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ABSTRACT

Much research has been directional towards the tmekamine the human biases in performance apysais
particularly the gender bias. Performance appmaiaed a linkage between effective functioning ofoaganisation, the
career growth and development of its employeeselates a pathway within the organisation to idemfood performers
from the weak performers thereby acting as an dppity to the employees for improvement in the fafand at the same
time rewarding the distinguished performances. ifhglementation of an effective performance appfggagramme,
however, is challenging to any organisation tovariat. The present paper reviews performance aggisain the light of
human biases that possibly find their way into gerfance appraisals affecting their effectiveness aedibility at the
same time. Four telecom players have been compmaset in Jammu & Kashmir: BSNL, Airtel, VodafoneldDEA. In
this research paper, an attempt has been madsgssabe perception of the appraisee managersdewar occurrence of

gender bias in their existing performance appragsiem.

KEYWORDS: Gender Bias, Job Performance, Employee EmpowerrRerfiprmance Evaluation, Favouritism,

Managerial Satisfaction
INTRODUCTION

Literary evidences witness racial differences infggenance are found persistently pointing towaraeofiritism,
stereotyping and hostility. Excessively high or Iseores are given only to certain individuals cougrs based on the
rater's attitude towards the rate, not on actuata@mes or behaviours. This includes bias on théshasgender, race,
friendship and the likeHayness (1978) has suggested four ways to reduce the possilufitthe personal bias: (a) by
introducing second level review, (b) group appiaisahere the judgement of the assessor is suppkechdy others who
have an appropriate relationship with the empldy&iag evaluated, (c) multiple appraisal, and (eldfreview specialists,
under this supervisors prepare an appraisal rémontthe data obtained.

Ronam & Prien (1971); Rao, 1992; Borman, 1975 & Thorndike (1920) are of the view that apart from the rater
errors arising out of appraisers likes and dislikeany other factors such as difference in therinédgion available to the
different appraisers, recency effects, first impi@s errors. Variations in the implicit definitiorsf the performance
criteria used by the individual assessor, certagessor and assessee characteristics and the oathes interpersonal
relationship between the assessor and assesseeaaksdeen identified as the source of errors lijestive measures of
performance.

Ford et al. (1986) conducted a meta analysis across 53 studies spothat blacks receive slightly lower

performance scores than whites on both subjectideobjective measures. Studying a sample of sup&aneahiersPu
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Bois et al. (1993) showed that black-white ratee differences alsceveggnificant. The evaluation favoured whites oarfo
different performance criteria that reflected tveparate performance domains (accuracy & speedelsagymeasure of
typical performance. Thus its mandatory that theraiger is aware of personal biases and is wiltmgake action
minimise their effect and such perceptions duringegaluation are kept at bay. It can also be edstirat the rater has
checklist to obtain and review job related inforimat The rater must focus attention on performamtated behaviours
over which the rater has better control than irepthspects of evaluation. The rating scores bygai&one group or

organisation are summarised and compared with thpsther raters.
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Gender biases are also very common as researataiesioccurrences. The relationship between gesulbr
performance has received some investigatRuhakos et al. (1989) found that males were rated significantly higheant
females by peers. However, this difference wasohserved for supervisors. All main and interaceffects associated
with rater and ratee gender on performance rativeye small, accounting for a minimal amount ofngtivariance. The
study noted easier byoehr & Roch (1996) showed that females tend to receive relatively lovaings compared with
males when being rated after the evaluation of p@rforming ratee. One hypothesis put forward tolarpwhy groups
might differ is that the antecedents of job perfante may not be the same for men and worRelakos et al. further
tested this hypothesis using structural modelimgl their data suggest that the antecedents of npesiftce are similar
across gender and racial grouparvez et al., 2010 & Fiona et al., 2011 suggest that female workforce is a missing pillar

in HRD & needs urgent reformation in times of glltiation.

The issue of whether rating type of format has laingt to do with differential ratings given to ralcrainorities,
women or older employees is explored in a reviewBeynardin et al. (1995). They observed that expert withesses
working for plaintiffs in discrimination case ofteestify that age, race or gender bias in perfoaanatings is due to the
use of performance appraisal systems that areubjedive or insufficiently specific which is buegatively correlated
with supervisory ratings there was some evidenaejtib type moderated the relationship observedppeance ratings

showed more positive relationship with age for pssfonals compared with non professionals.

Eliminating any personal associations can also make the PA&tolg and unbiaseflisa, 2014). She further
suggested that if the rater doesn't feel he/shebeaobjective in a performance evaluation, thecettthing to do is defer
the task to another manager or superior. Thispeaally important if he/she has a dislike for affetr, has a history of
conflict/disagreement or are otherwise prejudicgairast that person and unable to evaluate her Btl@oal and unbiased
manner.Bianca (2014) suggests that it must be understood that appraigaért of consolidating and verifying agreed

action, which must be effectively done to leadgployee empowerment.
Objectives

In the light of the domain for research identifigal far, the following objectives have been settfar present

study;
e To measure the perception of managers (male analdéespppraisees) on the existing PAS in the studhg un

» To find out the differences in perception of marragewards existing PAS in the sample study units
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» To find out the deficiencies if any, and suggestways for improvement in the existing PAS in orttereduce

gender based bias.
Hypothesis
The following hypothesis has been laid down forghesent research study:

Ha: There is a significant difference in perceptiondzshen gender of the appraisees with respect textising

PAS in the sample units under study.
Research Design And Approach

The research study is based in J&K, India, on felecom organisations, BSNL, Vodafone, IDEA andtélir
which have been selected using purposive samgfagher, the study is based on manager appraisggswhich have
been selected on the basis of stratified randonpkagy from all the three levels of managerial hiehy. Out of 404
managers in total, 228 sample size was considergdyf which 176 minimum response rate was ens(Wedafone: 22,
Airtel: 21, IDEA: 18 and BSNL: 115). A closed endgdestionnaire (based on ranking order) was useHisnresearch
study based on similar research studiaseek (2002), Mehta (1994) and Mufeed (2011). Independent t test was done and
p value was determined to reach at the concluskunsher, interviews were conducted with the mamagem all the four
organisations in order to assess their perceptibost the occurrence of gender bias in the existpyaisal systems used

in their respective organisations. Performanceaipals in all these organisations under study redonually.

Table 1: T Test for Significance of Difference acrss Gender in the Sample Study Organisations

BSNL Appraisess (N=115) Vodafone Appraisess (N=21}) IDEA Appraisees (N=I13) Airtel Appraisess (N=21)
Statements
Gender | MS | sD |T-‘-f:1 Valugd MS sD |T-'.r=1 Valug MS | sD -vu#r-vuu MS | SD  [T-Valud v-l:m
Diesizn Variables
ale 33 092 7134 i 7 3K 03 T H 0z
1. Expectations on the Job F”"J_' ::: 231 211 | 0037 5;0 233 2112 | 027 :g; 31:;1 1886 | 007 :33 ;:’ 081 | 037
2551 inine ale 364 @7 377 073 7 47 085 ETT ]
2 Expr_,,[ununTjamn: Mlzle 346 076 395 |epo1es 2 0.73 a1 | oo 1222 083 123 | ose 300 1403 ael | 037
Nesds Femzls | 294 101 325 095 250 | 100 257 097
Male | 320 098 261 0.7 335 | 084 257 083
3. 3aIf Appraisals = f_l r 276 |00 | ] 0% | 0w - s V| 030 ”;1 150 | 012
wals | 3 o T 3 375 | os 00 | oo
4 i e ale 34 0g 105 a5 9K 72 04
4. Objectives of Pacformance | Male [ 341 191 P LT 103 oeg | ass 1200 ooor [ o1 o0 Lzl oss | oo an
Appraisal Femals | 295 101 275 150 200 [ <001 200 | o001
5. Improvemsnt In Male | 336 093 N 217 116 ) 272 | 0o p IS o |
Communication Famai: |342| ooz | | UE o e Rl el T e i e Bl B e
ale a5 a9 & a7 q 49 [ 5 a9 04
§. Personality Factars Male | 258 bel 102 |pose | 250 071 ) gpor | roo 232, OES Dygna| gy [ 22 046 f o0 gn
- Femzls | 294 101 350 100 250 | 100 200 | o0m1
ale 334 094 2 097 27 089 264 093
7. Broper Feadback Al - 0% 043 | 0466 "_5 1% 2155 | 013 = E 3%' 143 | gas |25 3_" 056 | 058
Female | 325 082 350 100 225 | 050 242 53
Male | 233 076 183 104 242 083 264 | 092
3 Development Nesds  — — T 2722 [001* 1“: =1 % | ! o Y | Y B 056 | 058
emale | 354 [1¥:5] 325 3 2.5 1 242 53
9 Oppartunity for Male [ 349 131 43 lepoped 238 14 | e | gne [#22] 088 [ aa] gas (24 110 Lo <0014
Performance DHscussion | Femals | 248 152 325 150 373 125 12 048
Male | 268 095 255 108 342 093 257 | 093
10. Redrassal of Grisvances 767 001 2107 | 029 085 | 040 158 | 012
OUTHSVEESE Tromale | 400 | 0401 333 150 100 | 000l 200 | 0001
- s e ala a3 092 197 17 3 03 05 i
11. Future Roles & Mle | 261 g8z 016 | 0sr —— 132 f 151 goo | 228 103 ) 105 | p2s 225 988 ) osq |goze
Responsibilities Female | 2358 0902 315 150 250 | 100 200 | 000
ale 155 4 3 307 aa2 37 [
12 Mursl Understending |—oae | 233 148 a7 | err U 181 | gas | oss |20 081 | ga| gms |22E] 048 1 c g2
= | Female [ 296 131 350 129 150 | 057 200 | 000
als 2 095 03 247 083 24 04
15, Accomplishment of Tasks |_oae | 288 083 | 4o | pg |28 103 | ogas | oos |22 955 ) gos | poe 228 948 ) ise | ga2
Femals | 258 [EH 100 0001 150 | 100 200 | 000
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BSNL Appraisees C(N=11%) Vodafone Appraisees (N=12) IDEA Appraisees (N—18) Airtel Appraisees (N=11)
Statements Gender T- P T- P- T- P- T- P
MS | sD MS sD MS | SD Ms | sD
Value | Value Value | Value Value | Value Value | Value|
14 . Insight Into Strangths & Mala .17 124 . 266 1.18 N 292 1.07 238 1.13
_ 0.31 0.75 0.62 0.53 022 0.82 -1.06 | 0.30
Wealmesses Female | 3.09 113 2 125 275 | 171 122
__ ] Male | 291 1.21 N 1.03 293 | 138 | o3 _ 1.26
15. Parformance Planning -0.36 0.71 -0.63 0.53 — — 0.95 0.88 | 0.39
Famala 3.00 1.34 3. 141 275 1.50 1.13
16. Improvement In Parformanca Male 211 141 0.03 0.97 2 118 0.001 1.00 :.'?l_ 052 - 0.50 103 0.73 | 047
Famal= | 3.09 132 2. 0.81 275 2.06 0.02 1.08
Process Variables
17.Effectivensss of Performance| Male | 3.94 | 076 375 | <01 =t 08 || oas 221 %% ) g s L0 | gs1 {037
Appraisal Femal= | 2.86 1.01 325 095 2.50 1.00 097
Male 130 0.98 261 0.77 335 0.84 0.93
18. Ori ion Prog 266 [0.01%* — -0.83 0.42 — -0.878 | 0.39 1.69 0.12
Famnala 361 048 3.10 1.15 375 0.60 0.001
19. Priority in terms of time Mle 331 093 234 0.03 33? 103 048 0.63 200 0.001 -0.481 0.63 046 -1.59 ( 0.12
Famals | 2.86 1.02 285 1.60 210 0.001 0.001
2 B f 8 Mala 3.36 093 2 1.16 0.04 098 262 0.99 -0.143 | 0.88 0.83
20. Suppostin Performancs 026 | 0.88 _ - 199 |0.066
Planning Famal= | 342 0.92 2 1.50 3.00 115 0.97
3 v - Rl Male 258 0.91 . 0.71 242 0.85 0.48 _
‘LKT' Ta#PLhtEd 1.92 | 0.05% 3 — 0.001 1.00 — 1.134 0.27 1.59 0.12
Discussions Famnala | 2.96 1.01 3.50 1.00 2.50 1.00 0.001
22. Objective and Unbiased Mele | 334 ) 09 | o434 | 066 | 258 0.87 155 | oaz | 2B L 988 ) g1as] oss 093 | 036 | 038
Assessment Famale | 3.35 0.82 3.50 1.00 225 0.50 0.53
o) Flati 2 235 g 2. ! 242 85 922
23. Factors Affecting Male _ 3? 722 1?4 067 | 051 4 0.8 084 | 041 3? 056 | 0.8
Performance Famal= | 3.54 0.85 3. 1.50 250 1.00 0.53
24. Quality and Effectivenass Male | 3.9 Ll 413 = LA | e | ooae 2221 0% 1 hes)| a2s LT 299 ognes
Farnala | 2.58 1.52 3. 1.50 375 1.25 048
23.Patticipation inPerformance | Male | 2.37 0.93 767 = 109 107 | o2s |22 98 4 e | 040 993 | 155 |0
Interview Famala | 4.00 0.001 3 1.50 4.00 0.001 0.001
~ Mala 261 092 132 3.00 1.03 0.86 _
26. Oversating Performanca 0.16 — 2131 | 020 _ 116 | 026 259 |0.01%
Famal= | 2.58 92 1.55 250 1.10 0.001
27. Parformancs Interview Mala 21.55 1.68 -1.37 1.71 0.65 065 | 207 092 -0.14 098 046 159 | 0.12
BSKL Appraisees (N=115) Vodafone Appraisess (¥=17) | IDEA Appraisess (N==18) Airtel Appraisees (¥=21)
Statements Gender T- P- T- P- T- P- T-
MS 3 T SO | varue | varme | M5 | 52 |vare | varmel M5 | 5P | vare|E-VeMe
Outcome Variable
o Maa |227] 114 333 | 113 100 | 067 13| L0
18, Undamating Derformance 16 | ol 0.88 | 0.38 0.001 | 1.00 111 | oo
Femala | 267 1.3 275 | L0 00| 082 257] L30
o Mas |320( 147 205 | 131 | Ja23] o 257| 83 ]
28, Comective Actions 148 | 14 27| 078 226 | 0.03* 158 | 0.13
Femsla |274| 143 125 | 118 300] 115 200 | 0.001
M= |2.68| 085 w0014 277 | 118 342 093 314 04
30. Administrativa Puposes 445 [T, 04| 098 |- il O O I O 0.66 | 0.52
Femals |3.54 | 0.85 275 | 130 250| L0 235 | 0.0
31, dentificati ipine | Male | 249 083 100 | 0.00 242| 083 00| 078
31. Identification of Treining - Y 18| ezs 2 014 | o8 2 0.001 | 1.00
Naads Femals | 3.5 0.85 100 | 000 250| L0 100 | 0.000
32. Parformance Appraizal Mas [281] o0m NIRNEEEE . |300] 103 BEE
L2 AP 063 | 0.53 101| 032 -1.8% | 0. 069 | D49
Feelstad Decizions Famals [3.03 | 142 400 | 000 400 | 0.00 228| 075
Mis |341| o082 + 327 | ose 323 | o 264 | 082
33. Poor Parformance g [T ST = o756 0as == = {204 | pose | pss | osE
Femals 220 045 375 | oso 125 | 030 11| o3
Mas |284| 101 + 311 | 083 278 089 257| 083
34. Davlopment Purposss 409 [ 2 . 07| o PR a0d | st © 1 1se| o3
Femals [3.71| 0.45 275 | oes 3175 | 050 200 | 0.00
Mas [3.08| 001 305 | 0.3 357 | 0.03 257 043
35. Carsar Growth & Lasming z 240 |Do1ee 2 " loas| 068 |- " {100 | oos ~ | 1se| o1z
Femals | 3.54 | (.83 325 | 095 150| L0 200 | 0.000
Ma: |261| 132 036 277 | 118 22| 143 3| 113 .
36. Favouwitism - = g2 |72 - 082| 036 = e B O PO Y e = { o7 | 043
Femals | 2.8 1.43 250 | Loo 150 | L0 285 122
Mde |262] 111 238 | 133 235 084 00| L3
37. Desiable Behaviour = 052 | o8l == - e — 075 | 048 o T
Femals |2.74 | 112 350 | Loo 00| 082 235 | 122
Oreanisational Context
38 Satisfaction Wi Mds |2.77| 0.8 o014 338 | 077 287] 142 314 L2
38. Satizfaction With . = 1N Bl 24| oo == p6l | o 2 200 <000+
Orgamization Femals |3.54 | 0.85 350 | Loo 250| L0 200 | 0.00
Mids |334| 076 0014 277 | Loo 378 | 042 2164 | 082
38, Task Dafinition = 47y |00 - 050 | e = o4 | 088 = | o6 | osE
Femals | 400 | 0.001 230 | Loo 175 | 050 242| 083
40, Oreapization Policies & Mas 288 | o020 |-202 |0o4*| 322 | 1o0 |0s0| o6 [221] 042 [014 | 088 |257] 0es | 1ae| o1z
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BSNL Appraisess (N=115) Vodafone Appreisess (N=11) IDEA Appraivess (N==18) Airtell Appraisess (N=21)
= = s SD T E MS SD |T-Value|P-Value| M5 SD T Pl SD T =
Value | Value . . Value | Value Value | Value
Mas | 261 o082 388 | 051 202 | o001 27| oe ]
41 Parametars of Parformancs £.30 |=0.01% 060 | 048 061 | 0.54 115 | 026
Fomala | 3.70 | 0.46 375 | 050 325 005 228 | o048
] _ Mals | 252 o7 _ 355 | 051 241 085 P KR . ]
42 Sharing of Information £.07 |=0.01% 060 | 040 014 | 088 115 | 028
Female | 3.5 0.85 375 | 050 250 100 228 | o048 ]
] Mas | 327 o026 277 | 073 285 | 102 257 w083 . ]
43. Rowards & Job Darformance 141 | 016 -1.10 | o028 023 | 081 150 | 0z
Femals | 3.5 0.85 325 | 083 300 115 2.00 [ 0001
] Mas | 320 o085 316 | 085 _|28s] 102 Jzn | e ]
44 Rewands & Encoumazemants 132 | 08 180 | o 061 | 054 030 | 0.76 §
Femals | 3.06 | ©.72 400 | 0.001 250 100 285 1.06 ]
_ ] Mals | 247 114 _ 288 | L2 3.28| 0.9 328 | o080 ]
45. Confidenca & Trust 270 |e0.01% 213 | 0.4+ 040 | 063 080 | 037¢
Fomala | 3.06| 0.72 400 | 0001 300 115 2185 | 106 ]
o Mas | 347 1o i |27 | oo _ 4.00 | 0.001 271| oo i ]
46, Standard of Performance 125 | 0.05* 0.50 0.62 008 | 093 1.15 | 0.26
Famala | 3.03| 1.01 250 | 100 0.50 228 | o048 ]
- Mals | 281 o087 338 | 077 . 0.82 257 o3 _ |
47. Philosophy of Management 401 001+ 024 | 080 121 | 024 158 | 012
Female | 3.48| 0.50 350 | 100 275 | 050 200 | 0.001
Mals | 250 086 316 | 085 328 | o082 207| o026 ]
48, Awaranass of Problams 500 |=0.01% 180 | 007 008 | 003 0.60 | 040
Female | 3.48| 0.50 400 | 0001 0.50 200 | 0.001
Mas | 3.14| o028 ENTIN 271 o2 _ 285 086 _ ]
40. Davalopmant on tha Tob 183 | 0.06 060 | 040 172 | 0o 250 |<0.01%)
Femals | 3.48| 0.50 350 | Loo 275 | 0.0 2.00 [ 0001
_ ] Mals |3.01| Lo0 283 | 085 _ 342 oe3 _ |zes| oe2 ]
50. Information & Inputs 200 |0.03+ 13 0.18 204 | 058 130 | o.om
Femals | 2.58 | 0.02 350 | Loo 250 100 2.00 [ 0001
o Mals | 261 o082 344 | 082 278 ose 314 102 |
51. Criticism 0.60 | D40 -L1B | 025 -Lo4 | 313 200 [<0.01%
Famala | 2.74| 0.81 400 | 0.001 378 | 050 200 | 0,001
52 Fion Dedormance Mas | 3.11| 133 065 | 0.51 | 283 | 115 | 062 | 054 |278| 1.18 | 060 | 050 |214| 102 | 0.65 | 0.52
. o~ e ESNL Appraisess (N=115) Vodafome Appraisess (N=11) IDEA Appraisess (N==18) Airtel Appraisees (IW=21)
M5 | 5D |f—ull.eh—u1u M5 | 5D |i—u1u| p-value| MS | 5D |f-ull.e||—nh.e M5 | 5D |i—u1u||—ull..
Appraises’s Satisfaction with PAS (ASPAS)
&2 24 L i T T & 07T T &y 5 37 g7 J
33. Reconsideration of Mae [277) 138 214 | 0.03* 4'1‘“_’ :"_g 167 | 018 "f 14 go1 | 037 |22 LB ) poa | pvs
Performance Fatings Famalz | 2.06 1.36 3,75 0.50 1.75 | L1350 42| L3p
Mala | 392 o068 3.44 0.02 400 | 0.001 31| 087 )
54. Suparvizion 020 | 0.83 = -1.18| 025 098 | 033 |5 : 1.97 | 0.06 ]
Femals | 3.90| 030 400 | 0.001 400 | 0.001 242| 053
Male | 311 089 0.0 357 | 085 228 | 046
35. Biaz Free Ratings = .62 [ —_o387| 03 5 137 | 0.18 — 0.60 | 049
Fomals | 3.80| 0.60 378 0.50 400 | 0.001 214 | 03
5 isfaction with Crisv: Mala | 280 004 3.38 0.77 321 0.8 igo| 0.7
36. Satisfaction with Grisvane 2 = 244 | oo 2 a4 posr B 267 | o1z P 210 | 0.04%
Handling Femas [ 3.20( 0.0 1.50 0.5 250 | 100 am| o4
57. Satisfaction with Training | Malz | 270 om 4.00 0.80 _ 257 | 064 _ 271| 080 -
) = 3,46 (<001 -1.07| 0.06 -1L67 | 0.13 030 | 0.76
& Davalopmant Femals | 335 08 | 400 | 0001 325 | 003 HEET J
Male | 2.55| 0.86 .77 0.04 257 | 0.64 342| 085 ]
58. Esteeny/Racognition Naads — 445 <001+ : -1.37| 018 - —— 014 | 0.88 0.71 | 0.48
Fomals | 3.35| 0.83 378 0.50 325 | 085 314 | o.ap
Mala | 251 088 .77 0.04 242 | 085 g0 | 0.7 ]
50. Feadback for Improvement 335 001 —— 2.00| 0.05% F— 044 | 086 = 219 | 0.04%§
Foemals | 3.16| 100 3.50 1.00 250 | 100 228 | 048
. . Male | 3.08| 105 . | 184 1.10 207 | 130 122|073 |
0. Linkaga 10 F.emunsration D75 | 043 0.90 | 0.28 0.81 | 0.20 012 | 0.84 4
Femals | 3.25| 0.89 3.25 1.50 175 | 085 135 | 0.0 ]

e Scoring Scale5=Strongly agree, 4=Agree,3=Not Sure, 2=DisagreelarStrongly Disagree

« Higher mean score indicates strongly favorable gqaion of appraisees towards the overall PAS inrd¢ispective

organization and a lower mean score indicateswécsa.
» ** denotes highly significant values. Significarlesel 0.05. * denotes significant values.
* MS = Mean score & SD =Standard deviation

» Design Variables-PAPO=Performance Appraisal Pdigad Objectives, Process Variables-PAM=Performance

Appraisal Methods/Process, PAE=Performance Apgraisaluation/Effectiveness, Organizational Context
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Variables-OC= Organizational Context and ASPAS= mjgee’s Satisfaction with Performance Appraisal

System for onward references as well

Table 1, depicts the result of independent t tegtidl variances assumed) for the perceptionalrdiffees across
gender in BSNL, Vodafone, IDEA and Airtel as pee trariable dimensions. From the table, it is obsgérhat the mean
score is highest in case of male gender for desigiable in case of BSNL at statement no. 9 withgbores MS: 3.64 and
SD 0.76, followed by statements 2 and 1, which iegpthat there is high level of satisfaction inecas male gender

inBSNL with respect to these statements.

Further, there is a significant difference withpest to statements 1 (t value=2.11 and p value37),dollowed
by statements 2, 3,4, 6, 8, 9, and 10, with a pevahnging below 0.05% level of significance andase of statements 5,
7,11,12,13,14,15 and 16 in the design variablercetftere is a non significant difference betweemNB®nale and female
appraisees with p value above 0.05%, which imghes the null hypothesis is accepted. In statem2n89,10 there is a
high significant difference (less than 0.01), whinbicates acceptance of the alternate hypothesigidsign variable in
BSNL, It may be noted that redressal of grievarisesn important factor of PAS. Many times the ratead up with
dissatisfaction towards their ratings by the sujsers. Grievance handling therefore plays a vitdé fin removing the

clouds of doubt about ratings from the appraispetseption.

Conversely, there is an observed high level of&attion expressed from amongst the female gemd8SNL at
statement no’s 10, 3 and 8, the mean score rectiigbdst as 4.00 with SD=0.001.

In case of design variables for Vodafone apprajsiheshighest mean score from amongst the maleegdrab
been noted at statement no. 6 9(MS= 3.50 and SD1}0followed by statements no’s 12 and 4. Simjlaih case of
female appraisees, highest mean score is 3.508ngthstatement no.1, 6, 7 and 12, followed by stete no’s 2,9, 10, 11
and 3 and 15. Over all, it is observed for Vodafahat there is an insignificant difference betweeale and female

appraisees; hence the null hypothesis is acceptatid design variables.

Further, it is observed that the mean score isdsgim case of male appraisees at statement n&g @22, SD=
0.89), followed by statement no. 10 and 2 in des@tables, indicating a higher perceptional défece. The mean scores
are higher at statement no’s 10, 9, 3 and 5 redofolefemale appraisees. The table (for designatée) indicates that
there is an insignificant difference between male female respondents with respect to all the siatés regarding design

variables in IDEA, therefore accepting null hypdtise

Observations from the Airtel appraisees analyzad,daale depict high mean score at statement nwittba
mean score MS= 3.42 and S.D= 0.93, followed bestants 16 and 9. Similarly for female respondetate smients 14 and
16 record highest mean score leading to the coiociubkat there is highest level of satisfactiorlofiwed by statements
1,2,5 and 15. Further, it is observed that theie sgynificant difference between male and fempleraisees with respect
to statement no. 9 and 11. The statements 1 tal82mo 16 including statement no.10, there isnafghificant difference
between male and female respondents in Airtel asptlvalue is greater than 0.05. Hence, the altemdtypothesis is

rejected in favour of null hypothesis incase ofigewvariables.

In table 1, it is observed that the mean scorefocess variable in BSNL, is recorded at statemen4, (MS=

3.59, SD=1.41) indicating a high level of satisiactin case of male respondents towards quality effielctiveness
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standards in their organization, followed by statata 17 and 19. The female respondents have shiglvash satisfaction
at statement no. 25 (MS= 4.00 and SD= 0.001) whgticts a status of strongly agree, which implred all the female
ratees participate actively in their performanderviews. The highest mean score in females isvigdd by the statements
18 and 23. The statements 17,18,19,21,23,24,284telip value within 0.05, from which it can be daoded that the
alternative hypothesis is accepted, and theresigrdficant difference between male and female@edpnts in BSNL with

respect to these statements.

The process variables in case of Vodafone appsié®eale) record a high mean score at Key taskemtlat
discussions, statement no. 21, (MS=3.50 and SD¥0f@llowed by statements 27 and 19. For femal@ardents, the
highest mean score is observed at statements 2% @8®, SD= 1.29), followed by statements 21, 22,24, 25 and 26.
Overall, there is an insignificant difference betwanale and female respondents in Vodafone; hdwceull hypothesis is

accepted.

IDEA male appraisees record highest mean scoretag¢nsent no. 24 (MS=4.22, SD=0.89), followed by
statements 25 and 18, which means there is a igted of satisfaction expressed at these statentegmtsale appraisees
have recorded highest mean score at statement 354NI0 and SD= 00.01), followed by the stateme8{4 and 20. It
is further noted that there is an insignificantfetiénce between the male and female respondertasi of IDEA for

process variables.

Airtel male appraisees record a highest mean stastatement 20, regarding support in performarteenng by
the superior (MS=3.42 and SD= 0.83) indicatingghHevel of satisfaction, followed by statementsa?#l 17. In case of
female respondents the highest mean score is ett@tdstatement 17 (MS= 2.67 and SD= 0.97), foltbiwe 20, 22 and
23. Overall for process variable in Airtel, thesean observed insignificant difference between raatkfemale appraisees,

hence rejecting the alternative hypothesis in fawdunull hypothesis.

The outcome variable is related to the performaammeraisal evaluation and effectiveness in orgaiozaflhe
design and process variable are all directed tosvire outcome variable for accomplishment of orzgional goals. In
case of BSNL, the highest mean from table 5.3,mutcvariable, in case of male respondents is wsatbat statement no.
33 with a mean score MS=3.41 and SD=0.92, indigadihigh level of satisfaction, followed by states29 and 35. For
female respondents, the highest mean score isdedat statement 34, development purpose, MS=&hd1SD= 0.46,
followed by statements 30, 31, 35, 32. It is albsavved that there is a significant difference leetwvmale and female
respondents at statement no’s 30, 31, 33 and 3#hwioncludes that the alternative hypothesis isepied. The
statements 28, 29,32,35,36 and 37 show an ingignifi difference between male and female respondenBSNL;

therefore the null hypothesis is accepted.

Vodafone male appraisees for outcome variablesy shighest mean score at statement 32 (MS=3.44and
SD=0.92) followed by statements 28 and 33, indigpkiighest level of satisfaction. For female resfgts, it is observed
that highest mean score is recorded at statemen{M2= 4.00 and SD= 0.00), followed by statemer@saBd 37,
indicating high level of satisfaction. It is obsedvfurther that there is an insignificant differerietween male and female

respondents for outcome variable in Vodafone; héineeull hypothesis is accepted.

The IDEA male respondents in case of outcome vimsakecord their highest mean score at statemento?9
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corrective actions with MS= 4.23 and SD = 0.89,idating that corrective actions are taken afterlating the
performance of the male appraisees in IDEA. It nmestinderstood that performance appraisal is parsolidating and
verifying agreed action. If done effectively empdey are empowered to play a leading role in thpgraisals. However,
confidentiality remains a concern for all appraisahted information, which can show a lapse in aggmnial discretion.

Statements 35 and 30 follow highest mean scores.

The female IDEA appraisees (outcome variables) shegvn a high level of satisfaction at statemen32agMS=
4.00 and SD=0.001), followed by statements 34 &hdtds noted that there is an insignificant difflace between male

and female respondents in IDEA for outcome variaidmce the null hypothesis is accepted.

Airtel male respondents for outcome variables shighest mean at statements 28, MS = 3.35 and S[3% 1
followed by statements 36 regarding favouritisngasing that the male appraisees do not find anguiatism in their

ratings by supervisors. This is followed by statatme. 30 in case of male respondents.

The female Airtel respondents record highest satigfn level at statements at statement no. 31,=(l890,
SD=0.001), followed by statements 30,36,37 and@fhversely, it is scrutinized that there is angnfficant difference

between male and female appraisees in Airtel fozarue variable, hence endorsing the acceptancelidiypothesis.

Considering the organizational context variablesy@a unit wise, the BSNL male respondents have show
highest mean value at statement no. 46, with MS=a8ntl SD =1.08, standard of performance, followgdtatements 39
and 44, indicating a high level of satisfaction,ileltas incase of female respondents in BSNL, statgsn39, 41 and 43
show the highest mean scores with the highest sai®=3.47 and SD = 1.08. Moreover, there is arcatdie significant
difference between male and female respondentsresiect to the statements 38, 39, 41, 42, 45nd 48, as a result of

which the null hypothesis is rejected in favouattérnative hypothesis.

Vodafone male appraisees record their highest nseares at statement 41 (MS = 3.55 and SD = 0.5d) an
statement 42, MS= 3.55 and SD= 0.51), followed tatesnents 51 and 38. Supplementally, there is aignificant
difference between male and female respondents ddaine for organizational context variable, reésgltin the

acceptance of null hypothesis.

In case of IDEA male appraisees considering orgdiozal context, statements 46 denotes highest reeanes
(MS ranging highest at 4.00, SD =0.001), followsdskatements 39 and 50. The female respondentsdienen highest
mean score at statement no. 39, task definitioh Wi = 3.78 and SD= 0.42, followed by other statet®id2 and 41.
Additionally, there is an observed significant fifielience between male and female respondents i\jDEnce the null

hypothesis is accepted.

Considering organizational context variable in cab&irtel appraisees, the highest mean score derded at
statement no.45, MS = 3.28, SD = 0.99, followedstgtements 38 and 51, concluding that there isgh tavel of
satisfaction with respect to these statements.f@imale respondents have recorded a highest meam acstatement no.
44 and 45 (MS = 2.85, SD 1.06 for both the statas)efollowed by statements 39, 41, 42 and 46 atitig high level of
satisfaction regarding these statements. Furtteements 38, 49 and 51 depict a significant difiee between male and
female respondents in Airtel for organization cahteariables, hence the null hypothesis is rejeétedhese statements,

and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Thewmdsio an insignificant difference depicted betwesale and female
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respondents for statements 39,40,41,42,43,44,459,4%,50 and 52, therefore the null hypothesisciepted in these

cases.

In case of the dimension ASPAS (appraisees’ satisfa with PAS), the highest mean score is recorded
statement 54, MS = 3.92, SD = 0.68 in case of B&Nile respondents, followed by the statements 5568nddicating
high level of satisfaction. The female respondéatge shown highest mean score at statement 54, ’180s SD = 0.30,
followed by statements 55 and 58. Further for stetgs 53, 55, 56, 57, 58 and 59 the null hypothesisjected and the

alternative hypothesis is accepted as the sigmifiedevel for all these statements is within 0.05%.

Vodafone male respondents have shown highest nwae at statement 53, MS = 4.44, SD = 0.78 indigati
highest level of satisfaction, followed by statemseB7 and 54. For female respondents, the highestnnscore is
witnessed at statement 54 and 57, MS = 4.00 and 801 in both the cases, followed by stateme8&t$5, 58 and 59.
The alternative hypothesis is accepted for statésrg® and 59, which means that the satisfactioel lefvappraisees is far

from a satisfactory status in case of these statenie VVodafone across gender.

Moreover, the IDEA male appraisees have indicaigtidst satisfaction level at statement no. 54, isigien,
with MS = 4.00, SD <0.01. This is followed by statnts 55 and 56 depicting high mean scores. Foaléenespondents,
statements 54 and 55, MS = 4.00 and SD= 0.01 ftr bw statements, followed by statements 57,58%6[ here is
further an insignificant difference between mald éamale appraisees in IDEA, for variable ASPASjchtindicates that

the null hypothesis is accepted.

Besides the above, it is imperative to mention tt@bsidering table 1, dimension ASPAS, the Airtedlen
appraisees have shown highest level of satisfaetiGtatement no. 58, MS = 3.42, SD = 0.85, follb\g statements 53,
54 and 59. In case of female respondents, thenstauts 56 (MS = 3.71 and SD =0.48), followed by, The statements
56 and 59 indicate a significant level of differerfmetween male and female respondents in AirteA®PAS dimension,

resulting in acceptance of alternative hypothesis.
CONCLUSIONS & SUGGESTIONS

Performance appraisals are critical to the funatigrof an organisation as well as to the employesieer
growth and development. The organisation needatits employees so that people can be identifiessume positions
of leadership. Employees need to have their woxkeveed so that they may be acknowledged and rewavadeen
appropriate or they could be suggested for impream@mThe implementation of an effective performamgpraisal
programme, however, is complicated by the diffic¢ak of obtaining a truly fair and accurate apgahof an employee’s
performance. In BSNL, Vodafone and IDEA, female rajges are more satisfied as compared to the npgdeaiaees,
while as in Airtel, male appraisees are more satisis compared to female appraisees. This callsnfontrospection and
awareness on part of the appraisers to be awateeajccurrence of such biases that bring the citiglibf performance

appraisals into question. HR department has atoabdfer for grievance redressal if any, in time.
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