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ABSTRACT   

This study investigated the impact of members of the South African (SA) Army’s perceived fairness of the 
performance assessment on their public service motivation. The theoretical framework consisted of 
organisational justice and public service motivation theories. A quantitative approach and cross-sectional 
correlation design were used to investigate the problem and provide an answer to the research question. Data 
were collected using a self-administered questionnaire administered to 200 active members of the SA Army. 
Pearson’s product‒moment correlation was performed to measure the mean overall scores of performance 
assessment fairness and public service motivation, and independent samples t-tests and ANOVAs were 
performed to measure the differences according to gender, age group and rank. The findings indicated a weak 
positive correlation between the performance assessments and public service motivation of members in the SA 
Army. Despite the low levels of perception of fairness of performance assessments, employees had high levels 
of public service motivation.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The perceived unfairness of a performance assessment system may have a negative impact 

on public service motivation. In research performed on the Namibian Defence Force by 

Hangula (2010:17), it was found that members of the Force perceived the performance 

assessment applied in the department as ineffective. In a study conducted by Flowers 

(2014:13), the challenges in performance assessments of United States Army State 

Reserves were found to include the late submission of performance assessments because 

of the laziness of commanders, the lack of technology in the department to execute 

performance assessments, and a lack of time to perform assessments, due to work 

overload. According to Flowers (2014:17), these challenges have a negative impact on the 

reserves’ motivational levels, as they perceive the performance assessments as ineffective, 

not transparent, and uncertain, due to a lack of interaction between the commander and the 

subordinate, as well as a lack of job clarity and accountability. 

Thantsa (2013:125), in research on the South African Military Health Service, found that a 

lack of knowledge regarding performance assessments was evident in management, and 

concluded that management required training in the assessment process, in order to be able 

to lead others in its execution. Dube (2014:108), in a study on the Department of Defence 

regarding the effectiveness of performance assessments, found that 48% of members of the 

Defence Force did not participate in performance assessment. There was a lack of 

commitment among members to execute assessments, as they believed that performance 

assessment did not add value to their performance, because of a lack of participation in the 

process.  

Members of the SA Army face increasing demands in internal and external operations within 

and across South Africa’s borders Bell & Martin (2012:111). Their responsibilities include 

peace-keeping operations, facilitating political processes, protecting civilians, assisting with 

disarmament, supporting elections, and restoring the rule of law Cilliers (2014:6). Members 

of the Army are therefore obliged to stay motivated and disciplined and to achieve the goals 

set by the policies and procedures of the Department of Defence Cilliers (2014:16). 

Members of the Army need to be committed and maintain high morale, and they require faith 

in their ability to achieve their goals during peace-keeping operations Cilliers (2014:6). To 

enhance their own performance, they need to perceive performance assessment as a fair 

process and must be given regular feedback on their progress, to increase their motivation 

Woods & West (2014). The performance assessment system is, therefore, of cardinal 

importance in keeping members of the Army motivated. The process should include 
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continuous monitoring of performance, keeping records of their performance - whether 

positive or negative and actions for their development Khan (2013). 

Members of the Army are willing to sacrifice their lives to defend the country, even leaving 

their loved ones behind to fulfil their public duties. Syamsir (2016:34) notes that people 

volunteer to serve in the public service because they have the inner desire to serve the 

public. They hold public service values and are eager to provide outstanding service to the 

public. Although Thantsa (2013), Dube (2014) and Terblanche (2007) researched 

performance assessment in the SA Army, no previous research has investigated the impact 

of the perceived fairness of the performance assessment system on public service 

motivation. No study has been conducted on the public service motivation levels of members 

of the SA Army.  

Based on the above, the problem statement of the present study was that the unfair 

execution of performance assessments negatively impacts public service motivation. The 

research question was: What is the impact of members of the SA Army’s perceived fairness 

of performance assessments on their public service motivation?  

The conceptual/theoretical framework outlined below focuses on the two constructs 

perceived fairness of the performance assessment system and public service motivation. 

The framework is followed by an outline of the empirical investigation conducted; after that, 

the results are reported and discussed. 

2. CONCEPTUAL/THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

A performance assessment is an instrument of performance management, used to assess 

employee performance towards the improvement of organisational effectiveness Park 

(2014:388). According to literature, performance assessments are supported by theories 

such as expectancy theory, equity theory, and goal-setting theory (Estes & Polnick 2012:3; 

Maloa 2016:69-70; Miner 2015:94, 134, 159; Mwale 2016:16, 18, 22; Musonda 2014:15;  

Steyn & Mashaba 2014:382; Renko, Kroeck & Bullough 2012:50). The fairness of the 

performance assessment is based on organisational justice theory. Organisational justice 

and public service motivation served as the theoretical framework for this study and were 

used to measure the perceived fairness of performance assessment and the resultant 

impact on public service motivation ( Poon 2012; Savolainen 2012; Woods & West 2014). 
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2.1 Organisational justice 

Limited research has been conducted on how fair employees perceive performance 

assessments impact organisational justice Celik (2014). Organisational justice, as stated by 

Poon (2012), refers to how employees perceive fairness in the organisation. According to 

Dusterhoff, Cunningham, and MacGregor (2014:265), previous research studies found that 

how performance results are accepted by employees of the SA Army emanates from their 

perceptions of fairness regarding the performance assessment process. They further posit 

that an organisational justice perspective influences the understanding of reactions to 

performance assessment Dusterhoff et al. (2014:266). The public service (which includes 

the SA Army) is ideally suited to testing the relationship between organisational justice and 

public service motivation, as these entities require members to be intrinsically motivated to 

deliver a service Ledimo & Hlongwane (2014:1). Intrinsic motivation relates to the inner 

desire of a person to execute a task, and feeling fulfilled when having completed the task 

Alonso (2014:26).  

According to Matlala (2011:28), judging fairness requires consideration of two aspects: 

balance and correctness. Fairness enhances employees’ commitment, job satisfaction, and 

performance, resulting in enhanced organisational performance. Perceived organisational 

injustice has a negative impact on employees’ motivation to satisfy the public’s needs 

Dusterhoff et al. (2014:266). Doubt is created when employees feel that they are unable to 

cope with their circumstances and that their support structures cannot be trusted, and these 

feelings increase the amount of internal conflict they experience and decrease their sense of 

enrichment Diner (2014:19). Miner (2015) categorises organisational justice into procedural 

justice, distributive justice and interactional justice. International justice is subdivided into two 

categories, namely interpersonal justice and informational justice.  

2.1.1 Procedural justice 

Procedural justice refers to the fairness of procedures of organisational systems, in this 

instance, the performance assessment process of the SA Army. Matlala (2011:30) notes that 

employees perceive procedural justice when the outcomes of policies and procedures are 

fair. Management of the SA Army also needs to display fairness in their actions, and they 

must be able to show how they reached the results of performance assessments Rahman, 

Shahzad, Mustafa, Khan & Qurashi (2016:189). Elements of procedural justice, identified by 

Sudin (2011:1243) that promote fairness of the performance assessment process in an 

organisation include two-way communication, trust in the supervisor, clear expectations, and 

employees understanding the performance assessment process. Employees will perceive 
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the performance assessment procedures as fair when supervisors are seen to avoid making 

assessment errors (Celik 2014). Staff members perceiving performance assessment 

procedures as unfair will negatively impact their job satisfaction and commitment to the 

organisation and society, and increase their intention to quit Dusterhoff et al. (2014:266).  

2.1.2 Distributive justice 

Distributive justice is defined as the fair distribution of rewards for performance (Celik 2014; 

Poon 2012). Woods and West (2014) add that distributive justice is also concerned with the 

fairness of the distribution of rewards in comparison to others. In this regard, Celik (2014) 

found a weak negative association between perceived distributive justice and public service 

motivation. Matlala (2011:32) found that employees experience the distribution of rewards as 

biased when the reward system favours senior management while junior employees are the 

ones doing the work. Dube (2014) found that members of the SA Army are of the view that 

the distribution of rewards is not done according to their performance, but to give everyone a 

chance to receive rewards, regardless of performance. This perception has a direct negative 

effect on their motivation Dube (2014). 

Omboi (2011:22) identified two aspects related to distributive justice in performance 

assessments, namely decision norms (equity) and the goals of the manager. Normative 

decision-making focuses on the outcomes of decisions in terms of upholding social norms 

Omboi (2011:23), with recipients readily believing that the distributions were fair, irrespective 

of their personal performance. These norms influence managers’ to the extent that they feel 

obliged to develop performance assessments that are in line with the norms, even if this may 

be unfair to some employees being rated Omboi (2011:23). Secondly, managers’’ personal 

goals have an influence on perceptions of the fairness of performance assessments. 

Employees will perceive assessments as fair when they feel that the manager is motivating 

them and trying to improve their performance or capabilities Omboi (2011:23).  

Maimela (2015:28) advises that distributions need to be fair and consistent across 

employees to avoid negative perceptions, demotivation, and conflict. In support, Matlala 

(2011:31) adds that employees must be allowed to participate in decisions about the 

distribution of rewards, to enhance their positive perceptions of the fairness of performance 

assessment and increase their public service motivation. 

2.1.3 Interactional justice 

Interactional justice in performance assessments refers to the fairness of the treatment 

employees receive during the assessment process Dusterhoff et al. (2014:266). Matlala 

(2011:33) defines interactional justice as the decision-maker treating the employee with 
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respect and dignity during social interaction, and providing feedback in a constructive 

manner. Omboi (2011:23) further divides interactional justice into interpersonal justice and 

informational justice. Interpersonal justice focuses on the fairness of treatment when 

evaluating employees, meaning that employees need to be treated with sensitivity by their 

supervisors. Supervisors need to have empathy with the outcomes and use expressions of 

remorse in cases of negative feedback, to create the perception of fairness Omboi 

(2011:23). According to Dusterhoff et al. (2014:266), the information provided to employees 

must be clear in terms of performance expectations, standards, and reasons for decisions. 

Perceptions of informational justice are based on employees’ perceptions of supervisors’ 

honesty, sincerity, and logic, and clarity in setting performance goals and standards 

Dusterhoff et al. (2014:266).  

2.2 Public service motivation 

Ritz, Brewer, and Neumann (2016:25) note that people are the key resource in public 

service organisations, and, for these organisation to perform well, employees need to be 

motivated to perform. Managers of the public service have to reinforce the attractiveness of 

their efforts to attract, retain, and reward public servants equally, as the public service is in 

direct competition with the private sector in the employment of high-performance individuals 

Ritz et al. (2016:25).  

Jensen and Andersen (2015) posit that individuals with high levels of service motivation tend 

to be attracted to environments where they can satisfy this need, especially if they want to 

help people and are committed to serving public interests and values. Public service 

motivation is regarded by Syamsir (2016:33) as a required characteristic of public servants. 

Jensen and Andersen (2015) describe public service motivation as a specific type of 

motivation that is directed at providing a public service and is encouraged by the perceived 

fairness of performance assessments. 

According to Frey, Homberg and Osterloh (2013:961), performance assessments’ fairness is 

linked to public service motivation, as the outcomes of the assessments have an impact on 

the motivation levels of public servants. According to Park (2014:390), previous research in 

this area focused more on the private sector, rather than the public sector. Mwale (2016:43) 

argues that perceptions of fairness of performance assessments in the public service are 

negatively influenced by factors such as how these are interpreted, the tendency of 

supervisors to share information in a restricted manner, and assessment outcomes being 

vulnerable to manipulation. Zhu and Wu (2016) postulate that, although numerous studies 
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have been conducted to determine whether there is a link between perceived fairness of 

performance assessments and public service motivation, the results have been inconclusive.  

Karić (2015) posits that public service motivation theory is supported by self-determination 

theory. In the many studies conducted on public service motivation, the theory of self-

determination was not applied Andrews (2016). Self-determination is of critical importance in 

understanding public service motivation because every person has the desire to satisfy basic 

needs and wants, and to be in control of his or her life. The three aspects of self-

determination are: autonomy, competence, and relatedness, and are influenced by intrinsic 

motivation Andrews (2016). Autonomy is displayed when a person takes his or her own 

decisions on important matters Zahra & Jadoon (2016). Competence is evident in a person 

performing tasks successfully and effectively Clerkin & Coggburn (2012:213). Career 

development programmes and positive feedback that confirm competence, acknowledging 

feelings and fostering cooperation, satisfy the need for relatedness Andrews (2016:245). In 

the public sector, these individuals are determined and intrinsically motivated to serve the 

public. They relate to and are attracted to public service, and, through training, can work 

autonomously and use initiative Andrews (2016). Clerkin and Coggburn (2012:213) found 

that public service motivation consists of four dimensions, namely attraction to public 

service, commitment to public values, compassion, and self-sacrifice. 

2.2.1 Attraction to public service 

Gershwin (2014:16) states that public service motivation is not exclusive to those in the 

public service, but that this type of motivation is indeed more prevalent in the public service. 

Attraction to public service is linked to job satisfaction and enhancement of a sense of self-

importance derived from, e.g., playing a role in the desired policy change Clerkin & 

Coggburn (2012:213). Attraction to public service is a desire to satisfy one’s personal needs 

while at the same time serving the public’s interests Kim & Vandenabeele (2010:10). An 

intense intrinsic desire to be part of the public service is called a ‘public service ethic’ 

Gershwin (2014:22). These individuals are attracted to the public service to challenge 

perceptions that this service is self-interested and display high levels of motivation, 

trustworthiness, and productivity. 

Syamsir (2016:33) postulates that individuals with high levels of public service motivation are 

more attracted to serving the public than those working in the private sector. Mihalcioiu 

(2011) posits that public service organisations such as the SA Army are perceived as a 

place of safety by those who have few skills and lack motivation. These persons are 

attracted to the public service because of the benefits and high salaries offered.  
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2.2.2 Commitment to public values 

Commitment to public values involves normative motives that engender a sense of loyalty 

towards the government and communities Clerkin & Coggburn (2012:213). Social and 

cultural norms and values are associated with norm-based motivation, evident in 

commitment to civic duty and compassion Yousaf, Zafar & Abi Ellahi (2014). This motivation 

is born of a personal disposition of longing to be a part of society and to fulfil obligations 

deriving from it. The resultant commitment culminates in the pursuit of attaining and 

upholding public values Kim (2012). 

2.2.3 Compassion 

In the public service, compassion is related to affective commitment to an important social 

programme Clerkin & Coggburn (2012:2013). Kim and Vandenabeele (2010:10) note that 

compassion is a public service motive that entails love and concern for others and a desire 

to protect them. However, they highlight that some public servants feel that those in need 

are not willing to take the first step towards a better life, and consequently show a lack of 

compassion towards these indivduals.  

2.2.4 Self-sacrifice 

Self-sacrifice is individuals’ unconditional belief in the value of serving society, without 

consideration for the consequences to themselves Clerkin & Coggburn (2012:213). Affective 

motives are associated with the desire to self-sacrifice Yousaf et al. (2014), and people who 

value self-sacrifice do good to others to improve the well-being of the community, and also to 

satisfy their own inner needs Kim & Vandenabeele (2010:9). These individuals have a strong 

public service motivation to sacrifice their own needs, without reward (Kim & Vandenabeele 

2010:9; Wright, Christensen & Isett 2013:12).  

The next section provides a discussion of the current empirical investigation.  

3. EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION 

3.1 Aim of the investigation  

This study aimed to investigate the impact of the perceived fairness of performance 

assessments on the public service motivation of members of the SA Army, in order to 

provide recommendations for improvement. 

3.2 Research design and strategy  

The researcher used a quantitative research method and correlational research strategy. 
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3.3 Measuring instrument 

The questionnaire consisted of three sections. 

Section 1: Demographic information 

This section collected data on the demographic characteristics of the sample, which included 

the respondents’, gender, age group and rank. These were used as control variables to 

establish whether there were differences in the means scores of perceived performance 

assessments fairness and public service motivation gender, age groups and ranks. 

Section 2: Perceived Performance Assessment Fairness Questionnaire 

This questionnaire was adapted from the questionnaire developed by Colquitt (2001:389). 

The perceived performance assessment fairness questionnaire consisted of four factors that 

determined fairness, namely procedural justice (seven items), distributive justice (four items), 

interpersonal justice (four items), and informational justice (five items).  The 20 items were 

rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a very great extent). 

Section 3: Public Service Motivation Questionnaire 

The International Public Service Motivation Questionnaire developed by Kim, Vandenabeele, 

Wright, Andersen, Cerase, Christensen, Desmarais, Koumenta, Leisink, Liu, and 

Palidauskaite (2012) was used to measure the members of the SA Army’s perceived public 

service motivation levels. The questionnaire consists of 16 items measuring four factors on a 

five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree): attraction to public service 

(four items), commitment to public values (four items), compassion (four items), and self-

sacrifice (four items). 

3.4 Sampling 

The target population for this research study consisted of 416 members of the SA Army in 

three military units: the Joint Tactical Headquarters North-West, 10 South African Infantry 

Battalion (both situated in Mafikeng), and 2 South African Infantry Battalion (Zeerust). A 

simple random sampling technique was used, and the selection of respondents was drawn 

from the payroll. A total of 200 questionnaires were personally distributed to respondents, 

and 199 questionnaires were completed and returned, yielding an excellent response rate of 

99%.  

3.5 Ethical considerations 

The principal researcher obtained permission from Joint Operations Tactical Headquarters, 

North-West, to conduct this study. A letter of introduction was sent to the respondents, 
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requesting their participation in the study. The questionnaires distributed to the respondents 

contained an introductory section explaining the aim of the study, as well as that they would 

remain anonymous, together with a letter of consent, which they had to sign. Anonymity was 

protected by having the respondents return the completed questionnaires in sealed 

envelopes. The university granted ethical clearance and approval to conduct the study.   

3.6 Trustworthiness aspects 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated to determine the reliability and validity of the 

scales. The alpha coefficient varies between 0 and 1, where 0 indicates no correlation or 

internal consistency, and 1 indicates a perfect correlation and complete internal consistency 

Bryman & Bell (2014). The Cronbach’s alphas for the two measuring instruments are 

reported in Table 1. 

Table 1: Cronbach’s alphas for the perceived performance assessment 
fairness scale and the public service motivation scale 

Organisational justice factors and scale 
Cronbach’s alpha Items 

Procedural justice 0.91 7 

Distributive justice 0.94 4 

Interpersonal justice 0.95 4 

Informational justice 0.91 5 

Total perceived performance assessment fairness scale  0.96 20  

Public service motivation factors and scale   

Attraction to public participation 0.92 4 

Commitment to public values 0.92 4 

Compassion 0.92 4 

Self-sacrifice 0.93 4 

Total public service motivation scale 0.97 16 

Source: van der Merwe (2018:62) 

The Cronbach’s alphas of the total perceived performance assessment fairness scale were 

0.96 and 0.97 for the overall public service motivation scale. The Cronbach’s alphas for all 

the factors were greater than the cut-off point of 0.70. Therefore, it was concluded that both 

scales were reliable and valid.  
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3.7 Data analysis 

The data collected from the self-administered questionnaires were captured on an Excel 

spreadsheet. Data analysis was performed using the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS) Version 25. Descriptive statistics were used to summarise the data in 

order to determine respondents’ demographic characteristics, perceptions of performance 

assessment fairness, and levels of public service motivation. An independent-sample t-test 

was used to determine whether there was a difference in the perceived performance 

assessment fairness and public service motivation mean scores of males and females. 

ANOVAs were performed to determine the differences in perceived performance 

assessment fairness and public service motivation mean scores between age groups and 

ranks. Pearson’s product‒moment correlation coefficient was computed to determine the 

strength of a linear relationship and to confirm the impact of perceived fairness of 

performance assessments on public service motivation. 

4. RESULTS 

The control variables used were gender, age group, and rank. The descriptive statistics of 

gender, age group and rank are reported in Table 2.  

Table 2: Descriptives of the control variables 

Variable: N % 

Gender 

Male 158 79.4 

Female 41 20.6 

Age group 

18-33 76 38.2 

34-41 23 11.6 

42-49 56 28.1 

58-65 44 22.2 

Rank 

Private 90 45.2 

Non-commissioned officer 95 47.7 

Commissioned officer 14 7.0 

Source: van der Merwe (2018:66-68) 

The mean score for the procedural justice factor (M = 1.89: SD = .874), distributive justice (M 

= 2.09; SD = 1.142), interpersonal justice factor (M = 2.47; SD = 1.188), informational justice 



Y VAN DER MERWE 
PA BOTHA 

Impact of employees’ perceived fairness of 
performance assessments on public service 
motivation 

 

 
Journal of Contemporary Management 
DHET accredited 
ISSN 1815-7440 

Volume 16 Issue 2 
2019 

Pages 405-429 

Page 12  

 

factor (M = 2.19; SD = 1.015) and perceived performance assessment fairness scale (M = 

2.16; SD = 0.904). The mean scores were for attraction to public participation factor (M = 

3,85; SD = 1.123), commitment to public values factor  (M = 3.95; SD = 1.131), compassion 

factor  (M = 4.02; SD = 1.100) and self-sacrifice factor (M =  4.01; SD = 1.070), while the 

mean score for the total public service motivation scale was (M = 3.96; SD = 1.000). The 

results of the descriptive analysis of the performance assessment fairnes and public service 

motivation items, factors and scale are depicted in Table 3.  

Table 3: Descriptive statistics of factors and items of the perceived 
performance assessment fairness scale and the public service 
motivation scale 

Items, factors and scales 
 
Items, subscales and scale  

N Min Max Mean SD 

1 Have you been able to express your views and feelings during the 
implementation of the performance management  
system? 

199 1 5 1.88 1.117 

2 Have you had influence over the performance assessment arrived at by 
the performance management system? 

199 1 5 1.85 1.061 

3 Has the performance management system been applied consistently? 199 1 5 1.97 1.139 

4 Has the performance management system been free of bias? 199 1 5 1.91 1.102 

5 Has the performance management system been based on accurate 
information? 

199 1 5 1.96 1.093 

6 Have you been able to appeal against the performance assessment 
arrived at by the performance management system? 

199 1 5 1.73 1.085 

7 Has the performance management system upheld ethical and moral 
standards? 

199 1 5 1.88 1.090 

Procedural justice factor 199 1 5 1.89 .874 

8 Does your performance assessment reflect the effort you have put into 
your work? 

199 1 5 2.11 1.228 

9 Is your performance assessment appropriate for the work you have 
completed? 

199 1 5 2.14 1.258 

10 Does your performance assessment reflect what you have contributed 
to the army? 

199 1 5 2.08 1.249 

11 Is your performance assessment justified, given your performance? 199 1 5 2.04 1.245 

Distributive justice factor 199 1 5 2.09 1.142 

12 Has he/she treated you in a polite manner? 199 1 5 2.43 1.253 

13 Has he/she treated you with dignity? 199 1 5 2.54 1.274 

14 Has he/she treated you with respect? 199 1 5 2.53 1.270 

15 Has he/she refrained from improper remarks or comments? 199 1 5 2.40 1.298 
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Items, factors and scales 
 
Items, subscales and scale  

N Min Max Mean SD 

Interpersonal justice factor 199 1 5 2.47 1.188 

16 Has he/she been candid in his/her communications with you? 199 1 5 2.30 1.226 

17 Has he/she explained the performance assessment system thoroughly? 199 1 5 2.20 1.193 

18 Were his/her explanations regarding the performance assessment 
system reasonable? 

199 1 5 2.15 1.188 

19 Has he/she communicated details of the performance assessment 
system promptly? 

199 1 5 2.20 1.255 

20 Has he/she seemed to tailor his/her communications to individuals' 
specific needs? 

199 1 5 2.10 1.073 

Informational justice factor 199 1 5 2.19 1.015 

Perceived  performance assessment fairness scale 199 1 5 2.16 .904 

1 I admire people who initiate or are involved in activities to aid my 
community 

199 1 5 3.71 1.300 

2 It is important to contribute to activities that tackle social problems 
199 1 5 3.81 1.256 

3 Meaningful public service is very important to me 
199 1 5 3.93 1.248 

4 It is important for me to contribute to the common good 
199 1 5 3.95 1.205 

Attraction to public participation factor 199 1 5 3.85 1.123 

5 I think equal opportunities for citizens are very important 
199 1 5 4.11 1.213 

6 It is important that citizens can rely on the continuous provision of public 
services 

199 1 5 3.87 1.299 

7 It is fundamental that the interests of future generations are taken into 
account when developing public policies 

199 1 5 3.91 1.294 

8 To act ethically is essential for public servants 
199 1 5 3.89 1.249 

Commitment to public values factor 199 1 5 3.95 1.131 

9 I feel sympathetic to the plight of the underprivileged 
199 1 5 3.90 1.266 

10 I empathise with other people who face difficulties 
199 1 5 3.97 1.204 

11 I get very upset when I see other people being treated unfairly 
199 1 5 4.11 1.241 

12 Considering the welfare of others is very important 
199 1 5 4.11 1.199 

Compassion factor 199 1 5 4.02 1.100 

13 I am prepared to make sacrifices for the good of society 
199 1 5 4.07 1.153 

14 I believe in putting civic duty before self 
199 1 5 3.94 1.179 
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Items, factors and scales 
 
Items, subscales and scale  

N Min Max Mean SD 

15 I am willing to risk a personal loss to help society 
199 1 5 3.92 1.228 

16 I would agree to a good plan to make a better life for the poor, even if it 
costs me 

199 1 5 4.10 1.126 

Self-sacrifice factor 199 1 5 4.01 1.070 

Public service motivation scale 
199 1 5 3.96 1.000 

Source: van der Merwe (2018:68-74) 

There was statistically no significant difference in the mean scores of perceived performance 

assessment fairness between males (M = 2.14, SD = .911) and females (M = 2.22, SD = 

.883) (See Table 4). This difference,  -0.077 BCa 95% CI [-0.390 to 0.236] was practically 

not significant t (197) = -.49, p = 0.84 and showed a small-sized effect, d = -0.08. Also, there 

was statistically no significant difference in the mean scores of public service motivation 

between males (M = 3.91, SD = 1.028) and females (M = 4.15, SD = .868). However, this 

difference, -0.242 BCa 95% CI [-0.586 to 0.103] was practically significant t (197) = -1.382, p 

= 015 and showed a large-sized effect, d = -0.25. 

Table 4: Independent-samples t-test to measure the differences in 
perceived performance assessment fairness and public service 
motivation mean scores between males and females 

 
Levene's 
Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means  

F Sig. T Df Sig. 
(2-
tailed
) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 

Cohen’s 
d-values 

Lower Upper  

Perceived  
performance 
asessment 
fairness 
scale 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.039 .844 -.486 197 .627 -.077 .159 -.390 .236 -0.08 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  -.495 63.890 .622 -.077 .156 -.388 .234  

Public 
service 
motivation  
scale 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

2.116 .147 -1.382 197 .169 -.242 .175 -.586 .103 -0.25 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  -1.525 71.932 .132 -.242 .158 -.557 .074  

Source: van der Merwe (2018:76-77) 
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Due to the small representation of only eight respondents in the age group 18-25, this age 

group was combined with age group 26-33. Also, age group 50-57 was combined with age 

group 58-65 (with only three respondents). Therefore, the respondents were divided into four 

age groups (Group 1: 18-33 years, Group 2: 34-41 years, Group 3: 42-49 years, and Group 

4: 50-65 years). There was no statistically significant difference at the p > 0.05 level in the 

perceived performance assessment fairness mean scores between the four age groups: F 

(3, 195) = 1.18, p = 0.32,  eta squared (η2) =  .01 (see Table 5). There was a statistically 

significant difference at the p < 0.05 level in the public service motivation mean scores 

between the four age groups: F (3, 195) = 2.89, p = 0.04,  eta squared (η2) =  .04, which is a 

moderate effect size. Post-hoc comparisons performing Turkey HSD test showed that the 

mean score of the age group 18 - 33 (M = 4.21; SD = .877) was statistically significant 

different  from age group 42 - 49 (M = 3.73; SD = 1.166) (see Table 6). 

Table 5: ANOVAs measuring the difference in means scores of the 
perceived performance assessment fairness and public service 
motivation between the four age groups 

 
Sum of 
Squares 

Df Mean Square F Sig. Eta 
squared 

Perceived  
performance 
asessment fairness 
scale 

Between 
Groups 

2.879 3 .960 1.178 .319 .01 

Within Groups 158.841 195 .815    

Total 161.720 198     

Public service 
motivation scale 

Between 
Groups 

8.419 3 2.806 2.889 .037 .04 

Within Groups 189.430 195 .971    

Total 197.849 198     

Source: van der Merwe (2018:77-78) 

Table 6: Post-hoc comparisons of the mean scores of public service 
motivation between age groups performing the Turkey HSD test 

Dependent 
Variable 

Age Group  Age group Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Public 
service 
motivation 
scale 

Age group 18 - 33 Age group 34 - 41 .244 .235 .727 -.36 .85 

Age group 42 - 49 .472* .174 .035 .02 .92 

Age group 50 - 65 .393 .187 .155 -.09 .88 
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Dependent 
Variable 

Age Group  Age group Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Lower 
Bound 

 Age group 34 - 41 Age group 18 -33 -.244 .235 .727 -.85 .36 

Age group 42 - 49 .229 .244 .785 -.40 .86 

Age group 50 - 65 .149 .254 .935 -.51 .81 

Age group 42 - 49 Age group 18 - 33 -.472* .174 .035 -.92 -.02 

Age group 34 - 41 -.229 .244 .785 -.86 .40 

Age group 50 - 65 -.079 .199 .978 -.59 .44 

Age group 50 - 65 Age group 18 - 33 -.393 .187 .155 -.88 .09 

Age group 34 - 41 -.149 .254 .935 -.81 .51 

Age group 42 - 49 .079 .199 .978 -.44 .59 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level 

Source: van der Merwe (2018:79) 

Due to the heterogeneous nature of the ranks classification, the ranks were transformed into 

three categories, namely privates, non-commissioned officers and commissioned officers. 

There was no statistically significant difference at the p > .05 level in the public service 

motivation scores between the three rank categories: F (2, 196) = 1.14, p = 0.32, eta 

squared (η2) = .01 (see Table 7). 

Table 7: ANOVAs to measure the difference in means scores of the 
perceived performance assessment fairness and public service 
motivation between the three rank categories 

 Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. Eta 
squared 

Perceived  
performance 
assessment fairness 
scale 

Between 
Groups 

2.487 2 1.244 1.531 .219 .02 

Within Groups 159.232 196 .812    

Total 161.720 198     

Public service 
motivation scale 

Between 
Groups 

2.280 2 1.140 1.143 .321 .01 

Within Groups 195.569 196 .998    

Total 197.849 198     

Source: van der Merwe (2018:78) 

There was a weak positive correlation between the two variables, r, 29, n = 199, p < 0005. 

The low perceived performance assessment fairness had an insignificant impact on the 
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employees’ public service motivation levels. Despite the low degree of perceived 

performance assessment fairness, employees still had high levels of public service 

motivation.  The results are presented in Table 8. 

Table 8: Pearsons product-moment correlation measuring the impact of 
performance assessment fairness on public service motivation 

 Perceived  performance 
assessment fairness 
scale 

Public service 
motivation scale 

Perceived  performance 
assessment fairness scale 

Pearson correlation 1 .228** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .001 

N 199 199 

Public service motivation scale Pearson correlation .228** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001  

N 199 199 

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

Source: van der Merwe (2018:79) 

5. DISCUSSION 

5.1 Perceived performance assessment fairness 

Overall, the mean score for perceived performance assessment fairness was 2.16, below 

the mid-point of 2.50. The findings of the present study correlate with those of a similar study 

by Rowland and Hall (2012), which showed that both supervisors and subordinates 

experienced feelings of inequality, distrust, and confusion regarding performance 

assessments, and felt that the assessment was a waste of time.  

5.2 Procedural justice 

Procedural justice yielded an overall mean score of 1.89, below the midpoint of 2.50, 

revealing that respondents were not able to express their views and feelings during the 

performance assessments, had no influence over the conclusions reached in the 

assessment, and felt that performance assessments were applied inconsistently. They felt 

that the assessments were biased and based on inaccurate information, and indicated that 

they were not able to appeal the outcomes. They indicated that the performance 

assessments did not uphold ethical and moral standards. Overall, respondents were 

dissatisfied with the inability of supervisors to apply procedural justice principles in the 

performance assessments. According to Dusterhoff et al. (2014:266), procedural fairness 

relies on adherence to processes and procedures established through organisational 
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policies and legislation, and include the absence of bias and consistency and accuracy of 

procedures. Rowland and Hall (2012) posit that disregarding perceptions of unfairness may 

have a detrimental impact on the organisation. Employees perceiving performance 

assessment procedures as unfair has a negative impact on their job satisfaction and 

commitment to the organisation and society and increases their intention to quit (Dusterhoff 

et al. 2014:266). Govender, Grobler and Joubert (2015:568) argue that employee 

involvement in the performance assessment system is crucial for it to be considered fair, 

including having input in its development, in order to create trust in and a sense of ownership 

of the process as it developments over a period. 

Rowland and Hall (2012) recommend seven elements to improve employees’ perceptions of 

procedural fairness: employees’ views must be taken into consideration, the criteria for 

decision-making must be applied consistently to all employees, feedback must be provided 

after decision-making, decision-making must be justified, communication needs to be honest 

and truthful, and employees need to be treated with respect and courtesy. Celik (2014) notes 

that supervisors being seen to avoid making performance assessment errors enhances 

employees’ perceptions of fairness.  

5.3 Distributive justice 

The mean score for distributive justice was 2.09, below the midpoint of 2.50, indicating that 

respondents were of the opinion that their supervisors’ assessments did not reflect the effort 

the respondents had put into their work. They indicated that the assessments were 

inappropriate for the work they had completed, and not an accurate reflection of their 

contribution to the SA Army, and were therefore not justifiable. According to Dusterhoff et al. 

(2014:266), distributive justice requires fairness and consistency and is of great importance 

in establishing perceived fairness of assessments. According to Rahman et al. (2016:189), 

employees compare their efforts to those of others in the same setting, to establish whether 

the rewards they received were fair. When the distribution of rewards is perceived as fair, 

employees experience a sense of being respected, accepted, and appreciated by the 

organisation.  

5.4 Interpersonal justice 

The results showed a mean score of 2.47 for interpersonal justice, below the midpoint of 

2.50. Respondents indicated that they were treated impolitely and without dignity and 

respect by their supervisors, who made improper remarks or comments. Omboi (2011:23) 

postulates that employees need to be treated with sensitivity by their supervisors and that 
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supervisors need to have a sense of empathy and remorse when dealing with negative 

outcomes of assessments. 

5.5 Informational justice 

The results revealed a mean score of 2.19 for informational justice. Respondents indicated 

that supervisors were dishonest in their communications with them, and failed to explain the 

assessments.  Respondents also indicated that performance expectations were 

unreasonable. According to Srivastava (2015:669), to ensure informational justice, 

employees need to be updated promptly on performance requirements, together with an 

explanation of the functioning of the assessment system, its procedures, and the distribution 

of rewards.  

5.6 Public Service Motivation 

Public service motivation was measured according to four factors: attraction to public 

service, commitment to public values, compassion, and self-sacrifice. The mean score for 

the public service motivation scale was 3.96, which showed that members of the SA Army 

are highly motivated to serve the public. 

5.6.1 Attraction to public service 

The mean score of 3.85 indicated that members of the SA Army were highly attracted to 

public service. Respondents indicated admiration for people who initiate or are involved in 

activities to aid their communities, and that they considered it important to contribute to 

addressing societal problems. They indicated that they viewed meaningful public service and 

contributing to the common good as important. These findings support those of a study by 

Kim and Vandenabeele (2010:10), who reported that attraction to public service originates 

from a desire to satisfy a person’s need to serve the public, thereby enhancing the person’s 

self-importance and satisfaction. 

5.6.2 Commitment to public values 

The mean score for commitment to public values was 3.95 (ranging from 3.87 to 4.11), 

represented by equal opportunities, the provision of continuous services to citizens, the 

interests of future generations, and ethical behaviour by public servants. Respondents, 

therefore, placed a high premium on these aspects.  

5.6.3 Compassion 

The high mean score of 4.02 for compassion showed that respondents held high sympathy 

and empathy towards underprivileged people and people experiencing difficulties. They 
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further indicated that they view the mistreatment of people as unacceptable and that they 

have great concern for the welfare of others. According to Kim and Vandenabeele (2010:10), 

public servants with compassion towards the public feel a sense of love and concern and 

have the desire to protect the public, which, in this case, is executing the mandate of the 

military. 

5.6.4 Self-sacrifice 

The self-sacrifice factor’s mean score of 4.01 showed that members of the SA Army are 

prepared to make sacrifices for the good of society and that they believe in putting civic duty 

before their own interests. They are willing to risk a personal loss to help society and would 

agree to a good plan to provide a better life for the poor, even at their own expense. These 

results support the suggestion of Kim and Vandenabeele (2010:9) that those prepared to 

self-sacrifice will ensure the well-being of the public before satisfying their own needs.  

5.7 Results related to gender, age group, and rank 

There were no statistically significant differences in the mean scores for perceived 

performance assessment fairness according to gender, age group, and rank. There were 

also no statistically significant differences in the mean scores for public service motivation 

according to gender and rank. There was, however, a significant difference in mean scores 

of the age groups 18-33 and 42-49. The higher mean scores of age group 18-39 could be 

ascribed to the fact that they are relatively young and therefore have more energy and 

higher aspirations in committing to public service motivation. In contrast, Anderfuhren-Biget, 

Varone, Giauque and Ritz (2010:36) note that the results of various scientific research 

studies indicate that age and gender positively correlate with public service motivation; the 

authors are of the opinion that public service motivation grows stronger with age. They 

further note that women have shown a higher level of compassion than men and that men 

have shown a higher level of commitment to public interests, as well as an attraction to 

policy-making, possibly due to the roles they play in their family (Anderfuhren-Biget et al. 

2010:36). 

Pearson’s product-moment correlation showed a weak positive correlation between 

perceived performance assessment fairness and public service motivation. Despite 

respondents’ low perceived performance assessment fairness scores, members of the SA 

army showed a high level of public service motivation. 

According to Dusterhoff et al. (2014:265), researchers hold the belief that the performance 

assessment process is one of the most critical tools in human resource management to 

encourage employee development and motivation. Previous studies by Syamsir (2016:35) 
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and Celik (2014) found a positive correlation between performance assessment fairness and 

public service motivation. Their finding was supported by Jensen and Andersen (2015), who 

found that public service motivation contributes to the improvement of performance because, 

through public service motivation, the well-being of others is considered, and public servants’ 

motivation levels are reflected in their work efforts. 

Interestingly, Boachie-Mensah and Seidu (2012:74) are of the opinion that, if the 

performance assessment system is perceived as unfair, even if it is designed to appraise, 

motivate, and develop, it can cause frustration and resentment. It is therefore of critical 

importance to create a positive perception of the fairness of performance assessments in 

public organisations, as this will enhance motivation to deliver outstanding public service by 

achieving organisational goals (Karic 2014; Jensen & Andersen 2015). 

6. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Performance assessments should comply with the highest moral and ethical values, to which 

the SA Army’s values should be aligned, and should support carrying out of the SA Army’s 

mandate. Based on the results of the present study, the following practices are 

recommended.  

The SA Army must ensure that its performance management system and related process 

are free from any form of bias. The SA Army should ensure consistency in the criteria used 

in performance assessments and related decision-making to ensure fairness. Recruits must 

be informed regarding the mechanisms and functioning of the performance assessment 

system, and any changes must be communicated promptly to all staff. The SA Army should 

ensure that managers and subordinates mutually determine and agree, in writing, on 

individuals’ performance indicators and goals. Avenues for complaints and appeals should 

be created and communicated to staff and managed appropriately and effectively. 

Managers in the SA Army should ideally tailor their communications according to 

subordinates’ individual needs. They should also ensure that the assessments follow a 

transparent and participative process and allow subordinates to express their views and 

feelings. Supervisors must explain their assessment decisions to staff, and should be seen 

to avoid making rating errors by following procedures and supporting organisational goals. 

This will enhance employees’ trust in their supervisors. Performance assessments must be 

based on accurate information, for example, from a portfolio of evidence. Managers should 

ensure that the results of performance assessments are appropriate, justifiable, and a true 

reflection of their subordinates’ work performance and contributions. This could be monitored 

and moderated by an independent official. Managers should treat subordinates politely, 
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respectfully, with dignity and courtesy, and address performance gaps without improper or 

personal comments. They must provide honest and constructive performance feedback and 

justification for their decisions, together with development suggestions and assistance.  

7. CONCLUSION 

Although the results of the present study showed high levels of public service motivation, 

response bias may have played a role, and respondents may have indicated their beliefs 

rather than their actions. Prolonged negative views of the fairness of performance 

assessments will inevitably harm public servants’ motivation to deliver outstanding service. 

Dedicated and motivated SA Army members are critical to serving the public through 

excellent public service delivery, and appropriate monitoring and remedial actions could 

enhance these attributes on an ongoing basis. Managers should enhance subordinates’ 

motivation by reflecting, in their own behaviour, ethics, honesty, transparency, and respect, 

thereby promoting the principles of outstanding public service - a commitment to public 

values, compassion, and self-sacrifice, to aid the community and, ultimately, the country. 

The main limitation of this study was that the study was conducted at only three SA Army’s 

military bases; the results cannot be generalised to the whole SA Army. This study has 

contributed to the body of knowledge by providing a theoretical-conceptual framework and 

validated measuring instruments to measure perceived performance assessment fairness 

and public service motivation as well as the relationship between the two variables. 
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