. DOCUNENT RESUNE B L

- Eﬁ 1m 790 L - I f' 'SP 009 482

abmioR ,  Goddu, selana o L , B
TITLE ' '_ -~ Handbook for’ Supervrs;on of Persongel in Performance

. Based ‘Management. Organizations.

INSTITUTION *. New England Program in Teacher Educatlon, Durham,

‘ N HQ o . . | @. . - ! - .
PUB DATE . - -Sep 15 ‘ T ' ) RN
NOTE R 21p. 5 . ~ © o . '

EDRS PRICE  HF=$0.76 HC-$1.58 Plus Postage - .

. DESCRIPTORS *Employer Employee Relationship; Guldes' *uanagement

by Objectives; -*Manuals; *Organizational Development.
Personnel Evaluation; *Personnel Hanagement-' o,
-fSuperv1sron, Supervmsors ‘

v

- . L ' ®
ABSTRACT o . R . '
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~ quarterly reports. These tools make it possible for human dimension
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-, - INTRODUCTION -~ - el B )
' | ) . / \ . . ) } . - ﬁ . . . » .. -

‘ Supervision of personnel tends to bg fhe &ast thing that managers are tra1ned
in. On the other hand, ‘persons in organizatioﬂs are most: interested in how they -
‘ . will e evaluated, by whom, under what conditions. Human" relations training tends
, B to increase the awareness of all parties”about this issue, it offers a few Snlu— .
- ¥ tions. Formal procedures for working eut supervisivn tend td be left for indi- '

e {53 v1dua1~agreement rather' than publicly negotiated The purpose’ of this handbook ' ‘
i+ :'is to provide some tools for supervision which can helpthe personyjin a system’and
their minager work out expectations, evaluatiqn, on—going operatixns\

.The handbook is divided into four sections: , . -
m Describing Performance Characteristics, : o Sl

! * (2) Negotiating Outcomes 0 : .
o (3) Negotiating Procedures. FE ] C e
{ . (4) Recordi /Performance. , b . - -

"+ ]. DESCRIBING PERFORMANCE CHARACTEREISTIGS
Most organizations have Job descriptions  which describe in - some formal way the '--
roles and resppns1b111ties of ‘persons in a given role. Reality tells us that
these formal boundaries tend to contain activity in what is legal, or normal, or “
permissable. Reality tells us also that persons selected-to fit a job description
L _are reviewed in terms. of certificates and formal background. Vital organizations R
- ~ blur over the boundaries of a job descripton to allow them to select persons with
, the experience and 1nformal characteristics they seek. * Organizations interested
. " in performance.and productivity find other position characteristic tools useful.
These documents used for finding and selecting persons tend to have the following ~
components: ’. : . -
-~ what knowledge is needed (cognitive) - . t
=~ what attitude is needed. (affective) o ' - ‘
-, - what skills are needed (ekperience)-

~ vhat- special characteristlcs are needed (other) . ' o
»A sample of such a rat1ng scale is: L ‘ v
o <

. N ) P
: . oL ‘ .-
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. 'I'O DEVELOP FIELD RESPONSIVE PROGRAMS e

. o -
R , _ o . e .
. e ¢ . i L ) ' - b B .

. Cognitive "_“ - S o . A
S S o _ ’ { : Lot "V
= understanding of peed responsiveness’ 1, 2 ;\‘l'\ 5 -
~ ability to analyze comples interrelations 1.2 3 4 5
- ability to report objectively S -1 2 3 4 o
- ability to design alternative solufions . L1 2 3 4 B
- other . Coa o o e C

. . . . - . V’ 4 "
Affeective S A o
—_— r, . i \ ’

- concern. for 1nvolving others in decisions 1.2 3 '4«:,5
- concern and skill in open communication \with 12 .3 45
| ‘all constituencies . ‘ T
- values divergent objectives. PRI 12 3 4 5
- values divergent mechan sms . , / _— 12 3 4 5
- values systematiu chang s 1 2 3 &5 .
- pﬁ‘tient ;| . ¢ ' 1 2 3.4.5
- Othe.r . - .‘ . RN ) .
Exge?ra.ence RS sy
° i .- . [
-~ in.political negotiations o 1 2.3 4 5
- in power environments® e 1-2 3.4 5
development . 1.2 3 % 5
in managing complex prOJect - 1 2.3 4 5.
in collec ing and organlzing dlffuse informatlon 1 2°3 4 5~
4. . v T e
' *
- toleran e for’ amblguity. ' . »
EE ‘ . 1 23 4 5.
. .o 1- . ] . ’ . j R é 3 4 5 )
AN » s .1 23 4.5
. - need or task completion ] : . o
; < AN o : 5 4.°3 2 1
AT ; 1 2 3 4.5
) 3 4 3 21
@ : \‘ \ ’




- ‘ . Using-such an instrument for staff selection makes it pgssible for inter-

| viewers to stress the special nee of the JOb rather than the normal charac-

“ : ter of the role. In so doing theﬂ;taff person begins to project: expectations'of
productivity and style. Whlch a'job.!description.does not provide. The interviewer

o

“’,- also begins fo set the pattern forlnegotiation of outcome rather fhan negotiatipn o
- of relationship. A \ , _ v . : . -
| . : '
* . 'Developing Performance Characteristics Scald@ v oy

.
- P . °

» ~ ' ya.-' o
L The development of'the'performggge characteristﬁc scale is itse - an activi\f LI X
) which requires persons in an organization to ‘analyze at part1cular\direction ' :
N they expect the organization to develop toward. greéing on what abilities are
: needed rather. than who the person will report to and how the job will be done, re-.
inforces in the organization the.examination of m1ss1on and objectives and the
_ design of - the staffing to meet these needs. " =
The process for developing scales 'is stra1ghtforward : t
1. The.individual or“team needing additional stgff’describes the outcomes or o
, * objéctives that neéd to be -more effectively realized.
* .2. - The degision group agrees that the organization mission Will be bett
served by more effectivély.reading tHese ijectives. »
3% The individual. or team making the original reguests  prepares a Draft

‘v

: Perfotmance Characteristic, Scale. The group should indicate: »
o . (a) abilities, attitudes, experience ‘essential 'to the job; - .
£b) special styles of working which would be deésirable; . -k
. X . (¢) abilities, attitudes, experience are alse desirable; - ~
” b (d) special conditions or constraints which effeet the.job;’

(e). .the one or two major problems to be handled in the job. ‘These can
range from an attitpde, the person must have to a’situational var1aBle
the person-must bé able td handle, for example, 3 year committment ‘

, as distinct from responsive to- censtituents. S - s

4, The individual or team prepareg the ﬁﬁ:formance Characteristic Scale. The :
. - final draft should have no more than-five characteristics in ach category.»
cognitive, affective,’ experience and no more ‘than three in o her. Other ’
should include the one or two major problems to handle stat
*  -terms, e. g., tolerance for ambiguity in a situatfion where more than one .
' authority must act or decide.. .
- ® 5.. Review -and approval of characteristics, scale by decis&on body.
6. Utilization of'seale,for interview pricesg.
v 7. Review of rating schle with selected employee as beginning for d1scq§-
T sion of assignment, role, respons1bility. . a
Usuélly this process occurs as  the nédw employee‘ﬂiscovers expectations and
. visions of his or her rale which make real ‘the informal and'formal expectations
" Cas
: of the organization. , . g
h\ .Q 2. NEGOTIATING OUTCOMES . T ' . .
Co ! *Most organizations develop missibn statements and obJectives wh1ch are assumed (
to.be understood and accepted by all members of the organization. Such' formal
- stétements tend to neglect the fistinction between ideal expectations and real

outcomes. As a result, supervisors and employees tend to deyelop arrangements

olution
-

vu ¢

~°‘ . 4/‘ . 7 ‘ v, ~ . :,\ : /




- which’ produce the paper ‘the: organization wants ideally and the documentation

R that protects them in_ the® real world. ‘They usually take into account the need
. to move program across the following grid, ﬁsually from informal developmental
-+ _to formal demonstration: One usually méves an idea to, a program By starting at
. the infaqrmal, that is the not an integrai regualr part of ahe‘organization stage.
The first organization actlon iszﬁp approve a pilot project which’ is an develop—
. mental activity. Installation of the project as a formal paét of the organiza~
s Qtion requires ‘acceptance by the’ organization that the idea; is demonstrated )

; . effective. To move a-project from idea ‘to program requires moving the people and
\ - the mechanismp; the people need to move“from informal. development to formal develﬁ
‘ - opment to demonstration, the méfhanism from informal deveiopmentai“hp,1nformalgx

’ ~demonstration "to formal demonstration. S » N

oo ! . ~/ . g.. ' 2

Table A

. . . : L . .
AN ) .- e 0 ¥

. Cee ) P 5 : . . , N

informal =

; o _ SN | " _ N .deveiopmentalf :
. ~ te N A e . .
o k . I ' - P BN, N __:hdgmonstration
L L L T
‘? ¥
. Thus the installation movement ig‘not diagonal but dual '
. Since a person joining an organization needs torﬁqderstand(thgzr functiorr in

Q' - \ o o

'deveLoping programs for the organization it is useful for the su rvisor and the”
-employee to discuss what status the program the employee will be with has in the
organization- e

One procedure for doing this is .to d1scuss the Performance Characteristics .
Scale intthe context of the formal—zhformal Developmental—Demonstnét1on grid,

-8 and in terms of outcomes to be reached in ‘the next year, or six months.'oSpecifiying

the character of the organizamion and the speclfic obJectives of a given person

. and (and agreeing on these) makes it possible for the employee and- the supervis1on '

“to analyze norms- and expectations.' Usually two documents- develop
(1) a statement of obJectives,\ v
- (2) a rev1sed statement of perfbrmance chanacteristics.
. The statement.of objectives:(or outcomes) should® specify
S « (]) Audience to be affected (served), , _
(2) Behavior to’ be exhiblted by ‘audience; = oo
. (3) Conditions or “constraints ‘that apply; o
.(4) Degree of acceptable outcomes: m1n1maL - reaL;stic % maximal. .
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This statement of objectives can be developed by the supervisor or the
employee. It #s best developed jointly, ‘In eithér case, much discuss :
should focus, on clarifying the conditions and constralnts which . will affect
outcomes\and performance. <CParification should be: reflé?ted in a more precise .
behavior statement and: degret statementa Usually perception of role and respon-
sibility. by - the ‘doer (employee) is more precise if the behavior to be reached

- 1s clarified. -Usually perception of role and responsibility of ‘the confrol
(sqperv1sion) is more precisé if the degree of outcome is clarified. _

.The revision of the statement of performance charatteristics (performance,

needs analysis), can also be done individuFlly or jointly. In Qither case the
*  important modifications should“be in: : '
: (X) what abilities, attitudes, experlence need to bepgained'by the doer.

‘to get the job donej 4 ’

(B) what abilities, attitudes, experience needqto be provided by the
organization to get the job @one.r

*
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" The characteristics to be gained by mﬁe doer can‘be acquired by formal

- training or by on the -job. experience. In either case, the supervisor needs to

._provide a mechanism by which the doer consolidates learming and relates this back
to the Job The characteristiés to be<provided by the organization can come in

the form of'consultants, resource ‘persons, staff re—assignment, dolldr allocation,.

etc. The supervisor needs to, develdp a mechanism (cf . Control Sheet) which *
requests and devlivers these ﬁesources and tracks their effect on getting the ’
job done. . . y .
Finally, the employee and the supervisor should jointly agree\on the chus of
the' evaluation’6n each activity or outcome. WHile a mature organizaﬁion and. 7 -
relationship will tend  to discuss these in terms of outcomés only,lbxperienqe in.
large systems indicates "that. an act1vity by activity ‘listing of evaluatables
is, helpful and often functional.” Sometimes such an analyqis provides ‘the
opporé.:ity to discover disfunctional activity or critical activity which serves

‘largerfigrganizationgl needs than 'was first visible. These later'activ1tie§9 B
" tend to be recording and repogting type activities and form the basis for the

formal communication system. ey o ' . -

3. NEGOTIATINGuPROCEDURES~ e T e, e .

One of the majqr concerns of individuals in subordinate roles in an organl— .
-zation is how do I tell what I-will. be judged on or how do I tell what,I will
- judge on. - Many 1arge organizations tend to assume that a supervisor will -apply.
a set of norms and criteria which exist in a.personnel manual Experience in an
- organization tells the. emplgyee and the supervisor -that “these forms are vague, .-
- confusing, and- focus on many ‘things which don't realIy ind1catg quality -of per--
formance. In addition, ‘many supervisors and employeés believe in democratically
.arrived ‘at standards and ‘criteria statement. Formal evaluatién forms tend to .at -
‘least geem authoritarian and be perceived as requiring authonitarian information.
Much experience in organizations indicates that one needs as’.employees to
have.clear, written, consigtent sta dards and norms which axe_mutually acceptable

" to the- employees and Supervisor. Th&dtask then. becomes one of:

7

(a) developing-a democratic mutual procedure; e \ 1, .
‘(b)) developing qums to record performance.v % . s
Many supervisors are uncomfortable with thetr ability Yo act democratically in-

a situation where they have more ultimate power thidn the employee. Many are un- . -

comfortable with the potential variation of forms and norms which individual
‘ negotiations will, lead to. One approach to development of format and process

"~ which assureg some standardization is to follow a consistent framework -The - .
following are examples of frameworks for negotiating procedure and frameworks for

b3

ndgotiating formats.'

> ; . . i ER
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N . | « S
’ Prior to reviewing objectives, the subordinate and the supervisor, they v,
_should ask themselves the following questionS. ' S IR
T Pre—-Negotiations Session Checklist o o L,
~ © .. A, Has a date been set to discuss, face to face, . ) T
Lo . the analysis of the objectime? : / ves [ no ]___:
- o : N
-~ B, Do the empleyee and sugagvisor have a copy of - :
" . ' the performance object b

yes lj no [:j

.

'w ° . C. Has the supervisor briefly discussed the v
_ : y p _subordinate s objectives with his/her supervisor? yes :] no- :j

L

D. _‘Has the supervisor negotiated his/her performanee . : -
S obJectives with, ‘his/her supervisor? T yes E:j no c:]

' . - Be- 'Are the persons f1lling: out this checklist the
L same -persons who will: discuss the analysis and a T e
. . - o :evaluate p‘erformance? R i yes D no , C:J ‘
o . -Has -time beexf set aside for an end of the period ’
review? e IR

yes- fio-

£ .you have checked any item in the "no" box, you have, set up
conditions which will minim:rze the effectiveness of the nego—
tiation proeess.v X . , :
Correct it before yovf proceed further. L ; SRl




evaluated? ' -0
g

’ \

II.. AMALYSTS & ., - . _ A
During the negotiation sessian the employee and supervisor should discuss
T . the following: <«
A .- A, Is the balance between normal snd innovative objectivesrreasonab;??
B. Do the‘objectives relate to the dfganization objectives? ¥ W
€. Do the objectives represent a reasoﬁable~workload, i.e. are they
, attainable with effort? . . .
“ ' .
‘”_, D. Do the objectives reflect realities such as obstacles, emergengy
T IR and routine duties? . . . \\% .
4 ~ 0t :
'E. Do«the deectives show the relationship-bév%een this imdivfdual and .
others from who coogﬁration is required if attainment is to be S
achieved._ . ,//
| F. Do the objectives set clear areas of responsibility when two- or more .
_people are working iu similar areas or betwien the superior#subordinate? S
'G. Do the objectives stress priority areas? . |
H. Do the dates for accomplishing the objectives reflect reality?
° I. Do the objectiVes clearly identify the.A !
o - 1. target audience . °
T A 12' behavior expected of that audience in as specific and quantifiable
terms as possible ‘
.- ’ . 1 v
’ -3, -Conditions which have to be met by the organization before objective can
. . be:achieved S . N
\ . _ , _ S . __—
‘ 4, ‘the degree of success stated as a range showing minimal ¥eal and
'@ maximal’ success leVels K , .
g 5. evaluation procedures
‘J. Is the cost of reaching -the objective clear?
. K. lIs the cost reasonable_in terms,of'the benefit to be obtained? v
. o 5
L. "Do the objectives reflect avareness of activity in the major areas of .
communicating
, consulting: )
. controlling ‘ { : —
' securing o PR o
participating o N °
. evaluating - : . : '
disseminating _ ’ T s a ¥
‘ M. Is there agreement about what outcomes wii& be reached and how they will be'




III.

POsm NEGbTIATIONs CHECKLIST

Rl

~

After the negotiations 3nalysis session has been completed: thﬁ assessment
‘checklist should be completed and signed by the parsies involved.
format can be used to summarize agreements.
be completed as the activities axe undertéken to indicate: begun, on-going, near

completion, completed.

The ‘Degree of .Suecess column should ’

‘The following

It may well be that evepdthe first report Would indicate

the objective. as on-going or nearing completion particularly-in .areas where the

.organization has already been active.
frank discussion between doer (employee) and manager (supervisor)

Again, this is reason for a clei/ﬁsnd

EY

‘Number of objectives actgally met

. Number of obJectives projected to be met by this date

v ’ ( : ” ' ' : \
ASSESSMENT OF INDIVIDUAL OBJECTIVES SN
NAME _ N ‘ . ' : DATE
- A ¥ §~ . ‘.
LN - - z .
7 - { g
s ! . ) 92 E ' o
- , ‘DEGREE OF SUCCESS FACTORS OF ° - -
‘OBJECT :
BJECTIVE OUTCOMES -y REACHING OBJECTIVES  INFLUENCE . -
bﬁ . I
i
. ;
i -
4/.),) B )
- v /
»
’ V\,.A -~ PR
: - ‘
LY .
- SUMMARY .

SuperVisor

R
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N~
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Clearly these procedures assume: - ‘ & ' ST
.~ I. mutual interest in agreement and trust that the agreement can be

implemented mutpally; * - o~
2. acceptance that émployee and supervisor will focus 6n the important
: - not all the @ktails; , . e
s, - 3. clarification of organization mission~and specific role in development
~ . of organization goal will be developed by successive approximation; _

14, respect for autonomy and personal~freedom of individuals in an. organisation;
5. tolerance of rules and regulatioﬁs modification by pragctice rather than '
vice versa. B '
The procedures also: assume . that’supervisors are willing to exhibit' '
S 1. rewards for accomplishing outcomes rather than persgnality compatibility,.

w7 o 2. ‘confusion when understandings become. divergent, » \
o J ° 3. patience in accomplishing outcomes; : :
¢ 4, persistance in _accomplishing outcomes reports rather than activity reports,‘
= - 5. protection of agreement from and with his/her superiorS'
6. concérn to provide early warning signals and resources for accomplishing
objectives. . . v : _ . _
. 4. - RECORDING. PERFORMANCE N T a .
4 P T

Reportingion practice is the major link between an emp]gyee and supérvisor.’
. These reports tend .to be informal and impressionlstic 'from the employees point
of wview, The supe:visor often" becau§e of” pressure from their vision of ‘their

.- organization responsibilities have a need for formalizing records of employee (-
YU .practice. If thege come only from the supervisor the'records tend to: be' challénged
o as imposed, limited in scope, based on unclear criteria. -Performance reporting is -
. - facilitated by the agreement by the supervisor and emplOYee on simple reporting )
procedures which emphasize: : 0 S L
- B 1. focus on outcomes and productivity, . T 2
2. modifications made\iﬁ needed based on ‘actual experience, R N
at in luenced outcomes, -

. .3. 'critical incidents

N T T,
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. Th quarterly review session shou1d be held at a timé convenient to the. p.
. ¢ emplofee and the, .supervisor. The session should be held only*if the quarterly . '
‘ '\ report has been read by both parties in advance° The content of the quarterly
\ ‘sessfion should be the following:- . .
A (a) Does the activity still support the organization mission? Has the{ *
e organization mission been modified? If 50, how? ) -
i (b) What additional resources, ‘abilities,, attitudes, ski11s etc., are -
i . needed to keep progress at an acceptable level? ' ’ .
; (c) What decisions need to be made to keep progress at an acceptable 1eve1?
Y' (d) 1Is the employee still the: appropriate person to carry out this =
{f : Wgsignment? w ; - T
- (e) at new agreements have been reached? How do they affect the exiéting ‘
objectives/outcomes .agreemernt  (cf Control Sheet)? - " . S
The focus of the review should be the discrepancy between projected outcomes and ‘,>”
actual productivity.. : o : ) o v
. The components’ of a simple perfbrmance repgrting system includes.. L SR
l.d.Monthly record of outcomes; Lt " o
~ + ., 2. " Quarterly report of activity} ' SR
© 3+ Quarterly review. sesgiod bétween employee and superv1sor.‘. v .
The monthly record of outcomes, should answer four basic ,questions in outcomé terms.
. What has happened; . S . U e T
: -B.' What has. not-happened; - e . oo LT R
. C. 'What has been changed; e e F S -
‘k - D.. What needs to be changed which requirQ§ formal approval._ ot
- . ot . N
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L The quarterly report of activity should. report progress by obgective or -

pro ject. In short one line declarative seﬁtences. .
LT o T S '
Pl . _ k: - ' o g N .
, R - ¢ . #. Quar erly_ Report i - -
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The discrepancy a331ysis should focus on outcomes not the individual activities.
It should identify gaps in need of\ treatment and patterns in need, of modification.
D . The quarterly review sessions should result in a rev;sed evalqation focus. . .
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WQ' . «.  Supetvision’'of persons is a complex undertakiﬁg..flt';eQuiréE*qpncern;fo:fﬁ
-, hupan dimensions and Orgapization Expectations. 'This handbook predents some { -
..  mdgterials which mlKe i¥ possiblé for an employee and 3 supervisor to negotiate
~_ simple written agreements which make dt possible for human dimension to be -,
‘fdentified 4nd supported while pfoviding 'structures for clarifying and specifying. -

(4

: Prganization M#ssion, objectives, the diMdividual- Employegs role in supporting . .

. ‘these, and the supervisors domain is reporting performance in terms of organi-. '
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