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" ’7of managerlal work env1ronmenta1_demands, and?pfgiﬁfZEt onal

Abstract .

.-In_spite of the efforts of:reSearchers and practitioners,
performance appraisal systems ;emain more of an albetross_theh”
-an effecttye‘erganizatigﬁal tool, 'The%movemeht toward objective
measureheﬁt employee part101pat10n multlple raters aﬁd'the |
;ike, represents a def1n1te improvement over tradltlona1 trait
retings - St111 1nterna1 1mprovements of appralsal systems
Fmay ‘not- ‘be adequate to overcame the - contextual facturs th;t
inhiblt appralsal 1n organxzations. Such thlngs as the nature
characterzstlcsrgenerelly ciash ﬁith~the’inténna1 structure of__
"aﬁpraisal systems Designing ebpraisal systemssconéruent withb
i

_organlzatlonal realltlea w111 requlre 2 new: set of assumptions

-about what an effectlve appraisal system should look 11ke



Appraisal in,Cohtext: Clashlng with Organlzatlonal Realltles

Horgan W. McCall, r., and Dav1d L. JeVrles

. Center for Creative Leadershlp

It completely refused to run a) when the
waves were high, b) when the wind blew,
c) at night, - -early morning, ard evening,
4) in rain, dew, or fog, e) when the
distance to be covetred was more than 200
yards. But on warm; suiny days when the
weather was calm and'the~white_beach~close : ) : N
by - in a word, on days when it would have ° '
been a pleasure to row - the (outboard
motor) started at a touch and would ‘not stop

Ve -

Stelnbeck\ 1962 21 22 .

Steinbeck's descrlptlon of an outboard motor.prov1des an
apt. analogy for a dlscu331on of manager1a1 performance appraisal
When performance has been good when superlor and subordlnate
'have an open relatlonsblp, when promotlons or salary increases
.are available, when there is adequate t1me for preparatlon and '
' discussien.— in shqft,.whenevef it is a'pleasure - performanee
., - appraisal is well feceived . Most of the t1me hoWever and.
partlcularly at those t1mes when it is most needed (e.g. when
" performance is substandard), performance appra1$al refuses tq_
run pgoperly. o - R | L
Attitude surveys:(e.g.; Pereonnel P&iictes'?orum, 1974 ;
DeVries & McCall, 1976) as well as informéd opinion (e.g.,
, Ferrara;'1975; Pym, 1973; Wiaetanley; 1972; Poftey, Lawler, &l
- Hackman, 1975) confirm the,generaliambivalence:t0ward_appraisal.
'then Qiewedeith the same enthusiasm as'ihcome tax'forms,' o

!




performance ~appraisals are typically described by both

" supervisors and subordinates as "better'than-nothing at all.™

One reason managers describe .their current appraisal -

systems as "better phanfnothing at all" is'because they recognizé_

to them (DeVries & McCall, 1976). Because

the great potéptial oﬁ-éppfaisalifor'ﬂiiling.the void of inter-

personal feedbgck in their organization. Frequedt»and_accurate
‘feedback to subordinates.is.critica1~t0»bpth the employees (th,'“"

want to ‘know where ‘they stand in the organization) as wé11'as'to‘_

the organization.(feedback being a central link in the control.
process).

-

~.
'

. The_lack.of‘valid/féééb;ék in oféanizétionéﬁis_apparent in
the responseshéf—managers, graduate students, and~3rdféssioﬂ?1
sports ﬁlayers to the questibn "how do you find out how welI'you;
arg doing?" (Figufe 1)2‘ As'indicated_iﬁvfigure 1, indi?iduals
oféen ﬁéve to rely or such indirect indications of their~perfdrgaﬁéé
as grapevine scgttlebutt, a general selfffeeiing.of cqmpétence;
and thévgain or lbss: of organizational‘privileges. “For many ,

individuals in organizations; finding_out how they.sténdAis not

a Sihple process. * At the same time, Such'feedback iS'importanﬁ
. - . _ ..

‘feedback ;o,ehpioyees

is important, and yet is not occurring~Sys;ematically}‘organizatidns

1

. 1look longingly toward performance appraisal as the ansWép!to their

dilemméL



- - INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE’

: Lack of research or failure to use the'aCcumﬁlated

»iiknowiedge about per;ormance appraisal does not exp1a1n the,fffﬂf
'continued ambivalence surrounding 1t Performance measurement
ﬁ%'and theﬂaoiraisal 1nterV1ew have been and continue'to be active
N research topics 1n 1ndustr1a1 psychology.f The fruits of theif;fi

'researca (e g., MBO anchored rating scales,,participative

Carlysle,.1975),d; ) .'l .V

i&) subordinate participationvin the rating and/or f»

interview process (e.g., Gummings 1973 Williams &

seiler; 1973y, .,



3) frequent feedback'and]or performance'ratingsv
(e.g., Meyer, Kay, & French, 1965),
e . 4) 1n—depth training in both performance ratlng
and conductlng 1nterv1ews (e g, Maler 1958{
4kLatham Wexley, & Pursell 1975),
5) attaching organlzatlonal consequences (such
- as payaand promotlon) to appralsal ratlngs
F (Porter et'ai.; 1975- Ivanev1ch 1972),
6) use of multlple raters (e.g., Borman ‘1974 o fh"”““fyw
,Lawler, 1987). R . S -;_‘ -

Not all of these refineménts have been.nnequivocai:succeSSGSE
4fmu1tip]e ratings can still be ﬁiaséd (KIimoski &.London ‘1974),
' behav1ora11y anchored ratlng scales may be only a marg1na1

improvement over nonanchored scales- (Borman & Dunnette, 1975),

@
part1c1pat10n doesn't seem to work for everybody (Kay, French

& Meyer, 1962), and ty1ng pay to performance is a stlcky bu31ness

(Lawler, 197;).

A, ) .
. . \ - . - ¥

.More }mportant these 31x elements of perfornance appraisal
reflect a closed-systems view of\the appralsal process Impliclt
in the research on appralsal has been the assumptlon that |

43nterna1 1mprovements——new rat1ng proceduresfinonthreatenlng
'interv1ews——w111 1ead to effectlve performance appralsal in

organlzatlons.‘ Little attentlon has been paid to the context

" in which appralsal takes place——those factors external to the

v
/

7




appraisal system that 1mpact on its effectiveness wregardless -

Aof the internal structure Examination of the external factors & .

_may reveal forces that severely llmit the potential of contemporary

1nternal improvements

'appraisal is a .technology which,’like_other technologies,'is \

’influenced by the way it is used, the'people who use.it, and-th

External Constraints on Internal Improvement

Whether described'as open systems or something beyond

(Pondy, 1976), there is'general,agreement that organizations-

consist of numerous 1nterrelated Darts lnformation controli

'14appra1sal and. many/other facets comprise an 1nterconnected whole

W1th no part totally 1ndependent of the others. Performancei-\

\
i
constraints placed.on it by the larger system.- The quality of 4
camera may have little relationship to thé final print if the
: _ 4 _ s ke l

photographer is unskilled the‘film is~improperly_developed}:thQre %

f
h 1

is- inadequate time to frame the shot acceSS to the subject“is‘f ’&'

_restr15?2d or ‘the lens cap is not removed Most of the.Work'on"L}

performance appraisal ‘has emphasized building a better camera

neglecting those factors that reduce the usefulness of even the.
finest equipment. - B . I
. o ) . -\ . ‘ . ) \\ . ) &
That past performance appraisal research has focused on
§ 5

the camera 1tself is 1mportant because appraisal 1s an organizationa

tool. Just as a camera is used by an 1mperfect human being, so

too appraisal is used by an 1mperfect organizatlon Kane (1975)

s/



and others have~generated long lists of situationai factors..
impinging on appraisal. This paper treats only five salient

" factors: ﬁature.of\managerial work, organizational characteristics,
nature of performance, enVironmental_demauds,aud'daily supervisory'

T supordinate relationships. L ,

/'. N

1. Managerlal work., A recent study found that’ managerlal wor k

‘can be characterized by varlety, brev1tj§ and fragmentatlon

: (Mintherg, 1973). Mlntzberg found, for example, that 50% of a
mapager's aotiv}ties iasted nine ﬁinutém.or iess;'and only 10% i
lastedq over an hour. The vast majority of a manager's coutacts
~were ad hoc rather’than przplanned, and/uanagers shoued a stroug
preference for."liue," curregt iuformation (as opposedjto looking
baakuard or,forﬁard). Furtber, oanagers dislikedthe routine.and’

concentrate their efforts on the nonroutine.

So how - does performance appraisal fit into managerlal work?
By-def1n1t1on, appralsal concentrates on past performance .To
“the degree ‘that it is formallzed it represents a routine
“activity -which is hlghly structured. And, to .carry it out properlyk
- even for only onetsubordlnate,_apprarsal‘reouires a sighificant ‘
erpenditure of time (Devries & McCall;r1976). Clearly,'appraisal
systems as currently structured contradict bcoth manageriaI;Workl .

styles and values.



_ Furthermore, virtually all’apprgisal systems result in af:

o need for-ﬁanagerialiaction,‘ Some are directly oraindirectly

" tied to sﬁch-éhiﬁéé as salary and promotion, and some involve

3\\\. planned development aCtivities} -Even when_the appraisal is,.

\\intended“strictly forlfeedback-purposes (i;e.,'has.no‘formal;—j,j
consequences), ‘the subordlnate has every reason to eapectithe

N

superior to. help arrange developmental act1v1t1es.“ The duestion,

ibecomes, what control’ does the manager really have oyer the,"
. implicit or expllcit prescr1pt1ons? | 'f s;l?[
_’ The answer is that for a variety of reasons managers seldom
" have much‘conérol.l;Salary increase:ranges are usually-too small

- to servemuchlmotivational purpose ‘often barely matching the

inflation‘rat Even when the manager nas the authority to'

allocate increases che appralsal 1s as llkely to justlfy a’
predetermined level as 1t 1S~t0 predlct 1t "In other cases
allocating 1ncreases con81sts of flnely tuning salaries to. reach _ f"
""equity” among organizatlonal peers, focusing less on performance

than number of years w1th the company or span of respons1bility._

Promotions too,’are seldom at the d1scretion of the manager s1nce

v

‘there may not be any pos1tions open the manager may not be

B

‘informed about aVailable slots or the actual decis1on may be made

1 - .

'by hlgher level managers
As to_developmental prescriptions (often an integral part
- of performance appraisal'syStems)'again many,managers'lack'theﬁ_.

;G'Th..- : v ‘ . o | _ /
EBiqu'".ll . : : £ | : ) T




control-td follow up. They may lack knowledge of or faith in
_ availablertraining programs, may not-be able to spare the
'_/54—J”snbordinate for the time required,>or may lack either the time -

or the skill to do the coaching themselves.

The uncertainty surronndfng managerial ability,to‘deiirer

the goods promised by a careful appraisal leads to unenthusiastic -
_’conducting of‘appraisals, appraisals 1ike1y to genErate,_not
3reduce, frnstrated expectatlons ’It's unlikely that either
manager or subordlnate w111 be overly enthus1astic about surfaclng
'touchy,performance issues when_l;ttle can oe.done about them.
Even tne.ultimate sanction - firing low performers - isTseldom

a viable option for many managers. : |

f

- |

2. Organizatlonal character1st1cs.A’Performance appraisald

»be effective, sbould correlate w1th rewards (Porter et.al., 1975)

\

Yet managers may not be able to d1str1bute rewards on the bas1s of
appraisals because organlzatlons‘elther have few rewards.to offer,
or have so many rewards that everyone gets them. Many organizations
emphasize merit—based pay.and’adrancement and buiid‘théirf
performance appra1sa1 systems accordlngly. in times‘of plenty,
organlzatlons may grow so fast that high and low performers ‘alike
get promoted and recelve increases. During recess1ons managerlalw

personnel may be cut' back and 1ncreases vlrtually e11m1nated

In both'cases in the feast/famlne cycle, the relatlonshlp_between




individual performance .and salary increase is indirect. Hore

importantliy, few.organizationsf'when4administeriug merit pay

systems, directly reinforce appropriate conducting of appraisal.

e
PR

Because performing appraisals is seldom defined as critical

T
< e o

to the managerial»role managers are not 11ke1y to—expend much

effort on appraisal.

b Organizations;generallf haQe hierarchies which'clearly
- , ,,spec1fy who reports to whom and who is resp0ns1b1e for what.
o 7 Most organizational members recognize that 1mportant goals and
A N
e | procedures will come from the top, as will the Important criteria
for Judging adequate performance While many tactical de01sions
remain’ at-lower 1eve1s the performance appraisal prodess is not’
.a 11ke1y forum to meaningfully increase subordinate participation
in such dec1s1ons Both superv1sor and subordinate recognize
the top—down nature of organizations as wellias the rapidiy-chanéing
nature ‘'of tactical goals, Meaningful participation in setting'orv
me suring goals can result only from a general managerial philosophy
N f.of democracy or delegation w1th Q?y to—day subordinate iﬁputs
- 1f such an atmosphere exlsts, use bf the annual appraisal rev1ew

o . — \ T~ . ‘
for goal 'setting is redundant. If not, its utility 1s marginal '

_Another characteristic of organizations is-that even majorJ
decisions inyolve subjective, intuitive; and political.processesn_;x
(Mintzberg, Raisinghani, & Théoret, 1976- Smith, i953). Decision'iﬁg
makers seldom have complete 1nformatlon anoueven“When they do, .

R




OO

,'decisidps are not alWays_rationaliy made;A Why shonld we expect

.a'comparatively'minor.deciSio“ the ”npralsal of a. s1ng1e
indlvidual-—to be any mo ad obJeCtIVGQV ObgectiVity
in appraisal procedures Li ¥ natlc'step forward from gloual

[ N

tralt ratings but 1t s hard to belleve that anyOne would'see.

manager}al performance appra1sa1 as a truly obJectivevprocess

"
(Kavanagh 1971)

Perhaps deletlng the subJectlve"componen

performance var1es" 2) that a. person s performance is. relativelv
%, , B A B S / PR f
1ndependent of the performance\ff others 3) that there 1s some

“

'consensus on what is good or: bad and 4) that performance can bef,

o changed,(through motlvatlon dedelopment,vorvelimlnat;on ofﬁ ﬂ-'

the 1ncumbent) e B B el o

'fFirst doesﬂperformance varyi and 1f so,.hoW‘mnch?’ If one

belleves in self—vand organlzatlonal-selectlon . or even justJA '

N

,organlzatlonal Darw1n1sm 1t 1s 11kely that managerlal personnel——'

i
range of performance (Pfeff'r 'forthcomlng) Un11ke the normal

et
.
K

d1str1butlon of abllIty found 1n the populatlon 1n general vone 7\

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



\f"'managersfls\pos1t1vely skewed Certalnly there are d1ffe$ences"ﬁ

/ e

f1n ablllty; but the range restrlction is probably enough J

°

7maEe those dlfferences hard to. measure rellably except at he

e ll

R LN T e

“-extremes ThlS can result in appral ‘ ratlngs clustered at

the h1gh//nd (often attrlbuted to b~ ) or 1n an art1f1 1a1 o

‘spread//f ratlngs forced by techhologles llke forced '1str butlon

i B [
l

e N ! R f.=.*‘\¢1-irf
/ ’ v R 'E L
A /// Given that d1fferences across 1nd1v1duals are hard to ;fv;liy
- i ' \ : nlo- .. S
tease out ‘what about pe?formance by one person over t1me? Fhei
. : R SO R
;o old saw, "Past behav1or is. the best pred1ct0r of future behav1Qr,

Iy 4 .
! i 1

{/f_ comes 1nto play here Temporary d1scont1nu1t1es and dally n

\-v,

“:/'jgl fluctuatlons are llkely to characterlze performance over t1me”>
% ,/ “‘ v’ : . ERI LT :
o Learnlng 'a new Job for example’ should result 1n an upward \

- ) k)

performhnce trend untll competence 1s achleved Stlll many

our attempts to dellberately change people (e’g.,_Mlschel

. -

\

have not produced dramatlb effects._ For most managers, overalll

R
\.. I3 o

Te o,

performance is probably stable over long perlods of tlmehl

same strengths and weaknesses ‘are llkely'":'
) x .. : 3
ﬁnnual appraisals

;f are t1red or rehashlng‘the same old thlngs Although Stlllﬁ P

‘

3fff‘3 Jpsathb and normatlve uses: of appralsal

R

3 - E - f P
. o '| . . , ‘Y [

Second ~to what extent is performance truly 1nd1v1dual7""

t

~reasonab1e to conJecture that most managerlal jobs are by ndtur

Sterm A

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



“ organlzation (B1shop, 1974) Not only is performance mu1t1facted x ﬂﬁ

of organlzatlonal leadershlp (group product1v1ty group satisfactlon)

.sequentlal\dependencles, 1t 1s extremely d1ff1qut to tease apart

personnel decislons based on appralsals must be maoe at the=.~:~‘

j~mu1t1tra1t—mu1t1rater matr1ces of . performance would suggest

. ;some consensus, but not as much/as«hoped (Lawler 1967) : Other‘

~‘performance Whether performance 1s perce1ved as good or bad—_‘

or -even perceived at allr-depends On'who’is.observing.

i-appraised? One way to modify'behavior.is to'attach sanctionsﬁf

v 12

y

"interdependent7' Certainiy the criteria most often applied in studiesf

|

1mp1y that 1eadersh1p 1s of a group nature ' G1ven 1atera1 and' _
/ ‘ O .-.v.‘f'

I

individual and grour >rformance The status of the prof1t and

Ioss statement i harc Jetermlned by a s1ng1e person Although f:_g

-

1ndiw1dua1 level ‘the data used often,descr;he, group performanceﬁf

!

'fThird 1s there consensus on good and badQ‘{Work.wifh L ”Q/fg

/ . . /

work has shown that d1fferent rating groups evolve dlfferent

performance cr1ter1a (Borman 1974), ‘even 1n an MBO or1ented

(Kavanagh 1972), but apparently so 1s the. observatlon of

Finally, canﬂperformance.befchanged once it has been’

to performance : We ‘have already mentloned however that yﬁ?

-~

organlzatlonal rewards -are often of insuff1c1ent magn1tude to
\ 4
dra_a;lcally affect performance.\- Further/ a myr1ad of tactor

I

from equltyrto.senlorlty, restr1ct the- d1sperslon of formal

rewardg”on the is of performance alone. - So,. even if ' S

S
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performance differences can be appraised connecting them with

differential sanctions is extremely difficult
) - . : -—-us-"’”v .

Another way to change behavior through appraisal is by f'

diagnOSing 9evelopmental needs Once diagnosed hoWever canfip

T a '/

development be. delivered? Even if developmental programs ‘are

available A FE izht time, one - cannot ve overly optimistic
_— Coe

about the eiiectiveness of managerial training programs 5

‘(Lampbell 1971 Hinrichs¢”1975 Stogdill 1974);4 ;M'

| ! . . » ‘ » o ‘ . | -')1",.&” ; ‘: ‘x‘ : ,“ ‘\“ ‘

r4.' Env1ronmental demands. Many organizational constraints on

performance appraisal are a direct result of environmental forces.

Unions- for example often resist merit pay systems (Newsweek\\.'i b
1976) The preferred seniority criteria can eliminate appraisal P

as an administrative tool

..Recently,'E$QC and CFCC gnidelines ha~. begun'to,impact'on

h's

"appraisal. Virtually any mechanism _casual ‘formal, used to
& make empioyment dec1s1ons is a test. When J#Scrfmination“is f - /’
Ly .

T suepected it mnst meet stringent guidelines,for reliability 'w;"f 'f

\ |
entanglcments can have profound effects on he nature and L e

- N ! o X . N

a.nd validity (Federal Register 1970). ‘ '“heéthreat of legal / 5

l/application of performance appraisal systems vgjﬂ-' R o i
5, Day~to day. relationshlps Pernaps the most important reason
PR - s

f that cvon~sephistieated—appraisal_syste ay_not wgrk is the
g
£

nature of established interaction pattenns between superVisor a

Eo




. réview can effectively change the ground rules established the

uhﬁinterview. More importantly,_a superVisor may be Jastifiably
' reluctant to surface in an appraisal those factors which might
"“'fJeopardize working relatiOnships Particularly s1nce the superVisor

;?vmay feel constrained in' dOing something about deficienCies, raisi

'3}, ' What is clea is that powerful ‘forces external to appralsal

RS

B

j°subordinate The dynamics of these'interactions are determined’
'”by day to-day- working relatiOnships evolved over time (Dansereau

:"Graen, & Haga, 1975) It is folly to believe that ‘an, annual

other 364 days of the year A hard driVing, authoritarian boss‘” o

is not likely to be con‘incing in a participative appraisal

/

.\'

o

them as iSsUws in appraisalnwould be frustrating for both parties ¥

..v 3

_ Figure Z summarizes the external constraints the ways*they
{

’-conflict With performance appraisal nd the internal factors

‘they.might affect. Training managers in appraisal comes out

N
S PR T

'almost unscatined attaching consequences and multiple‘raters are

T a bit more if'*mpatible With organizatiOnal rea]ities : Frequency, .

participation %»d obJective measurement are three recommendations

which_clash r~“\atedly With other organnzational forces

v
e e

Vi

INSERT FiGURE 2. ABOUT ERE, . ' -

7 R S T . .

<isystems—eah-ha4@-p;ofound_impacts_on_fh_;r effectlveness. Improved

measurement toc.i: or 1nterv1ew skills alone w111 not oxercome _Q»\

17




A

~ the ekternaldfOrcés,‘and“may in fact’exacerbate some of the

b

':problems More research-On what and how contextual var1ab1es

1nfluence the appraisal process 1s badly needed

N

&f“;f,f;* What Causes the Clashes ‘

It is puzzl1ng ‘to reallze that so much research has been ;if
expended-on an organ1zational tool which confllcts w1th

F\ B organlzational realxtle A1n SO many ways Why do even the most

‘- ©

recent proposed performance appraisal alternatlves contrad1ct

- ]

5rather than support the context w1thin Wh1ch appralsal must be

.used? S "W

Mult1p1e and poss1b1y conflicting;purposes served Although

only one fin1teaorgan1zational tool appransal 1s expected to

-

2

Q,Holley, 197o) The maJorlty of orgauizationsypolledf1n°recent

appraisal surveys use appraisal for most

;7?""

.l;follow1ng'purposeS‘“ promotlon/retent1on/dlscharge:dec1s1ons

g@fsalary adm1n1stration employee tra1ning/devxlo

',.-. IiSe

o

lvgcounseling,n Creat1ng

pcollected process—or1ented data) By demand1ng“that performa cv

‘.vl

appra1sa1 be an. organizatlonal tool for all seasons the tool

v




1

Staff[line conflict In most organizations appraisal

per onnel department needsv These“'eeds may includetformlng

for promotion. Although staff departments use. appralsal data'

l

i

reso/ tion bften taklng the s1de “of meeting the 1arger_u

need of the personuel departmentu"

fi not a- product.

rtvleading, medlatlng,

«process by contrast

and 51gned agaln,

f111ed out slgned rev1e_ed, Appra1sa1 y1e1d§

7 a product:

::constantly in rlux.'_ 1,7 f *@,_;
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‘Meritﬂpay:myth- ‘A maJor hrstorical force in the evolution

.”of appraisal systems is the notion of "an honest day s-wages for;f

‘;an ‘honest day s work Appraisal is thus seen as a tool for

\

--‘allow1ng organlzatlons to more obJectively determine an’ "honest'
day s work. Th1s of course, ignot 5 tle lUlJ‘alﬂg reallties‘*
l) organiz.. 1ons, even - after exténsivevlnvestment 1n appralsal

{ "¥f' are flnding it difflcult to- oeflne managerlai effectlveness :

” RS :
2) rewardlngfrudiv1duals requires resources \such as additlonal

U.wages

.3).even}if resource

,.e'

T minorrty group memberbhlp, parlty)
ﬂ,he myth_ox¢merrtapay, anpralsal has often

organizaiionel;élbetross.

Mov1ng Toward Congruence

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



vf?characteristics;' Iﬁ it were more 1ike other managerlal work
S - : / : B

e c y
w(e g.,fshort‘ ad hoc, current nonroutine), 2 if‘inCn*nnratcﬂ

competition for resouroes, autmority differenct , and suugectivity,

4

[N

ri;well as ind1v1dua1 performance and dealt only with behavio

. /
environmengal constralnts

'aud 5) it were;flexlb’e enough t

ind;vidualsﬁand;organizatiouSQ;-

Resurrect g Appralsal New Research D1rect10ns

| '/._ T A
,/4", It may be- presumptuous to expect new research approaches to

LY
FR A o

set stralght such an entrEnched organlzatlonal practlce as '-~?}
“ _ -; .

performance appralsal One can, at least expect research along the

follow1ng 11nes to suggest underlying causes of the manager1a1

amblvalence felt toward appralsal [‘”.i

- X el - D

':*~ Internal vs.vcontextual factqrs i h1s papersargues (w1thout

| a great deal of emplrlcal support) that the success of appra1sa1

. o

¢v1s determ1ned more by contextual varlables anch as mature of

managerlal work and Job interdependence) than by ‘the appralsal

/y

procedures themselves (sucﬁ as the use of performance vs tra1t

W_
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;jlscales) . This . .t eeis learly new ‘o beﬂtested Such

5,

l

‘researCh w111 allow us to evaluate whether a dramatically new

»

focus, namely how and where appralsal 1s used isia’productlyefir

. n

alternatlve to current trends

G(:_

Reachlng congruence-‘ Grass roots 1ntegrat10n" Returnlngﬂﬂ
’ - ) N \va ‘

to the camera analogy, bettef results w111 be obtained' f the*‘

- -

largely by commlttees of 11ne personnel w”th such commlttees

o

.',

w1th the organlzatlonal context.: Interventlonlst;resha c
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. meet the demands of the multiple organizational purposes to which -

v

it is put. Meyer (1975)'Suggested one way of subdiVidiné.abpraisal o
proceduresh Another tack might.be to isolate the two major

Categories of purposes of appraisal : employee feedback (and

subsequent development) and organizational documentatlon Employee
feedback mlght be" best served by frequent“ informal superV1sor—';
subordlnate "wrap up" sessions in which the subordinate 's
‘pefformance on a d1screte task is reviewed No documentatlon of
':“che wrap-up is required What is sa1d 1s considered conf1dent1al
The documentation demands of the organization are met by a separate
aunUal completion by the superv1sor of an appraisal sheet 1n which

performance is’ summarized and salary and promotion re?ommendations

’”

" are»made ThlS 1nformatlon is- then filed w1th the organizatlon.-j,

;whether such alternative appralsals are more congruent w1th
organizational reallties needs to. be tested through systematlc'
research efforts o f:‘;r" s :,_; - .'_.Q ﬁ”, L ;_,ﬂ;g

.

How-do they find“out5 Perhaps research on appnalsal needs

. to Step back and ask 'How do employees ‘find out how well they are"

ff;-ﬁ_\;ivdolng?" Qur aSkJng thlS question of over 400 managers led“us to

——— o e . oy

N conclude Ehat looklng aftﬁerformance appraisal ratings 1s not

——

how managers determlne how well they are d01ng._ If appralsal

as currently conducted 1s not rlch 1n feedback how do employees;f

find loum? Clearly some employees have a better feeling for thelriﬁff

axnsgthan others = how so? Do they use peer Judgment9 Client

-;Ieports? Do they generate more'"hard" data9' Or do they have f




more-clearly defined'internal standard59 Studies df.tﬁié" ST

S

natural variatlon in feedback r1chness could prov1de a valuable

Vset of hypotheses on how to make appra1sal a more meanlngful

. experience forvemployees. '.'“, o -"'.” - . -

L1
T

Appralsal via the assessmentucenter-' One response to the

vagar1es of - taklng f1ne plctures 1s to place the process 1n the
hands of a profess1onal photographer The analog 1n appra1sa1
p is to assess: ind1v1duals through the most formal appralsal system

B yet de51gned--the assessment center (Bray & Grant_ 1971)‘ -Bray :
. others have deslgned a. technology which can predf”} future '

: managerlal performance Whether performance 1n the assessment

‘center correlates w1th current Job performance is another question

B

which would have to be answered Even more 1mportant 1s the

T

aquestlon of whether a vastly more efficient (in terms of Staffjandf

Eftlme requlred) form of the assessment center can be generated"l':

Svo D

A
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FIGURE 1
Mow do you ° .nd. out ~zow well you are »incg?

© Managears. T
.= My zboss has: subtle ways of telling me when he :icked o f.
- knedow .Hen the boss is proud :
- 't own best judge. s ;
-z really foul up, my boss hears about it znd lets me know.

4 sc:retary told me my supervisor $aid | was tthe best they had.

- &n | b5rought into the aczion? |'m in trouble wnen I'm left out
. PrcT=ssional SJ?OI"tS: : o \_ N
. ™ ’
N

Foozball & ‘ayers: | ' |

..tak1g away his playbook...; summomng him out of an unstruptlonal o
mee=" ~g, or <alling him from his room-late at night; the emptylng out of a i

locesr; -2xci-usion from the group plcture of the tearm...” ST B '

(thptnn, cited by Ball, 1976)

/ o

‘ / C - . . ! __ ‘, /

Em:ebm 0 'I.aye rs: ' : /
4wt zould always tell how you were do:ng by the way the (_ltchlng
" comxm} -=id .@od morning. |f he'said, 'Weéll now, good morning: Jimsie boy,!
th=t m=Tt wau'd won your last two or thrée games. and were -in th startlng
roratict. iF he nodded his head\to you and-said "J:mbo, how: are .you doun
_.___how are youw doin'?’ you ‘were stil'l in the starting rotation, but|your

record mrobasly wasn't much over J5007 T he just said; tmornin) that——
4 mez=t ydwy were on your way down, that you'd probably lost ”four out of five .~
anc. it »eas doubtful if you would be getting any more starts. " If| he simply -

Tcookad at: you and gave a solemn nod, :that- meant you mlght get* sdme _mop-up-

reliet waork, or you mnght not, but you defmntely .weren't 'starting anymore -

ard wouldd mever: get' into a closa game again. ,And ‘if he looked past you,

-over yome~ shoulder as. if you didn't exist, it was all over and you might-as

" .well paz saur bag because you could bq traded or sent down ‘at jany moment., "

4( outon, cvted by Ball 1976) //
: Graduateqm"nts' L o c :'_ L
- Festttuz—x from secretaries .on what professars thmk.» i / S

- | wa=-mot fired from my asmistantship. = o DA
- Betrerg: —ai led in before. an adioc faculty mv‘"ttee. A ~
Getz-ing = scholarship, to a specia) sniversizy program, /

The "ot 5rng ! can do thircgs tow ‘that 1 waldn't a . year ago. /

My adwisor's. (- iendliness and .sugusikfed a!t:'cwiities. ,‘ 4

i
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Clas>

Constraints Exze e
Performance Appri.. ;s Systems:

~ Managerial work:
activities short

durat ‘on

CE
ad hoc contacts

prefers currert inTfomaati o

prefers nonroutine

i

action constrzimed

Organizational charactezrist . cs:
~Timited available reesour.es

hierarch:cal scructwre
.subjective decisimns
~

Pefférmancer
' '”lOw‘Variabflity

interdependence

R
/

ﬁerformance hard tc change

A.

ERIC
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laék{of agreement =m goent/bad

“attween Organizational Realitie:

-———tries-to-distinguish. ..

L 23
Figure 2 ; )
and Appraisal Syste™s -
Nature of Conf}: | with ‘lnte;nal Factors
- Performance Appra’ -3l inhibited
requires extensive multiple raterS} : i
preparation frequency, participation,:-

‘requires formal interviews

focuses on past bemavior-

farmal system- is romzine

results of PA.demsswd

actiom

" objecsiwe measures,

abject ive m=asures .

frequency

.

FrequenCJ

’ObJectIVP mea:ures

frequency

attach conseguences,
frequency, participation,

~multipgle raters. . o

admiinizzrszive or develop*l

"tal mrograms reguired |

" mutual problem solving

¢+ requirex

objective appraisal
attempted ‘

among .oeople

focuses on individuél
appraisal

objectivity in zapraisal

./‘
I«‘

goals of motiwat .om:or _
deveslopment ] _

Copartee
‘raters,

partdi

\

attazn zohsequenceém

. objex ' ive measures,

-ipation, mult:pIe
training

ipation

' objectrive measures'

_ . object ive_measures

v

A

- object ive measuresy
- participation

objertive measures,
multlpte ratems :

~ participatiom, objectnve
- measures., frequzncy
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.Page 2 -
Figure 2
Environmenzal demands: . - : - T
seniority system g attempts to reward - * -=gquency., objective
‘ - performance . measures, participation
EEOC demands for validity ~ attempts at. mutual -parzicipation
SR ' : goals setting
Day-to-day relationshigg:' - . . L.
authority relationship interview/goal setting parricipation, frequency,
: ' " style conflict ¢ =mctive measures | -
preserving relationships ~ possible surfacing of participation, frequency,
: ' S insoluble problems . obiective measures
.\\ .‘~.
N
‘ -
T \ o ' '
,\ i ; '
t 5 l " K .I




