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Introduction 

Performance appraisal is a process of assessing, summarizing and developing the work 
performance of staff in the university. Every University lecturer in Nigeria receives a written 
performance appraisal annually which provides a feedback on performance and justifies personnel 
decision such as promotion. This official form includes a self- assessment page for the lecturer to fill 
out and it is in turn sent to the respective departmental heads who state their perception. The 
completed form is then forwarded to the appointment and promotions committee where it is re-
appraised and action recommended. This could be promotion, continuity with the system, termination 
or warning. 

The behaviour standards that form the core of the performance appraisal expected of university 
staff are set out in the staff hand book and these standards relate to tasks that determine academic 
excellence and output. Academic peers apply these standards through collegial review of course 
syllabi, research methods and professional publications. Evaluation of teaching and research is a tool 
for quality improvement. External examiners and agents such as the National universities Commission 
(NUC) also ensure that standards are maintained through assessment and accreditation procedures.  

The purposes of performance appraisal in Nigerian universities are: 

1. Administrative – promotion, dismissal, organizational planning 

2. Motivational – self appraisal and acts as an incentive to hard work 
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3. Developmental – identify training needs 

4. Performance Improvement – through MBO, participative goal setting and other work 
planning processes. 

Some criteria contained in the performance appraisal model used in public universities are set out 
below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Problems 

Nigeria has an estimated population of 120 million, 40% of whom are below the age of 18. Over 
the years, high population growth and increased access to education have bolstered the demand for 
education causing them to be mass-based and diversified institutions. In managing the social demand 
for education, a number of private institutions have been accredited thereby offering students a range 
of choices and study regimes and access controlled through competitive entrance examinations. 
Although only 25% of the 75% seeking admission into Universities are admitted, a huge problem of 
massification persists. Against this backdrop there have been series of concerns about the effect 
massification could have on performance. The ratio of lecturer to student for a specific course in most 
public universities ranges from 1:90/200. This has a crunching effect on lecturers who are concerned 
about the quality of students experience since large classes limits the extent, speed of assessment 
feedback. These are important elements of students learning. Large student population also impacts on 
the level of resourcing and time dedicated to research, publication and community service.  

The public universities are also operating under severe financial constraints. Yet emphasis is on 
publication as a criterion for performance and such publication should preferably be in an international 
journal. Incidentally, lecturers’ remuneration is hardly able to support such demand. A senior lecturer 
having a PhD earns a salary of $9000 per annum and this cannot support his payment of an annual 
subscription to a professional body nor convince immigration officials that he can pay his board 
should he apply for a visa to attend a conference abroad with the hope of gaining some publicity or 
publication of his research work(s). Many lecturers are denied visas, denied opportunity to parley with 
their contemporaries abroad and consequently their works are given little or no access. Thus many 
have challenged the criteria quality of publication weighted as high as 30 given the impracticalities 
concerning publication. 

Performance appraisal in itself is carried out as an event rather than as a process. It occurs at a 
given time of the year, in the month of April, and it is the point at which responsible staff begin to 
document performance discrepancies or deal with performance. Leaving it till April and forwarding to 
the Appointments and Promotions team places a lot more emphasis on promotion rather than 
improvement. The writing phase should serve as the completion of the process and having confirmed 

Criteria  Weighting  
1. Quality of teaching  

a) Length/tenure 
b) Workload 
c) Quality  

 
2. Current Research  
 
3. Quality of Publication 
 
4. Contribution to University or 
country  
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10 
 
 5 
 
30 
 
 
10 
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the level of performance, other factors such as consequences, results and impact of performance 
should also be examined.  

Unlike a country like the UK and New Zealand, where students feedback form an important 
aspect of the proposal, public universities in Nigeria are still toying with the aspect of students 
inclusion. The antecedents of staff face-off with students, histories of riots assail of lecturers by 
students is also not very salutary. Lecturers fear that students’ feedback may be hijacked for another 
purpose and would be greatly subjective. 

Then of course the problems relating of subjectivity which includes some of the following 
popular concepts:  

1. Halo effect: Rating a staff excellent in one quality, which in turn influences the rater to give 
a similar rating or a higher than deserved rating on other qualities.  

2. Horn effect: Rating a staff unsatisfactory in one quality, which in turn influences the rater to 
give a similar rating or a lower than deserved rating on other qualities.  

3. Central tendency: Providing a rating of average or around the midpoint for all qualities. 
Since many staff do perform somewhere around average, it is an easily rationalized escape 
from making a more meaningful appraisal.  

4. Strict rating: Rating consistently lower than the expected norm or average; being constantly 
harsh in rating performance qualities.  

5. Lenient rating: Rating consistently higher than the expected norm or average; being overly 
generous in rating performance qualities. This is probably the most common form of rating 
error. A major reason for this error is to avoid conflict; it provides a path of least resistance.  

6. Latest behavior: Rating influenced by the most recent behavior; failing to recognize the most 
commonly demonstrated behaviors during the entire appraisal period.  

7. Initial impressions: Rating based on first impressions; failing to recognize most consistently 
demonstrated behaviors during the entire appraisal period.   

8. Spill over effect: Allowing past performance appraisal ratings to unjustly influence current 
ratings.  

9. Status effect: Overrating employees in higher-level jobs or jobs held in high esteem and 
underrating employees in lower-level jobs or jobs held in low esteem.  

10. Same as me: Rating an employee higher than deserved because the person has qualities or 
characteristics similar to those of the rater (or similar to those held in high esteem).  

11. Different from me: Rating an employee lower than deserved because the person has qualities 
or characteristics dissimilar to the rater (or similar to those held in low esteem).  

12. Need to criticize: Since every staff can potentially improve performance, raters sometime 
focus on small or inconsequential issues and often offend the best producers. Criticisms and 
suggestions for improvement must be relevant to job performance 
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Solutions 

There is a growing sense that we must be more realistic in our expectations of what faculty can 
accomplish within the constraints of time. Already overflowing, the faculty work portfolio cannot 
accept more “add-on” responsibilities. At the same time, institutions are expecting their faculty to do 
more in terms of publications – ‘publish or perish’. How can we strike a workable balance?  

Performance appraisal needs to be seen as a process in aiding and embedding improvement. Only 
then will there be the likelihood that it will be perceived as less subjective and having a much longer 
impact on success. Thus the concerns raised, such as volume of students and workload of lecturers, 
need to be addressed. Otherwise the appraisal process is likely to lose its improvement potential. 
Recruiting more qualified lecturers is a solution but staff remuneration needs to be reviewed upwards 
if commitment and retention of qualified personnel is to be guaranteed. It is evident that existing 
universities cannot absorb the growing number of eligible applicants, so offshore ventures or 
borderless education needs to be legitimized. Part of the development process would be for quality 
assurance agencies to engage in early consultation with transnational programme representatives to 
determine ways by which the programme meets all the political and regularity requirements, overall 
policy, academic and administrative controls, effectiveness of the communication structures between 
the university and the off-shore campuses, teaching content/methods/assessment, students admission, 
staffing and students feedback. Agreement levels should be established on the ways students can be 
protected reasonably from possible changes in operation due to insolvency, changes in regulation and 
policies, termination of the relationship with offshore ventures etc. There is also a need to enter a 
partnership with in-country quality assurance agencies and agree on universality of quality principles. 
With the big financial advantage coming to exporting institutions, there is a need for practitioners to 
share best practices and come up with a quality assurance mechanism as Microsoft, Oracle and Cisco 
have done by developing a competency based model for IT certification. 

Performance appraisal is useful only when it leads to improvement. Otherwise chances are that it 
would be viewed with a lot of cynicism as a cumbersome ‘questionnaire fatigue’. A periodic review 
system enables the university to anticipate problems before they occur and take corrective measures in 
the wake of the activity. The time and care given to the process will determine its value to the staff and 
the university. The periodic timing could be three times a year for planning, formal review and 
evaluation. The planning meeting should focus on output and achievement. The actual review meeting 
should cover how objectives have been met based on clear and specific evidence. Ordinarily no problem 
should be raised during the appraisal which has not been discussed with the staff during the review cycle. The 
evaluation meeting brings the cyclical process to an end and it is at this point that the final documents 
are prepared and passed for remark and action by the respective committees.  

To reduce subjectivity, staff should be made aware of the various forms of subjectivity and that is 
why specific standards need to be reviewed and agreed. It is also important that prior to the pre-
moderation stage a circular is passed to remind staff to keep in mind that biases can influence 
evaluation. It is important that biases are avoided and assessment need to be honest and forthright.  

At a different level, the university needs to seek new ways of thinking about and organizing the 
interrelationships of faculty, students, the institution, and the community at large. Whilst focusing on 
student learning, institutions should work hard to connect the faculty role—as well as faculty 
development, evaluation, and rewards—more directly to student learning, itself the subject of renewed 
focus across higher education. It is important to create a student culture where learners understand 
why they are doing what they are doing. A mechanism that would feed student self assessment into 
institutional assessment; change student evaluations of faculty so that they focus on what the student 
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learned; and focus on student skills and competencies rather than merely content knowledge needs to 
be devised. 
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