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” Abstract “

Performance has been regarded by various schdatsed'accomplishment, execution,
carrying-out, and working out of anything orderedumdertaken". Armstrong (2011)
argues that performance is a matter not only oftwieople achieve, but how they
achieve it. The purpose of measuring performanoetigo indicate only where things are
not going according to plan but also to identifyywthings are not going well so that
steps can be taken to build on success. There dmildeveral factors that influence
performance appraisals in an organization. Theeethie researcher considered assessing
the factors such amge, gender, current position, length of serviced @&ducationthat
influence performance appraisal. A total of 263 kEyges working in Five start hotels in
Jordan were selected for the study. A questionneaie used to collect data regarding the
factors that influenced performance appraisals lygbthesis was adequately tested
using ANCOVA test. Results revealed that Gender ritl have significant influence
over the Current Performance Appraisal System bothdividual components and total
CPAS. Age of the respondents did not have sigmificafluence over the CPAS both in
individual components and total CPAS. Experience eofiployees had significant
influence over only ‘credibility’ factor of CPAS ngployees with experience of 5-10 and
above 15 years had higher ‘credibility’ scores careg to employees with <5 and 11-15
years of experience. Education of the respondedtaat have significant influence over
the Current Performance Appraisal System both ghividual components and total
CPAS

KEYWORDS - Performance appraisal, Age, Gender, Currenttiposi Length of
service, and Education

Introduction

Tourism industry contributes at least% of the world’s gross domestic product and
employing over 127 million workers both directly danndirectly worldwide, it is

estimated that the world’s Travel and Tourism Ecopavill contribute 10.5 % to global

gross domestic product by 2019 with growth averggiit % per annum between 2009
and 2019 (Wittc, 2017). The industry contributiowands economic development cannot
be over-emphasized in both developed and developoanomies. Some countries
especially those in the developing economies relytaurism as a major catalyst for
growth and development. Tourism and hospitality entagether in the service industry
to provide the necessary service to clientele. Haldy is one of the largest industries in
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the world, it plays significant role in terms ofcacnmodation, drink and food to visitors
away from home for reward (Medlik, 2012).

Hotel industry of Jordan has experienced tremendoosth in recent years. To benefit
from growing market, hotels require right people tfee right Job. To attract, retain, add
to shareholder value innovative and improve org#tion's performance, Hotels are
considered the fundamental mainstay in the toussator. It almost provides 25% out of
the generic tourism income. It also is consider®tha main source for the employment
in the tourism sector where it provide more thafo30ut of the Total job accumbency
and opportunities that the tourism sector provigdsOmari, Ali, Mahmoud, &
Jawabreh, 2015). Performance Appraisal of Empldyaesrequired to be implemented.
There is therefore the need to assess the comtmbwif employee appraisal and
performance in the hotel industry and how besthbrefits can be harnessed for the
development of the industry in the country. Thepoage of this study was to ascertain the
extent to which performance appraisal is practiced.

Performance Appraisal is an important dimensionHoiman Resource Management
practices and it is essential to have an effecpegformance appraisal in every
organization. Performance Appraisal is identifiexl & very significant tool for any
organization to evaluate their employees’ perforoeabecause through the performance
appraisal the capabilities and abilities of an @ypé to manage the tasks and
responsibilities will be visibly seen by the topmagement. (Akinyele, 2010) stated that
having a good performance appraisal is signififanany organization as it is one of the
main elements that ensure continuous improvemenemployee performance. In
conclusion performance is a systematic managemecegs and to be successful, the
management has to adopt a strong administrativeatitgn

Performance Appraisal practices

There are various ways of conducting performangeasgal, and ideas change over time
as to what are the most effective appraisal metlaodssystems. According to Pathania
(2011), a number of approaches both traditionalrandern are utilized in performance

appraisal practices. Some of the methods utilizegarformance appraisals as pointed
out by the authors and discussed in this secticludie free essay approach, graphics
scale, checklist method, ranking approach, critinaldent appraisal, management by
objectives and 360-degree performance appraisah@mihers.

Under essay appraisal, the supervisor or the pensonarge of employee’s performance
appraisal writes a series of statements concemamnigdividual’s strengths, weaknesses,
past performance and potential for promotion. Tikismormally done after the rater

intensely monitors and evaluates the performancanodmployee. The other method of
performance appraisal that is utilized by entiteethe graphic rating scale in which the
rater assesses an individual on factors such aative, dependability, cooperativeness,
attitude and quantity of work. The other perforneappraisal approach is the checklist
method in which the rater does not evaluate pedioea but merely records it on a series
of questions concerning the employee’s behaviorchgcking yes or no responses
(Elverfeldt, 2005).
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Another approach of performance appraisal pracsiddanagement By Objective. This
approach is based on converting organizational sg@ad objective for individual
employees. The approach as pointed out by Obisil(?8an be communicated to the
subordinates employees being appraised usingrelsall method, tell and listen method
or problem solving method. Under tell and sell @agh, the supervisor or the person in
charge of appraisal lets the employee know howrhghe is doing, gets the employee’s
acceptance of the evaluation, and makes the emplagece to plan on improvement.
This method as indicated by the author is mostylike be successful with new, young
employees and with employees who are in a newrasgqt.

The other approach of performance appraisal pecsed by entities is 360-degree- type
of appraisal. This kind of approach as asserteBlagrfeldt (2005) ensures that it is not
only the superior that appraises the subordinateatso the subordinate appraises the
superior. Colleagues also appraise colleagues ratididuals who appraise themselves
and all the appraisals are used to arrive at tied eippraisal outcome after calculating the
average. According to Wise (1998) in the typical0-8i2gree process, supervisors,
subordinates, peers and internal or external cus®mprovide feedback on performance
for each target employee, using some type of stdimtal instrument. The employee then
uses the data, along with a self-rating, to maker@piate changes to improve
performance. DeNisi and Kluger (2000) concur withis®V/(1998) that 360-degree
appraisals involve the employees receiving feedbiemrk individuals whose views are
considered helpful and relevant. The feedback pecéyly provided on a form showing
job skills, abilities, attitudinal, behavioral @ita and some sort of scoring or value
judgment system. The employees then assess themsaking the same feedback
instrument or form.

According to Grote (2002), effective performanceragsal practices follow a four-phase
model i.e. performance planning, performance execuperformance assessment and
performance review. Performance planning is noyndtbne during the beginning of
every financial year of the organization where thanager and the subordinates get
together for a performance-planning meeting. Duthrggperformance-planning meeting,
managers and the employees discuss what each evaplall accomplish during the
financial year. They discuss key responsibilitieshe employee’s job and the goals and
projects the person will work on and how the pensdhdo the job i.e. the behaviors and
competencies, the organization expects of its mesnkes well as employee’s
development plans. The second phase of performamemition as pointed out by Bladen
(2001), occurs over the course of the year wheeentlinager provides coaching and
feedback to the individual employees to increasepttobability of success. This creates
the conditions that motivate and resolves any ragigierformance problems. Thus, all
throughout the year, managers and individual eng@deymeet to review the individual's
performance against the plans and goals discussedyperformance planning.

In the third phase of performance assessment asinigefor the formal performance
appraisal nears, the manager reflects on how Wwelstibordinate has performed over the
course of the year, assembles the various formspapérwork that the organization
provides to make this assessment, and fills themTdie manager may also recommend
a change in the individual’'s compensation basethermuality of the individual’'s work.

WWwW.oiirj.org ISSN 224-9598




Online International Interdisciplinary Researchrdal, {Bi-Monthly}, ISSN 2249-9598, Volume-09, IsstD5, Sept-Oct 2019 Issue

The completed assessment form is usually reviewet agpproved by the appraiser’s
boss. During the fourth phase of performance reyvie manager and the subordinate
meet and review the appraisal form that the manlagemritten and talk about how well
the person performed over the past financial yddrthe end of the review, the
performance management process starts anew (Hbtite#605).

Review of Literature

Abukhalifeh and Som (2015)conducted a conceptual study on the topic “Service
Quality, Customer Satisfactions and RestaurantsfoReance Appraisal in Hotel
Industry" A review the staff restaurants processed their relationships with service
quality (SQ) and total quality management (TQM)restaurants, in the hotel industry.
More importantly, this study applies a new modeltfee restaurants, SQ measurement
that incorporates restaurant's staff performancenSQ level measurement. This new
SQ for customer satisfaction model, in turn, cannbegrated directly into the hospitality
TQM operation since SQ is a basic component of TQMs new model prevails over
the traditional SQ models in several areas. Hingt,new model is more comprehensive.
Also, the new model reflects the actual SQ situakietter.

Saeed and Shah (2016in their study titled “Impact of Performance Apmali on
Employees: Motivation in Islamic Banking” examinettie relationship between
performance appraisals on employee’s motivatiolslaimic banking. Islamic banking is
a new phenomenon in the Asian nation as Pakistagcesly in this decade, with the aim
to execute Shariah based human resource practicethair usage. For analysis, linear
regression and spearman’s correlation techniquee wennected through IBM SPSS
programming. A result of correlation and regressiovestigation shows that there is
general positive relationship of performance amadaion employee’s motivation in
Islamic banking. The findings of the study concldidthat performance appraisal
absolutely impact on employees motivation in Isabanks.

Ismail, Mohamed, and Rayee (2017)conducted study “Relationship between
performance appraisal communication, proceduraicgisind job satisfaction” examined
the effect of performance appraisal communicatiod grocedural justice on job
satisfaction using 99 usable questionnaires celterom employees who work at public
tertiary educational institutions in East Malaysldne outcomes of stepwise regression
analysis showed that relationship between feedbielkfment and procedural justice
significantly correlated with job satisfaction. sum, this result demonstrates that the
ability of appraisers to appropriately provide feadk and treatment will strongly invoke
appraises’ feelings of procedural justice and mhég/ lead to an enhanced job satisfaction
in the organization studied.

Objectives of the Study

To study the influence of select demographic véemdgender, age, marital status,
working department, experience, and qualificatiorPerformance Appraisal in hotels.
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Hypothesis of the Study

H,—Select demographic variables (gender, age, masitus, working department,
experience, qualification) have an impact on Perforce Appraisals among Five Star
Hotels in Jordan.

Sample

This study was based on five-stars rated hotelspieration in South Area of Jordan
(Agaba, Petra, Dead sea) and around 18 Hotels chersen.

Statistical Tools employed

The study employed statistical tools in order talgre the data. The tools used for the
study were descriptive statistics tools like petaga, mean and standard deviation and
One Sample t-test, ANOVA and ANCOVA.

Procedure

Performance appraisal was measured using the ri@UPerformance Appraisal System
(CPAS).

Results of Data Analysis and Interpretation

Gender and Current Performance Appraisal System
Table 1(a): Mean and other descriptive statisticsfanale and female respondentd on
various components and total CPAS

Components of CPASGender N Mean Std. Std.
Deviation Error
Satisfaction Male 173 23.56 4,861 .370
Female 90 23.94 3.773 .398
Credibility Male 173 17.94 4.580 .348
Female 90 18.20 4,256 449
Objectivity Male 173 15.73 2.626 .200
Female 90 15.84 2.389 252
Awareness Male 173 16.29 2.606 .198
Female 90 15.81 2.365 .249
Fairness Male 173 16.41 2.435 .185
Female 90 16.24 2.442 257
Total CPAS Male 173 89.94 11.892 .904
Female 90 90.04 9.988 1.053

Table 1(b): Results of Independent samples ‘t’ testfor Mean scores of male and
female respondents on various components and tot@8PAS

Components of CPAS t-test for Equality of Means
t df Sig. (2-] Mean
tailed) Difference
Satisfaction -.653 261 514 -.384
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Credibility -.444 261 .658 -.258
Objectivity -.333 261 .739 -.110
Awareness 1.473| 261 142 484
Fairness 524 261 .601 .166
CPAS total -.070 261 944 -.102

Gender of the respondents was found to have ndfisamt influence over individual
components of CPAS and total CPAS. All the obtdihevalues for mean difference
between male and female respondents were foune tooh-significant. The t values
obtained for satisfaction (t=0.653; p=.514), crddib (t=.444; p=.658), objectivity
(F=.333; p=.739), awareness (t=1.473; p=.142),neas (F=0.524; p=.601) and for total
CPAS scores (t=.070; p=.944) were all found to te-significant indicating a statistical
similarity in the mean scores of the male and femraspondents working in five star
hotels of Jordan.

Age and Current Performance Appraisal System

Table 2(a): Mean and other descriptive statistics forespondents in different groups
on various components and total CPAS

Components of Age groups N Mean Std. Std. Error
CPAS (years) Deviation
Satisfaction 18-25 87 24.18 4.342 465
26-35 96 23.36 3.963 405
36-45 58 23.31 5.576 732
OVER 46 22 24.18 4.415 941
Total 263 | 23.69 4.515 278
18-25 87 18.31 4.378 469
26-35 96 17.84 4.354 444
Credibility 26-45 58 17.88 4,592 .603
OVER46 22 18.14 5.167 1.102
Total 263 | 18.03 4.465 275
18-25 87 16.15 2.504 .268
Objectivity 26-35 96 15.38 2.429 248
26-45 58 15.95 2.698 .354
OVER 46 22 15.55 2.668 .569
Total 263 | 15.77 2.543 157
Awareness 18-25 87 16.20 2.322 .249
26-35 96 16.09 2.534 .259
26-45 58 15.90 2.808 .369
OVER 46 22 16.64 2.647 .564
Total 263 | 16.13 2.532 156
Fairness 18-25 87 16.28 2.688 .288
26-35 96 16.21 2.353 240
26-45 58 16.34 2.189 287
OVER 46 22 17.32 2.276 485
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Total 263 | 16.35 2.434 .150
Total CPAS 18-25 87 91.11 11.614 1.245
26-35 96 88.89 10.364 1.058
26-45 58 89.38 12.455 1.635
OVER 46 22 91.82 10.312 2.199
Total 263 | 89.98 11.257 .694

Table 2(b): Results of one-way ANOVA for mean scoeeof respondents in different
age groups on various components and total CPAS

Components of Source off Sum of | df Mean F Sig.
CPAS variation Squares Square
Satisfaction Between Groups  45.070 3 15.023 .735| .532
Within Groups 5294.984 259 20.444
Total 5340.053 262
Between Groups | 11.734 3 3.911 194 | .900
Credibility Within Groups 5212.023 259 20.124
Total 5223.757 262
Between Groups | 30.455 3 10.152 1.580 .195
Objectivity Within Groups 1663.857 259 6.424
Total 1694.312 262
Awareness Between Groups  9.300 3 3.100 .481| .696
Within Groups 1670.305 259 6.449
Total 1679.605 262
Fairness Between Groups  23.025 3 7.675 1.300.275
Within Groups 1529.089 259 5.904
Total 1552.114 262
Total CPAS Between Groups  322.345 3 107.448 .846| .470
Within Groups 32879.518 259 126.948
Total 33201.863 262

When the influence of age on CPAS was verified ugloone-way ANOVA, one way
ANOVA revealed non-significant mean differences &irthe individual components of
CPAS and for total CPAS of employees working inefigtar hotels. The F values
obtained for components-satisfaction (F=0.735; p2)5 credibility (F=0.194; p=.900),
objectivity (F=1.580; p=.195), awareness (F=.48%,6p6), Fairness (F=1.30; p=.275)
and for total CPAS scores (F=.846; p=.470) weréaaihd to be non-significant. In other
words, the respondents in different age groups3e2d, 26-35, 36-45 and over 46 years
had statistically similar scores on individual campnts of CPAS and total CPAS.

Experience and Current Performance Appraisal System
Table 3(a): Mean and other descriptive statisticsfaespondents with varied years of

experience on various components and total CPAS
Components  of| Experience | N Mean Std. Std.
CPAS in years Deviation Error
Satisfaction <5 124 23.43 4.483 403
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5-10 78 23.78 4.535 513
11-15 40 24.43 4,278 .676
15+ 21 23.52 5.192 1.133
Total 263 23.69 4.515 278
<5 124 17.25 | 4.462 401
5-10 78 19.60 | 3.488 .395
Credibility 11-15 40 17.40 | 5.178 .819
15+ 21 18.00 | 5.040 1.100
Total 263 18.03 4.465 275
<5 124 15.60 2.671 .240
Objectivity 5-10 78 15.85 2.353 .266
11-15 40 16.53 2.100 .332
15+ 21 15.10 3.015 .658
Total 263 15.77 2.543 157
Awareness <5 124 16.05 2.399 215
5-10 78 15.94 2.689 .304
11-15 40 16.68 2.269 .359
15+ 21 16.29 3.149 .687
Total 263 16.13 2.532 .156
Fairness <5 124 16.14 2.630 .236
5-10 78 16.29 2.286 .259
11-15 40 17.05 1.797 .284
15+ 21 16.52 2.713 592
Total 263 16.35 2.434 .150
Total CPAS <5 124 88.46 12.085 1.085
5-10 78 91.46 10.683 1.210
11-15 40 92.08 8.325 1.316
15+ 21 89.43 12.464 2.720
Total 263 89.98 11.257 .694

Note: mean values with different superscripts agaifscantly different from each other
as indicated by Scheffe’s post hoc test

Table 3(b): Results of one-way ANOVA for mean scoseof respondents with varied
years of experience on various components and totl@PAS

Components | Source of | Sum of | df Mean F Sig.
of CPAS variation Squares Square
Satisfaction Between Groups  31.398 3 10.466 511 675
Within Groups 5308.655 259 20.497 | - '
Total 5340.053 262
Between Groups| 284.227 3 94.742 4.968 002
Credibility Within Groups 4939.529 259 19.072| '
Total 5223.757 262
Between Groups| 36.535 3 12.178 1903 130
Objectivity Within Groups 1657.777 259 6.401 ' '
Total 1694.312 262
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Awareness Between Groups  16.155 3 5.385 838 474
Within Groups 1663.450 259 6.423 | ° '
Total 1679.605 262

Fairness Between Groups  26.089 3 8.696
Within Groups | 1526.025 | 259 5892 | 476 | 221
Total 1552.114 262

Total CPAS Between Groups  639.762 3 213.254
Within Groups | 32562.101 | 259 125.722| 1696 | 168
Total 33201.863 262

Experience of the employees working in five stareloodid not have significance over
their CPAS either in individual components or taT®AS scores except for credibility

component. In credibility component, one way ANOV&vealed significant mean

difference between employees with experience of5<bQ, 11-15 and above 15 years.
The F value obtained for component credibility wia868 with the significance level of

.002 level. The mean credibility scores of the eayipés with experience of <5, 5-10, 11-
15 and above 15 years were 17.25, 19.60, 17.4018xA0 respectively. Further,

Scheffe’s post hoc test revealed that employeels @iperience of 5-10 and above 15
years had higher credibility scores compared toleyags with <5 and 11-15 years of
experience.

However, the F values obtained for componentsfaatisn (F=.511; p=.800), objectivity
(F=1.903; p=.130), awareness (F=.838; p=.474)néasis (F=1.476; p=.221) and for total
CPAS scores (F=1.696; p=.168), were all found tanbme-significant. In other words,
employees with varied years of experience hadssitally equal scores on individual
components of CPAS and total CPAS scores excetéalibility

Educational Qualifications and Current PerformanceAppraisal System

Table 4(a): Mean and other descriptive statistics forespondents with varied
educational qualification on various components andbtal CPAS

Components of Educational N Mean | Std. Std. Error
CPAS gualification Deviation
Satisfaction High School 91 23.53 4.293 450
Diploma 70 23.47 3.744 448
Bachelor's Degree | 82 23.83 5.513 .609
Master’'s Degree 20 24.65 3.453 A72
Total 263 23.69 4.515 278
High School 91 17.80 4.554 AT7
Diploma 70 18.34 3.974 A75
Credibility Bachelor's Degree | 82 17.84 4.809 531
Master’s Degree 20 18.75 4411 .986
Total 263 18.03 4.465 275
High School 91 15.89 2.505 .263
Objectivity Diploma 70 15.54 2.301 275
Bachelor's Degree | 82 15.95 2.858 316
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Master’'s Degree 20 15.30 2.179 A87
Total 263 15.77 2.543 157
Awareness High School 91 16.09 2.355 247
Diploma 70 15.76 2.349 .281
Bachelor's Degree | 82 16.27 2.969 .328
Master’s Degree 20 17.05 1.731 .387
Total 263 16.13 2.532 .156
Fairness High School 91 16.40 2.032 213
Diploma 70 16.31 2.540 .304
Bachelor's Degree | 82 16.38 2.849 315
Master’'s Degree 20 16.20 2.016 451
Total 263 16.35 2.434 .150
Total CPAS High School 91 89.70 11.745 1.231
Diploma 70 89.43 9.836 1.176
Bachelor's Degree | 82 90.27 12.718 1.404
Master’s Degree 20 91.95 6.871 1.536
Total 263 89.98 11.257 .694

Table 4(b): Results of one-way ANOVA for mean scoseof respondents with varied
educational qualification on various components andbtal CPAS

Components of Source off Sum of | df Mean F Sig.

CPAS variation Squares Square

Satisfaction Between Groups  25.769 3 8.590 419 240
Within Groups 5314.284 259 20.518 |- '
Total 5340.053 262
Between Groups | 24.857 3 8.286 413 244

Credibility Within Groups 5198.900 259 20.073 |° '
Total 5223.757 262
Between Groups | 12.034 3 4.011 618 604

Objectivity Within Groups 1682.277 259 6.495 |° '
Total 1694.312 262

Awareness Between Groups  28.389 3 9.463 1.484 219
Within Groups 1651.216 259 6.375 ' '
Total 1679.605 262

Fairness Between Groups .790 3 .263 044 988
Within Groups 1551.324 259 5990 |° '
Total 1552.114 262

Total CPAS Between Groups 112.684 3 37.561
Within Groups | 33089.179 | 259 127.757 | %94 | 830
Total 33201.863 262

When the influence of education on CPAS was vetifleough one-way ANOVA, one
way ANOVA revealed non-significant mean differencésr all the individual
components of CPAS and for total CPAS of employddse F values obtained for
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components-satisfaction (F=0.419; p=.740), creitybi{F=0.413; p=.744), objectivity
(F=.618; p=.604), awareness (F=1.484; p=.219)nEas (F=.044; p=.988) and for total
CPAS scores (F=.294; p=.830) were all found to @e-significant. In other words, the
respondents with different educational qualificatighigh school, diploma, bachelors and
masters had statistically similar scores on indisidcomponents of CPAS and total
CPAS.

To test this hypothesis, and to detect the efféth® Secondary variables (gender, age,
Current Position, length of service, Education)Rerformance Appraisals among Five
star Hotels, ANCOVA analysis was used. To validdite hypothesis, the univariate

analysis test for impact of independent variabfgfler, age, Current Position, length of
service, Education) on the performance appraisdiven star hotels among cities were

used, since the data is non-normal distributions.

Table 5: The Results Analysis of variance assocet (ANCOVA) on a scale of
Performance Appraisals among Five star Hotels in Jolan

City Independent Type Mean _

variable sum df squares F. sig
squares

Aqgaba intercept 29.643 1 29.643 256.066 .000
Age .002 1 .002 .021 .884
Gender .066 1 .066 .570 452
Length of Service| .050 1 .050 432 513
Current position .002 1 .002 .014 .908
Education 494 1 494 4.266 .042

Petra Intercept 22.667 1 22.667 210.135 .000
Age 1.357 1 1.357 12.583| .001
Gender 5.739 1 5.739 .001 .98
Length of Service| .246 1 246 2.278 136
Current position .606 1 .606 5.618 .021
Education 136 1 .136 1.256 .266

Dead Sea intercept 30.464 1 30.464 193.480 .000
Age .074 1 .074 469 495
Gender .001 1 .001 .007 .933
Length of Service| .480 1 480 3.046 .084
Current position 317 1 317 2.011 159
Education .083 1 .083 525 470

DISCUSSION

Major findings of the study

* Gender did not have significant influence over@werent Performance Appraisal
System both in individual components and total CPAS

» Age of the respondents did not have significantuerice over the Current
Performance Appraisal System both in individual poments and total CPAS
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» Experience of employees had significant influeneernly credibility factor of
CPAS, employees with experience of 5-10 and abdweydars had higher
credibility scores compared to employees with <& ai-15 years of experience.

* Education of the respondents did not have sigmficafluence over the Current
Performance Appraisal System both in individual ponents and total CPAS

According to ANCOVA table 5, education had a sigiaiht impact on the Performance
Appraisal within Agaba Hotels and other independesriables such as age, gender,
current position and length of service had no $icgmt impact on the Performance
Appraisal.

In case of hotels in Petra, both age and gendesigadficant effect on the Performance
Appraisal but Gender, education and current positiad no significant effect on the
Performance Appraisal. In term of Dead Sea hotdlsyariables age, gender, current
position, length of service, and education had igaificant effect on the Performance
Appraisal.

Hence, this hypothesis was accepted for impactdoic&tion on Performance Appraisals
at Agaba Hotels. In addition, this hypothesis waxeated for impact of age and Current
Position on Performance Appraisals at Petra Hotalsontrast, this hypothesis was
rejected for impact of (gender, age, Current Rasjtlength of service, Education) on
Performance Appraisals at Dead Sea Hotels.

Hypothesis formulated for the present study isateg as gender, age, education of the
employees did not have significant influence owelividual components of CPAS and of
total CPAS. However, only for the credibility factof CPAS H is accepted as
experience of the employees had significant infbgen

Conclusion

Taylor and Zawacki (1976) observed that an orgaioi@za success or failure may be
determined by the ways in which performance is gadaThe essence of Performance
Management is the organization of work to achiepgnmum results and this involves
attention to both process and people. When it edusell, performance management
would contribute to organization success, and ah,sis a vital management function
(Radnor & McGuire, 2004). Performance managemevilwes performance appraisal.
Hence, the study focused on determining the factbed influenced performance
appraisal in five star hotels of Jordan. The factoere determined, assessed and were
analyzed which showed that gender, age, Currenti®tgdength of service did not have
an impact on performance appraisal of five staelsodf Jordan but education had an
impact on performance appraisal of five star hotéldordan. The researcher suggested
for a wider study on the influence of demographaciables on various components of
CPAS as this study found that hypothesis formuldtad been rejected. More or less
wider study on this may help in getting a bettedenstanding of the influence of
demographic variables on CPAS.
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