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ABSTRACT 
 

In order to be competitive at present time, the most effective approach of organizations is to utilize the 

full potential of their human resource. Consequently, to develop their knowledge and skill and driving 

their performances toward the organization’s goal, top level managers are becoming more conscious 

than ever in implementing performance management system. However, the success of the system 

heavily depends on the employees’ participation in formulation and implementation of the process. All 

the mobile phone companies of Bangladesh have introduced this system but employees’ perception is 

still not yet clear in some cases. Sometimes lack of communication and disinclination of the managers to 

implement the system work as a barrier and employees develop wrong impression about the system. If 

the organizations want to get benefited from the system, managers need to make sure; all the employees 

are aware of its measures and engaged in performance management system.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

In recent years, organizations are trying to establish a ‘performance culture’ which includes strategies 

to improve both individual and team performance to the overall success of the organization (Fletcher 

and William, 1996). The name of this process is given Performance Management (IPM, 1992). 

According to Armstrong (2006), the aim of performance management is to align individual’s 

objectives with organization’s objectives ensuring that everyone shares and understands business core 

values. Guest (2007) asserts performance management as a part of ‘hard HRM’ and describes as a 

bundle of HR practices that affect organizational performance (cited in Leopold and Harris, 2009, p. 

190). Among the different views of performance management, one thing is common that it is a 

powerful tool to control organization’s performance when organizations implement it effectively. 

Undoubtedly, this process has come across far beyond than pointless review meeting and box-ticking 

exercise in successful organizations. Management needs to consider different frameworks of PMS 

while introducing it and factors that influence of this process. In fact, the process of implementation 

of performance management system is even harder than to formulate the different frameworks. 

Apparently, employees’ view on performance management system is one of the salient features of its 

success. This paper will reveal the perception of employees about the performance management 

system in mobile phone companies of Bangladesh and identify the factors affecting the PMS.  

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The term ‘Performance’ barely has a clear meaning at present organizations. According to Lebas 

(1995), meaning of ‘performance’ varies from efficiency, to robustness or resistance or return on 
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investment or it can be anything regarding to business outcomes. However, in the case of 

management, the focus should be on future, about the capability of unit being assessed rather than 

past achievement (Lebas, 1995). He continues, performance is never objective rather it is only a way 

of defining where one wants to go. Armstrong (2006) states, performance management is basically 

management of expectations and it conveys for expectations to be defined and agreed in terms of job 

responsibilities and accountabilities (expected to do), skills (expected to have) and behaviours 

(expected to be). He also asserts performance is a matter not only of what people achieve but how 

they achieve it. Brumbach (1988) states, ‘performance means both behaviours and results. Behaviour 

emanates from the performer and transforms performance from abstraction to action. Not just the 

instruments for results, behaviours are also outcomes in their own right – the product of mental and 

physical effort applied to tasks – and can be judged apart from results’, (cited in Armstrong, 2006, p. 

7). So, in order to assess performance both input (behaviour) and output (result) need to be considered 

(Armstrong, 2006).  

While introducing performance management, management should ask themselves two questions – 

Why and what do we measure? (Lebas, 1995). The purpose of the measure needs to be clear and 

agreed in order to get optimum results. Armstrong and Baron (2005) state performance management 

should be adapted to the context of the organization and managed flexibly (cited in Porter et al., 2008, 

p. 142). Though it varies from organization to organization but management should decide whether 

they want to link this system to reward strategy or employee development or something else. In a 

recent IRS survey (IRS 2003a), 89 per cent of the respondents suggested it was ‘to identify 

training/development needs’ and 82 per cent mentioned ‘evaluating individual performance’, almost a 

third of respondents cited ‘to identify/acknowledge good performance’ or ‘ensure managers and staff 

communicate effectively’ (32 per cent) with only 19 per cent identifying ‘help to make reward 

decisions’ as a reason of appraisal (cited in Bach, 2005, p. 296). According to IPM (1992), PMS 

should not focus only in a progress in profitability or the delivery of services, but also in a 

development of employee satisfaction, motivation and recognition with the organization (cited in 

Fletcher and Williams, 1996, p. 170). On the other hand, only the purpose of the measure does not 

clarify what is to be measured (Lebas, 1995). It is often said that ‘what gets measured gets done’ and 

‘if you can’t measure it, you can’t manage it’, (cited in Armstrong, 2006, p. 59). Lebas (1995) states, 

measures are supposed to identify the deviations from the expected results. According to Stivers and 

Joyce (2000), measures must include detailed guidance to individuals telling them what they must do 

well for the organizations to attain its objectives. They continue with the reference of Balanced 

Scorecard, most organizations identify that four to five measures for each of the perspectives 

(financial, customer, internal processed, and learning/growth) works well. On the other hand Lebas 

(1995) states, a study of underlying performance is the basic way to identify the measures that lead to 

actions. However, choices of measures are muddled by ‘political issues’ and difficult to choose since 

they are dependent on strategic mission (Lebas, 1995).  

Performance management system is also immensely influenced by the performance appraisal. Though 

it has got huge criticisms but the significance of this process is still valid in present organization. 

Porter et al (2008) referencing (IRS, 2001) argue, performance appraisal is being criticized due to the 

way it is often carried out but it is used as a key element of performance management by 80 per cent 

of organizations. It is often believed that performance appraisal is the same thing as performance 

management but there are significant differences between them (Armstrong, 2006). According to 

Armstrong (2006), the basic distinction between them is that in performance appraisal, managers 

usually assess and rate individuals’ performances in an annual review meeting whereas performance 
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management is more comprehensive and continuous process of management where managers clarify 

the mutual expectations and act as coaches rather than judges and focuses on the future. However, 

Longenecker and Gioia (1988) claim, ‘less than 20 percent of performance appraisals are done 

effectively’ (cited in Wilson, 2002, p. 621). The common reason of the failure of this process is that 

the appraiser needs to be both a disciplinary judge and a helpful counsellor which is quite difficult in 

most cases (Wilson, 2002). In addition to that sometimes line managers lack the required technical 

skills and people management skills to conduct an effective appraisal (Beardwell et al, 2004). 

Moreover, a lack of time and resources may deter line managers in providing comprehensive and 

effective performance reviews objective-setting. As a result, they make out the appraisal process as a 

bureaucratic nuisance and form filling exercise. Porter et al (2008) also assert that a large proportion 

of time in the appraisal is spent talking about the things that have gone wrong whereas positive 

aspects of performance should be emphasized.  

According to Millmore et al (2007), performance management can play an important role in ensuring 

the effectiveness of an organizational structure. Allocation of resources, organization of work tasks, 

distribution of responsibilities and establishing reporting patterns to clarify responsibilities are 

influenced by a well managed performance management system (Millmore et al, 2007). In order to be 

successful, performance management system must be integrated both vertically and horizontally in 

organization’s strategies. Referencing Purcell et al’s AMO model (2003), Millmore et al (2007) 

suggest, organization should formulate their strategy in such a way so that people can have the ability, 

be motivated and get the opportunity to perform effectively. Walters (1995) asserts, management 

should be aware about organizational systems and processes those cause individual failings while 

assessing individuals’ performance. On the other hand, Porter et al (2008) referencing SMART model 

state that targets should be measurable and achievable. Performance management and HRM practices 

should be aligned to enhance employee performance and development with the aim of maximizing 

organizational performance but according to Hartog et al (2004), such integration is not easy in 

reality. Guest model (1997) suggests that organization level HR practices directly affect individual-

level employee outcomes and later in the causal chain, individual performance is assumed to affect 

organizational performance (cited in Hartog et al, 2004, p. 561).  

Research Hypotheses 

 

The purpose of the study is to know employees’ perception about the performance management 

system within the telecom sector of Bangladesh. The researchers also want to see the difference 

among the perception of employees’ regarding performance management system of different 

companies. 

Related to the objective, the following hypotheses have been developed: 

 

Hypotheses 

H1: There is no relationship between employees’ perception about understand ability of 

performance management (PM) system and fairness of performance management (PM) 

system.  

H2: 1 = 2 = 3= = k (The average satisfaction level of Employees’ towards performance 

management system of each of the company is equal) 
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H3: P = 0.70 (70% of the employees say that performance management system involves focus on 

development and fostering communication) (Q -5) 

H4:  P> 0.30 (More than 30% of the employees say that success of performance            

management system depends on alignment of individual goals to organizational goals) (Q -7) 

H5:  P< 0.60(Less than 60% of the employees say that during goal-setting stage of the performance 

management system they are communicated) (Q -9) 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 

A. Sources of data 

Both primary and secondary data have been used for the purpose of the study. Primary data have been 

collected using a questionnaire. The questionnaire consists of 13 questions, three (3) of them (Q. No. 

8, 12, 13) to measure employee’s satisfaction towards performance management system of his/her 

company. In addition, the questionnaire included questions on demographic characteristics of the 

respondents. 

Secondary data were collected from different books, publications, research studies, journals, articles, 

and websites. 

 

B. Respondent profiles 

The sample of the study covers the employees from telecom sector of Bangladesh. A sample of 380 

employees (250 male and 130 female) selected purposively from different managerial level (Table-1) 

of 6 Mobile Phone companies of Bangladesh. Data were collected by non-probability sampling and 

conveniently. 

Table–1: Samples in terms of Company Name, Managerial Level Positions and Gender 

Managerial -Level –Position Company Name 
Gender 

Total 
Male Female 

Entry/ Bottom Level 

Grameen Phone 23 17 40 

Robi 12 8 20 

TeleTalk 5 23 28 

Banglalink 30 1 31 

Airtel 16 11 27 

Citycell 36 2 38 

Total 122 62 184 

Mid-Level 

Grameen Phone 20 14 34 

Robi 13 11 24 

TeleTalk 7 6 13 

Banglalink 30 4 34 

Airtel 34 2 35 

Citycell 14 13 27 

Total 118 50 168 
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Managerial -Level –Position Company Name 
Gender 

Total 
Male Female 

Top Level 
Robi 10 16 26 

Banglalink 0 2 2 

Total 10 18 28 

Total 250 130 380 

 

Measures: 

After gathering the data, they have been entered in SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) 

version 16. These entered data have been analyzed by some of SPSS tools, which are descriptive 

statistics (Gupta & Gupta 1996), reliability analysis (George & Mallery 2006), factor analysis (George 

& Mallery 2006) and correlation analysis (Gupta & Gupta 1996). 

Responses from the 380 respondents about “how many times in a year employees and their supervisor 

formally sit to discuss about the performance management system according to their company” are 

put into table-2. 

 

Table–2: Cross tabulation in terms of Company Name, Formal discussion with the supervisor in 

a year 

Company 
Name 

Formal discussion with the supervisor in a year 
Total 

  1 2 3 4 5-5+ 

Grameen 
Phone 

Count 0 3 0 19 52 74 

% within Company Name 
0.00% 4.10% 0.00% 25.70% 70.30% 100.00% 

Robi 

Count 6 29 8 3 24 70 

% within Company Name 
            

8.60% 41.40% 11.40% 4.30% 34.30% 100.00% 

TeleTalk 

Count 15 6 4 5 11 41 

% within Company Name 
            

36.60% 14.60% 9.80% 12.20% 26.80% 100.00% 

Banglalink 

Count 9 44 1 3 10 67 

% within Company Name 
            

13.40% 65.70% 1.50% 4.50% 14.90% 100.00% 

Airtel 

Count 13 22 19 7 2 63 

% within Company Name 
            

20.60% 34.90% 30.20% 11.10% 3.20% 100.00% 

Citycell 

Count 41 13 1 0 10 65 

% within Company Name 
            

63.10% 20.00% 1.50% 0.00% 15.40% 100.00% 

Total 

Count 84 117 33 37 109 380 

% within Company Name 
            

22.10% 30.80% 8.70% 9.70% 28.70% 100.00% 

Source: primary source 
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From the table-2, it is seen that 70.3% respondents of Grameen Phone say the frequency of formal 

discussion about the performance between them and their supervisor is 5 or more than 5 times in a 

year,  

41.4% respondents of Robi, 65.7% respondents of Banglalink, 34.9% respondents of Airtel say that 

their supervisor formally discuss with them about the performance twice in a year, 36.6% respondents 

of  TeleTalk and 63.1% respondents of Citycell say once in a year they and their supervisor formally 

discuss about the performance.  

The employee satisfaction towards performance management system scale in this study consists of 3 

items (KMO = 0.69 at p<0.005). Employees’ satisfaction towards performance management system 

scale includes items relating to expectation of one’s supervisor regarding one’s performance; 

opportunity to know one’s career goal, employees’ involvement at the performance management 

process and has showed good reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of 0.814. 

 

Result 

To find the relationship between employees’ perception about understandability of PM and fairness of 

PM, the cross tabulation has been done. The result of the Cross tabulation is presented on table 4. 

Table 4: Cross tabulation (Employees’ perception toward understandability of PM and fairness of PM) 

  

Fair 

Total Yes No 

Understandable   yes 288 60 348 

No 5 27 32 

                   Total 293 87 380 

Source: Primary Data 
 

Table- 4, show cross tabulation between employees perception toward understandability of PM and 

fairness of PM. The cross tabulation statistics yield the Phi and Cramer’s V measures, as well as the 

contingency coefficients of correlation. Their value shows the relationship between employees 

perception toward understandability of PM and fairness of PM.  
 

Table- 5 (Chi-Square Tests) 

Level of 
Measurement 

Symmetric 
Measures 

Value  Significance 

Nominal by 
Nominal 

Phi 0.444 0.000 

Cramer's V 0.444 0.000 

Contingency 
Coefficient 

74.818a 0.000 

Number of Valid Case 380 
*.At 0.05 level of significance 
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According to the table-5, there is a significant relationship between these two variables, employees 

perception toward understandability of PM and fairness of PM, χ2 (1) = 74.85, p< .005.  The effect 

size is. 444. So according to the result of table- 5, H1 cannot be accepted.  

To test the H2 the researchers have used the one-way ANOVA analysis .The results of the one-

way ANOVA analysis presented on table 6 (Appendix). As on table 6, there is a statistically significant 

difference (F (5, 373) = 24.636, p = .000 at 0.05 level of significance) among employees average 

satisfaction towards Performance Management of each of the company. We can see that there 

significance level is 0.000 (P = .000), which is below 0.05 and, therefore, we can reject hypothesis 

2(H2). 

Table 6: One-way ANOVA analysis 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 61.451 5 12.290 24.636 .000 

Within Groups 186.075 373 .499   

Total 247.526 378    

*.At 0.05 level of significance 
 

Here the researchers have done post hoc test to know which companies’ employees’ average 

satisfaction towards performance management are different. The Multiple Comparisons in Table-

7 (Appendix, table-7) contains the results of post-hoc tests. As on table – 7, we can see that the 

average satisfaction level toward performance management system of Citycell employees differs from 

the average satisfaction level of employees of Grameen Phone (p=.000), Robi (p=.000), Banglalink 

(p=.000), TeleTalk (p=.000) and Airtel (p=.000) respectable. It is also clear that there are differences 

among Airtel, Robi (p=.002) and Banglalink (p= .000) employees average satisfaction level toward 

the performance management system of their companies. 

However, there were no differences among the employees average satisfaction level toward 

performance management system of  Grameen Phone, Robi, TeleTalk, Banglalink, Airtel; Robi, 

Banglalink, TeleTalk; TeleTalk, Banglalink, Airtel. 

 

Table 7: Multiple Comparisons (Post Hoc Tests) 

(I) Company 
Name (J) Company Name 

Mean Difference 
(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Grameen Phone Robi -.15586 .11776 .772 -.4932 .1815 

TeleTalk .03032 .13751 1.000 -.3636 .4242 

Banglalink -.23969 .11958 .342 -.5822 .1029 

Airtel .32404 .12108 .082 -.0228 .6709 

Citycell -.97380* .12007 .000 -1.3177 -.6299 

Robi Grameen Phone .15586 .11776 .772 -.1815 .4932 

TeleTalk .18618 .13890 .762 -.2117 .5841 

Banglalink -.08384 .12118 .983 -.4310 .2633 

Airtel .47989* .12266 .002 .1285 .8313 

Citycell -.81795* .12166 .000 -1.1665 -.4694 
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TeleTalk Grameen Phone -.03032 .13751 1.000 -.4242 .3636 

Robi -.18618 .13890 .762 -.5841 .2117 

Banglalink -.27002 .14045 .390 -.6723 .1323 

Airtel .29372 .14172 .304 -.1123 .6997 

Citycell -1.00413* .14086 .000 -1.4076 -.6006 

Banglalink Grameen Phone .23969 .11958 .342 -.1029 .5822 

Robi .08384 .12118 .983 -.2633 .4310 

TeleTalk .27002 .14045 .390 -.1323 .6723 

Airtel .56373* .12441 .000 .2074 .9201 

Citycell -.73411* .12342 .000 -1.0877 -.3806 

Airtel Grameen Phone -.32404 .12108 .082 -.6709 .0228 

Robi -.47989* .12266 .002 -.8313 -.1285 

TeleTalk -.29372 .14172 .304 -.6997 .1123 

Banglalink -.56373* .12441 .000 -.9201 -.2074 

Citycell -1.29784* .12487 .000 -1.6556 -.9401 

Citycell Grameen Phone .97380* .12007 .000 .6299 1.3177 

Robi .81795* .12166 .000 .4694 1.1665 

TeleTalk 1.00413* .14086 .000 .6006 1.4076 

Banglalink .73411* .12342 .000 .3806 1.0877 

Airtel 1.29784* .12487 .000 .9401 1.6556 

 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 

To test the hypothesis one-tailed Z-test and two-tailed Z-test has been used. The results of the Z-test 

are presented below. 

 

H 3: While testing the hypothesis, the z-calculated value 0.051 is greater than the z-table value -

1.96and less than the z-table value 1.96 at significance level 0.05. So we cannot reject the H 3 that 

means more than 70% employees say that performance management system in their organization 

involves focus on development and fostering communication. 

 

H 4: Though testing the hypotheses, the z-calculated value 0.072 is greater than the z- table value -

1.65 at significance level 0.05. So we cannot reject null hypothesis. Therefore the opinion of more 

than 30% of the employees of the telecom industry is that success of performance management 

system depends on alignment of individual goals to organizational goals. 

 

H 5: While testing the hypotheses, the z-calculated value -0.012 is less than the z- table value 1.65 at 

significance level 0.05. So we cannot reject null hypothesis. Therefore the less than 60% of the 

employees say that during goal-setting stage of the performance management system they are 

communicated. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The findings of the study have practical implications for organizations and individuals. There is 

relationship between employees’ perception about understandability of performance management 

(PM) system and fairness of performance management (PM) system (Hypothesis 1). Fairness of the 

system will be strongly established as long as employees are able to understand the framework of 

PMS. It is the responsibility of the managers/supervisors to explain the standards of performance and 

way of measuring the performance in order to get employees motivated and rewarded appropriately. 

Otherwise, if the framework remains vague to employees, they will consider the system is unfair since 

other HR functions greatly depend on PMS.     

 

On the other hand, the average satisfaction level of employees’ towards performance management 

system of each of the company is not equal (Hypothesis 2) which indicates that implementation of 

performance management system in mobile phone companies of Bangladesh are different in one to 

another. The comparison among different companies shows that the average satisfaction level of 

employees is highest in Grameenphone which holds the majority of the market share and lowest in 

Citycell which holds the least market share. In other words, successful implementation of PMS also 

results positively in achieving organization’s goals.    

 

The aim of performance management is to develop the skill and knowledge of employees as more 

than 70% (Hypothesis 3) employees say that performance management system in their organization 

involves focus on development and fostering communication. Employees’ development should be the 

prime objective of any PMS because in the long run, employees bring competitive advantage through 

their skill and knowledge.  

 

More than 30% of the employees of the telecom industry say that success of performance 

management system depends on alignment of individual goals to organizational goals (Hypothesis 4). 

In order to achieve organizational goals, there is no alternative of having all the employees achieved 

their individual goals. It’s not the organization that performs and achieve rather it’s the people behind 

the organizations that perform and achieve goals. If the employees don’t have the clear visibility of 

their individual goal then their performance will not be directed toward organization’s goal.  

 

The participation of employees in every stage of performance management makes the system 

successful. However, less than 60% of the employees say that during goal-setting stage of the 

performance management system they are communicated (Hypothesis 5). As long as employees are 

not properly communicated about their goals, they will not be interested to achieve those goals which 

will eventually affect the organization’s performance in a negative way.     

 
CONCLUSION 

 

This paper explores the view of employees about the performance management system in mobile 

companies of Bangladesh. Though there is no basic difference among companies in terms of 

framework of PMS but it is the implementation that makes difference. According to employees, most 

of the companies are trying to implement performance management system with sincere effort but the 

progress will depend if the organizations try to assess how employees are accepting the system. 
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Continuous reminder of their job description and standards of performance through performance 

management system enables organizations to remain on the track. But lack of communications results 

in low satisfaction level and finally employees end up with an ‘unfair’ perception about the system. 

Managers need to understand the criticality of the implementation of the system along with the 

formulation of PMS.  The strong presence of employees in every stage of the system will make the 

whole process easier for both the parties. In conclusion, the full potentiality of performance 

management system will not be utilized if employees are not engaged in the formulation and 

implementation process.  
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