
planning, performance review, Performance measurement and assessment, and performance feedback and results, and it utilizes the
result of the performance management framework to intercede on terrible showing by actualizing appropriate formative projects and to
reward great performance.
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1. Introduction current investigation. The second section presents the
hypothesis  testing process utilizing ANOVA. The

This chapter presents a point by point examination of the  investigation of data was done by utilizing IBM SPSS 20.0

essential data gathered utilizing study instrument  programming package.

extraordinarily intended for the current investigation. The

data are aggregated in two significant areas; first segment ~ Preliminary Analysis- Primer investigation is canvassed in

presents the socio-demographic factors and descriptive  three sections.

statistic ~ measurements.  Socio-Demographic  factors @) Socio-Demographics

incorporate the sort of association, sexual orientation; ~b) Descriptive Statistics

education qualification, designation and experience of the ~ €) Relationship Network

respondents right now the Preliminary examination and ) ]

Scale Descriptive measurements are introduced based on the ~ @) Socio-Demographics- In the study for the present

reactions gathered from public and private sector investigation the socio-demographics data of the

associations and the elements recognized for directing the respondents were additionally gathered.

Table 1: Gender Wise Distribution

. Frequenc Percentage
Variables Category (N1400)y (100%)g
Gender Male S o
Female 96 24

Table 2: Age Wise Distribution
Variables Category F(ﬁii%%‘;y Pe(rlcéeg&)ge
21-30 97 24
31-40 159 40
Age 41-50 98 24
51-60 46 12
61+ 2 0

Table 3: Educational Qualification

i Frequency Percentage
Variables Category (N=400) 100%)
Intermediate (10+2) 7 2
i Diploma 15 3
535?3223311 Graduate 179 45
Post Graduate 191 48
Higher Degree 8 2

Volume 9 Issue 5, May 2020

WWWw.ijsr.net
Licensed Under Creative Commons Attribution CC BY

Paper ID: SR20525205803 DOI: 10.21275/SR20525205803 1741




International Journal of Science and Research (1JSR)
ISSN: 2319-7064
ResearchGate Impact Factor (2018): 0.28 | SJIF (2019): 7.583

Table 4: Position Held in the Organization

Variables Category F(rﬁlili%%(;y Peérl%ag(:l)ge
Lower Management 165 41
Middle Management 82 20.5
Position Senior Management 11 3
Operative Employee 138 345
Others 4 1

Table 5: Years of Service in the Present Organization

. Frequency Percentage
Variables Category (N=400) (100%)
<5 Years 146 36.5
Years of Service in the 150-.1105\:;:;3 17267 ig
present Organization
15-20 Years 29 7
>20 Years 22 55
Table 6: Type of Organization
. Frequency Percentage
Variables Category (N=400) (100%)
Type of Public 200 50
Organization Private 200 50
b) Descriptive Statistics various scales, i.e., Corporate Objectives, Performance

Right now, nitty gritty illustrative measurements are given.  Planning, Performance Review, Implementation, Feedback,
Table 7 shows the Mean worth, Standard Deviation and  Rewards and Recognition and Performance Improvement.
Standard Error of the considerable number of reactions

gathered from both open and private area undertakings on

Table 7: Descriptive Statistics for Public and Private Sector Enterprises

N Mean | Standard Deviation | Standard Error | 95% Confidence Interval for Mean | Minimum
Lower Bound Upper Bound

Public | 200 3.975 0.63687 0.04503 3.8862 4.0638 1.2

Corporate Objective | Private | 200 4.196 0.47318 0.03346 4,13 4.262 2.4
Total | 400 | 4.0855 0.57114 0.02856 4.0294 4.1416 1.2

Public | 200 | 3.6117 0.70176 0.04962 3.5138 3.7095 1
Performance Planning| Private | 200 3.835 0.72412 0.0512 3.734 3.936 1.67

Total | 400 | 3.7233 0.72085 0.03604 3.6525 3.7942 1
Public | 200 | 3.6142 0.601 0.0425 3.5304 3.698 1.92
Performance Review ["private | 200 | 3.8967 0.59246 0.04189 3.8141 3.9793 2.25
Total | 400 | 3.7554 0.61255 0.03063 3.6952 3.8156 1.92

Public | 200 3.793 0.51991 0.03676 3.7205 3.8655 1.6

Implementation Private | 200 3.95 0.52304 0.03698 3.8771 4.0229 2.3
Total | 400 | 3.8715 0.52672 0.02634 3.8197 3.9233 1.6

Public | 200 | 3.4375 0.83867 0.0593 3.3206 3.5544 1.5

Feedback Private | 200 | 3.7763 0.71786 0.05076 3.6762 3.8763 1.5
Total | 400 | 3.6069 0.79786 0.3989 3.5284 3.6853 1.5
Rewards & qulic 200 | 3.5593 0.75901 0.05367 3.4535 3.6651 1.29
Recognition Private | 200 | 3.9207 0.65359 0.04622 3.8296 4.0118 1.71
Total | 400 3.74 0.73015 0.03651 3.6682 3.8118 1.29
Performance qulic 200 | 3.7375 0.74675 0.0528 3.6334 3.8416 1.17
Improvement Private | 200 | 3.9367 0.6874 0.04861 3.8408 4.0325 1.83
Total | 400 | 3.8371 0.72369 0.3618 3.7659 3.9082 1.17

c) Correlation Analysis Fidell, 1989). Table 8 portrays a point by point connection

Correlation is a proportion of relationship between two  examination with different factors, for example, Corporate
constant factors that measures the both, size and direction of ~ Objectives, Performance Planning, execution audit, usage,
relationship and signified by 'r' which has a worth priticism, prizes and acknowledgment and execution
consistently - 1 and +1. The squared correlation is a  Improvement.

proportion of strength of the association (Tabachnick and
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Table 8: Correlation Matrix

Corporate |Performance|Performance({Implementation| Feedback | Rewards and | Performance
Objectives| Planning Review Recognition | Improvement
Corporate Pearson Correlation 1 0.639 0.656 0.648 0.474 0.654 0.630
Objectives Sig. (2 tailed) 0 0 0 0 0 0
N 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
Performance Pearson Correlation 0.639 1 0.836 0.709 0.658 0.730 0.769
Planning Sig. (2 tailed) 0 0 0 0 0 0
N 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
Performance Pearson Correlation 0.656 0.836 1 0.753 0.702 0.757 0.795
Review Sig. (2 tailed) 0 0 0 0 0 0
N 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
Implementation| Pearson Correlation 0.648 0.709 0.753 1 0.572 0.668 0.709
Sig. (2 tailed) 0 0 0 0 0 0
N 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
Feedback Pearson Correlation 0.474 0.658 0.702 0.572 1 0.645 0.678
Sig. (2 tailed) 0 0 0 0 0 0
N 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
Rewards and Pearson Correlation 0.654 0.730 0.757 0.668 0.645 1 0.785
Recognition Sig. (2 tailed) 0 0 0 0 0 0
N 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
Performance Pearson Correlation 0.630 0.769 0.795 0.709 0.678 0.785 1
Improvement Sig. (2 tailed) 0 0 0 0 0 0
N 400 400 400 400 400 400 400

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

From the above correlation matrix, it is obvious that
corporate objectives are having a critical correlation with
performance planning, review, improvement,
implementation, and rewards and recognition with different
elements. Consequently the above given table connotes that
all the correlation variables of performance management
framework are firmly associated with one another.

2. Scale Descriptive Statistics

Right now, scale's united legitimacy, dependability is
checked and finally enlightening insights related with every
one of the factors are determined. Concurrent legitimacy
was checked utilizing principal component analysis. Scale

dependability was checked utilizing Cronbach's Alpha (‘o).
The accompanying segments present the aftereffects of the
primer examination for every one of the gatherings of
components, i.e., corporate objective, performance planning,
performance review, implementation, feedback, rewards and
recognition and performance improvement.

Subsequent to coding the responses, they were investigated
through "Rule Component Analysis" utilizing "Varimax"
revolutions. This was done to consolidate these things in to
builds so as to identify the hidden measurements and to
guarantee that the scales utilized have united legitimacy for
the example.

Table 9: Descriptive Statistics for Corporate Objectives

Factor & ltems Eigen Cronbach's % of var_iance Overall
Value alpha Explained mean score

Corporate Objectives 6.566 0.753 12.159 4.09
Performance Planning 5.487 0.887 10.337 3.68
Performance Review 4.519 0.851 8.524 3.63
Implementation 4.547 0.794 8.425 3.78
Feedback 3.08 0.764 5.805 3.58
Rewards And Recognition 3.058 0.847 5.668 3.69
Performance Improvement 2.529 0.833. 4.683 3.84

a) Hypothesis testing for public and private sector enterprises

b) Analysis for public and private sector enterprises using anova

HO1: There is no significant difference between the Corporate Objectives of public and private sector associations

Table 10: Corporate Objectives

Sum of

Mean

Squares df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 121.103 1 121.103
HO1 Within Groups 3130.795 398 7.866 15.395 0
Total 3251.897 399

Table 10 shows the results of the investigation of variance
between corporate objectives of public and private sector
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degree of freedom (dfm) and sum of squares within the
group d (SST) is 3130.795 with 398 degrees of freedom
(dfr). In this way, the value of mean squares (MSM)
between the groups is 121.103/1 = 121.103 and for within
the groups the wvalue of mean squares (MSR) is
3130.795/398 = 7.866. The value of the resultant F
proportion (MSM/MSR) for corporate objectives is
121.103/7.866 = 15.395, which is exceptionally significant
with p =0 .000 at 0.05 significant level. In this manner, it
very well may be inferred that there is a noteworthy
distinction between the corporate objectives of public and
private sector associations. Subsequently invalid hypothesis
one is dismissed.

HO02: There is no huge distinction between the
Performance Planning of public and private sector
associations

Table 11: Performance Planning

HO04: There is no significant difference between the
Implementation of PMS among public and private sector
associations

Table 13: Implementation

Sum of df Mean F |sig
Squares

Square
185.323 | 1 |185.323
8306.575 |398 | 20.87
8491.898 |399

Between Groups
HO4 | Within Groups
Total

8.88 | 0

Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 344.96 1 |344.96
HO02 | Within Groups | 13043.23 |398 | 32.771 |10.526 |0.001
Total 13388.19 |399

The above table 11 shows that the F ratio for performance
planning among public and private sector associations was
determined which turned out to be F (1, 398) = 10.526,
which is highly significant with p = 0.001. Since p <0.05,
there exists a significant difference between the performance
planning of public and private sector associations. Therefore
null hypothesis two is dismissed.

HO03: There is no noteworthy contrast between the
Performance Review of open and private segment
ventures

Table 12: Performance Review

Table 13 shows the results of the analysis of variance for the
comparison between implementation of performance
management framework out in the public and private sector
associations. For concern, the assessed F ratio is F (1, 398) =
8.880 with p = 0.003, which is highly significant as the value
is under 0.05, hence it tends to be said that there exists a
significant difference between the implementation of
performance management framework at public and private
sector associations or as such it is expressed that invalid
hypothesis four is dismissed.

HO05: There is no significant difference between the
Feedback arrangement of public and private sector
associations

Table 14: Feedback

Sumof | df | Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
HO5 | Between Groups | 180.603 | 1 [180.603 | 18.534 0
Within Groups |3878.295 {398 | 9.744
Total 4058.898 |399

Sum of of Mean F Sig.
Squares

Square
1064.023 | 1 |1064.023
17877.86 | 398 | 44.919
18941.88 | 399

Between Groups
HO03| Within Groups
Total

23.687 | O

Table 12 shows the consequences of the analysis of variance
between preference review of public and private sector
association. The value of the sum of squares between the
groups (SSM) for performance review is 1064.023 with
1degrees of freedom (dfm) and sum of squares within the
groups (SST) is 17877.86 with 398 degrees of freedom (dfr).
Consequently, the value of mean squares (MSM) between
the groups is 1064.023/1 = 1064.023 and for within the
groups the value of mean squares (MSR) is 17877.86/398 =
44.919. The value of the resultant F ratio (MSM/MSR) for
performance review is 1064.023/44.919 = 23.687, which is
exceptionally critical with p = 0.000 at 5% centrality level.
Since the value of p <0.05 in this way, it very well may be
reasoned that there is a significant distinction between the

performance review of public and private sector
associations. Subsequently null hypothesis three is
dismissed.

Table 14 shows the aftereffects of the analysis of variance
between feedback given to representatives at public and
private sector associations. The value of the sum of squares
between the groups (SSM) for feedback is 180.603 with
degrees of freedom (dfm) 1 and sum of squares within the
groups (SST) is 3878.295 where degrees of freedom (dfr) is
398. In this manner, the value of mean squares (MSM)
between the groups is 180.603/1 = 180.603 and for within
the groups the value of mean squares (MSR) is
3878.295/398 = 9.744. The value of the resultant F ratio
(MSM/MSR) for feedback is 180.603/9.744 = 18.534, which
is profoundly noteworthy with p = .000 at 5%
noteworthiness level. It is, in this way, presumed there is a
significant difference between the feedback given to the
representatives of public and private sector association.
Consequently null hypothesis five is dismissed.

HO06: There is no significant difference between the
Rewards and Recognition of public and private sector
associations

Table 15: Rewards and Recognition

Sumof | df | Mean F |Sig.
Squares Square
HO06 | Between Groups 637.09 1 | 63709 [2592 | O
Within Groups 9779.95 |398 | 24.572
Total 10417.04 399

The above table 15 shows that the F for rewards and
recognition among public and private sector associations
was determined which turned out to be F (1, 398) = 25.92,
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which is exceptionally significant with p = .000. Since p
<0.05, there exists a significant difference between the
rewards and recognition gave to the workers of public and
private sector endeavors. Accordingly null hypothesis six is
dismissed.

HO7: There is no significant difference between the
Performance Improvement of public and private sector
associations

Table 16: Performance Improvement
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
Between Groups | 139.803 | 1 |139.803
HO7 | Within Groups | 7376.995 |398 | 18.535 |7.542 |0.006
Total 7516.798 |399

Table 16 demonstrated the results of the ANOVA between
performance improvement of public and private sector
associations. The value of the sum of squares between the
groups (SSM) for performance improvement is 139.803 with
1 level of degree of freedom (dfm) and sum of squares
within the groups (SST) is 7376.995 with 398 degrees of
freedom (dfr). Hence, the value of mean squares (MSM)
between the groups is 139.803/1 = 139.803 and for within
the groups the value of mean squares (MSR) is
7376.995/398 = 18.535. The value of the resultant F ratio
(MSM/MSR)  for  performance  improvement s
139.803/18.535= 7.542, with p = 0.006 at 0.05 essentialness
level. Accordingly, it is reasoned that there is a significant
difference between the performance improvement of public
and private sector associations. Subsequently null hypothesis
seven is dismissed.

3. Analysis and Results

Table 17: Summarized Results for Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis Null Hypothesis
eresting Sectors Accepteél/? Rejected
H01 Public V/s Private Enterprises Rejected
H02 Public V/s Private Enterprises Rejected
HO3 Public V/s Private Enterprises Rejected
HO04 Public V/s Private Enterprises Rejected
HO05 Public V/s Private Enterprises Rejected
H06 Public V/s Private Enterprises Rejected
H07 Public V/s Private Enterprises Rejected

4. Conclusion

Performance management can be accordingly better
comprehended as surveying the person's performance in an
planned and systematic manner. According to the current
investigation larger part of representatives knows about the
Performance Management framework of the organization
whether public or private. Representatives hold a feeling that
their assessment ought to be finished by seniors just as
without anyone else. The gap among the management and
representatives should be spanned, so workers can see their
management from an alternate point of view than they
presently do. Performance management is an all
encompassing methodology and procedure that is utilized to
guarantee proficient administration of representatives and
group to accomplish authoritative objectives and targets.

Managers need to screen and revise their crucial well as
explanation of objectives on standard premise to contrast
their objectives and key objectives of the association.
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