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Question No.1
Ellis and Saunier in the book Chapter “Performance Appraisal: Myth and Reality” have stated that a strong performance management process is designed to achieve one (or more) of three basic objectives Drive Results, Build Capability, and Carve up Consequences. Describe characteristics of performance management processes that are intended to achieve mentioned objectives. Discuss the strategies suggested by author for running the gauntlet to a more effective performance management process and creating real value for an organization over the long term.
Answer:
Characteristics of Performance management.

Performance management is a pre planned process of which the primary elements are agreement, measurement and the feedback.

The following are the characteristics of performance management.

1.
Measures output of delivered performance:

It is concerned with measuring outputs of delivered performance compared with expectations expressed as objectives. It is complete focus is on targets, standards and performance measures. It is based on the agreement of role requirements, objectives and performance improvement and personal development plans.

2.
Concerned with inputs and values.

Performance management is also concerned with inputs values. The inputs are the knowledge, skills and behaviors required to produce expected results from the individuals.

3. 
Continue and flexible process

Performance management is a continuous and flexible process that involves managers and those whom they manage acting as partner within a framework that sets out how they can best work together to achieve the required results.

4. 
Based on the principle of management by contract and agreement

It is based on the principle of management by contract and agreement rather than management by command. It relies on consensus and cooperation rather than control or correction.
5.
Focuses on future performance planning and improvement.

Performance management also focused on future performance planning and improvement rather than on retrospective performance appraisal. It functions as a continuous and evolutionary process, in which performance improves over the period of time and provides and basis for regular and frequent dialogues between managers and individuals about performance and development needs.

Strategies for Running the Gauntlet

In discussing the three main purposes of performance management, several characteristic practices were identified and briefly described. With this in mind, and acknowledging that performance management remains a realm with limited empirical evidence of “best practices,” our experience suggests several “strategies” for running the gauntlet to a more effective process and creating real value for an organization over the long term. The priority an organization places on each of these strategies and the amount of resources

invested depend on the primary purpose of the performance management process. These strategies include:

1. 
Develop different purposes and approaches for different employee groups (if needed). Once an overall purpose and philosophy is determined, or the decision is made to allow the purpose to be defined at the unit level, a next practical step is to determine the extent to which performance management processes and practices need to be consistent versus customized for specific business units and/or employee segments. Today’s organizations are often large, complex, dynamic entities with multiple business models, structures, and employee populations. These complex organizations rarely thrive on generic, one-size-fits-all business processes.

2. 
Integrate the enterprise with the individual. Almost without exception, an organization that decides to improve its performance management system begins with the individual—and this is almost always the wrong place to start. Before an organization looks at individual or, for that matter, team performance management, it should first take a critical look at how the enterprise manages performance through its processes and practices of goal setting, strategic business planning, measurement, and information sharing.

3. 
Create a culture of conversation and performance information. Research tells us that employees at all levels need, want, and value feedback, and the most common practice for delivering feedback is through the important interactions between an employee and his/her manager. Yet feedback—and more broadly, performance information can come from many other sources within an organization: customers, suppliers, analysts, peers, work The first challenge in creating a culture of conversation and performance information is to develop sources of information that are accessible to employees.

4. 
Invest more in process execution than program design. In the end, and regardless of its primary purpose, performance management succeeds only with relentless execution as a key business process. More often, however, organizations choose to invest their valuable resources into the redesign of the program or supporting tool(s). Effective and sustained process execution requires several main ingredients. First, roles and responsibilities must be clearly defined, with specific responsibilities designated for HR, managers, and employees. As a general rule, HR should be working to reposition itself from a driver of the process to an enabler and supporter.

Question No: 2: By citing HBR article “One More Time: How You Motivate Employee” of Fredrick Herzberge, Describe “Hygiene Vs. Motivators” Theory in Detail?

Answer:

Two-factor theory distinguishes between:

• Motivators (e.g. challenging work, recognition for one's achievement, responsibility, opportunity to do something meaningful, involvement in decision making, sense of importance to an organization) that give positive satisfaction, arising from intrinsic conditions of the job itself, such as recognition, achievement, or personal growth. • Hygiene factors (e.g. status, job security, salary,

fringe benefits, work conditions, good pay, paid insurance, vacations) that do not give positive satisfaction or lead to higher motivation, though dissatisfaction results from their absence. The term "hygiene" is used in the sense that these are maintenance factors. These are extrinsic to the work itself, and include aspects such as company policies, supervisory practices, or wages/salary. Herzberg often referred to hygiene factors as "KITA" factors, which is an acronym for "kick in the ass", the process of providing incentives or threat of punishment to make someone do something.

According to Herzberg, hygiene factors are what causes dissatisfaction among employees in the workplace. In order to remove dissatisfaction in a work environment, these hygiene factors must be eliminated. There are several ways that this can be done but some of the most important ways to decrease dissatisfaction would be to pay reasonable wages, ensure employees job security, and to create.
According to the Two-Factor Theory, there are four possible combinations:

1. High Hygiene + High Motivation: The ideal situation where employees are highly motivated and have few complaints.

2. High Hygiene + Low Motivation: Employees have few complaints but are not highly motivated. The job is viewed as a paycheck.

3. Low Hygiene + High Motivation: Employees are motivated but have a lot of complaints. A situation where the job is exciting and challenging but salaries and work conditions are not up to par.
4. Low Hygiene + Low Motivation: This is the worst situation where employees are not motivated and have many complaints.

Question No: 3: What is meant by Leadership Coaching? Describe key elements of coaching. Larson and Richburig in the Book Chapter “Leadership Coaching” have stated that effective professional coaching enhances leadership performance and, ultimately, profitability. Discuss reasons for mentioned stated.
Answer:

Seven Key Elements of Coaching 
Effective coaching is not amorphous. It sis grounded in certain basic understandings, which we call “The Seven C’s of Successful Coaching.”
Context. The coach is able to provide appropriate and meaningful support by understanding the issue within the context of the organization’s business environment, culture, and competitive demands.

Clarity. The participating leaders are able to clarify objectives, expectations for change, and how the coaching process will be conducted.

Commitment. The organization is committed to supporting the leader and the leader is committed to working for change.

Coach ability. The presenting issue and the people it affects are amenable to coaching, and the situation can best be addressed though one on one coaching. In reality, there are some situations where coaching would not be productive, and a responsible coach knows when to turn down an engagement on the basis of the coach ability issue.

Courses of Action. The coach and the leader establish a development plan with clearly stated objectives and realistic strategies to help the leader become more effective.
Confidentiality. A “must” of trust building.

Chemistry. Leader/Coaching meets these “7 C’s” criteria, transformation learning is not only possible but probable but probably. Some of the results are subtle; some are dramatic, including.

Incremental improvements, such as upgraded skills, new practices and behavior, doing things better, and relating to others with greater self awareness. 
The reasons for mention statement:

Careful, responsible leadership coaching works. It works on several levels of learning. The first gain comes in the leader's incremental improvement in skills and practices. Then paradigms and patterns of thinking are reshaped to include broader perspectives, different assumptions, and an altered frame of reference. During the last phase of successful coaching, the leader will see and sense a transformation, a rewarding personal shift in point of view.

The coaching process is designed to bring out the best in people, with a focus on business results. The organization benefits in definite recognizable ways from its investment in coaching, whether that success is assessed as an improved bottom line, higher employee morale, better employee relations, or progress in other business indicators. At its best, coaching produces lasting value-added results for individuals and for their organizations while reinforcing and enriching the climate for continued success.

As a result of coaching, clients set better goals, take more action, make better decisions, and more fully use their natural strengths.

-"Are You Playing on the field Without a Coach?" Sausalito.net, August 2000
• A synergistic and focused relationship leads to growth and
change. • Clear goals and a focused endeavor lead to better outcomes. • Coaching is contextual • Coaching is a systemic intervention with multiplier results. • Executive development occurs through insight and with
practice• Coaching helps leaders develop emotional intelligence • Coaching impacts the bottom line.
Question No: 2: Peter Cappelli and Anna Tavis (2016) in their HBR article “The Performance Management Revolution” argue that focus of Performance Management is shifting from accountability to learning. Critically evaluate main points of the article. 
Answer:

From accountability to development.

Appraisals can be traced back to the U.S. military’s “merit rating” system, created during World War I to identify poor performers for discharge or transfer. After World War II, about 60% of U.S. companies were using them (by the 1960s, it was closer to 90%). Though seniority rules determined pay increases and promotions for unionized workers, strong merit scores meant good advancement prospects for managers. At least initially, improving performance was an afterthought.
THE PROBLEM

By emphasizing individual accountability for past results, traditional appraisals give short shrift to improving current performance and developing talent for the future. That can hinder long-term competitiveness.
THE SOLUTION

To better support employee development, many organizations are dropping or radically changing their annual review systems in favor of giving people less formal, more frequent feedback that follows the natural cycle of work.
THE OUTLOOK

This shift isn’t just a fad—real business needs are driving it. Support at the top is critical, though. Some firms that have struggled to go entirely without ratings are trying a “third way”: assigning multiple ratings several times a year to encourage

employees’ growth.
Back to accountability. 

In the 1970s, however, a shift began. Inflation rates shot up, and meritbased pay took enter stage in the appraisal process. During that period, annual wage increases really mattered. Supervisors often had discretion to give raises of 20% or more to strong performers, to distinguish them from the sea of employees receiving basic cost-of-living raises, and getting no increase represented a substantial pay cut. With the stakes so high—and with antidiscrimination laws so re-cently on the books—the pressure was on to award pay more objectively. As a result, accountability became a higher priority than development for many organizations.
Back to development...again. 

Another major turning point came in 2005: A few years after Jack Welch left GE, the company quietly backed away from forced ranking because it fostered internal competition and undermined collaboration. Welch still defends the practice, but what he really sup-ports is the general principle of letting people know how they are doing: “As a manager, you owe candor to your people,” he wrote in the Wall Street Journal in2013. “They must not be guessing about what the or-ganization thinks of them.” It’s hard to argue againstcandor, of course. But more and more firms began questioning how useful it was to compare people with one another or even to rate them on a scale.
The return of people development. 
Companiesare under competitive pressure to upgrade their tal-ent management efforts. This is especially true at consulting and other professional services firms, where knowledge work is the offering—and where inexperienced college grads are turned into skilled advisers through structured training. Such firms are doubling down on development, often by putting their employees (who are deeply motivated by thepotential for learning and advancement) in charge of  their own growth. This approach requires rich feed- back from supervisors—a need that’s better met by frequent, informal check-ins than by annual reviews.

The need for agility. 

When rapid innovation is a source of competitive advantage, as it is now in many companies and industries, that means future needs are continually changing. Because organiza- tions won’t necessarily want employees to keep do- ing the same things, it doesn’t make sense to hang on to a system that’s built mainly to assess and hold people accountable for past or current practices. As Susan Peters, GE’s head of human resources, has pointed out, businesses no longer have clear annual cycles. Projects are short-term and tend to change along the way, so employees’ goals and tasks can’t be plotted out a year in advance with much accuracy.
The centrality of teamwork. 

Moving away from forced ranking and from appraisals’ focus on individual accountability makes it easier to fos-ter teamwork. This has become especially clear at retail companies like Sears and Gap—perhaps the most surprising early innovators in appraisals. Sophisticated customer service now requires front-line and back-office employees to work together to keep shelves stocked and manage customer flow,and traditional systems don’t enhance performance at the team level or help track collaboration.

Implications. 

All three reasons for dropping an- nual appraisals argue for a system that more closely

follows the natural cycle of work. Ideally, conversa- tions between managers and employees occur when  projects finish, milestones are reached, challenges pop up, and so forth—allowing people to solve prob- lems in current performance while also developing

skills for the future. At most companies, managers take the lead in setting near-term goals, and employ- ees drive career conversations throughout the year. In the words of one Deloitte manager: “The conver- sations are more holistic. They’re about goals and

strengths, not just about past performance.”
Aligning individual and company goals.

 In the traditional model, business objectives and strat-egies cascaded down the rganization. All the units,and then all the individual employees, were sup-posed to establish their goals to reflect and reinforce the direction set at the top. But this approach works only when business goals are easy to articulate and held constant over the course of a year. As we’ve discussed, that’s often not the case these days, and employee goals may be pegged to specific projects.

Rewarding performance. 

Appraisals gave managers a clear-cut way of tying rewards to indi-vidual contributions. Companies changing their sys-tems are trying to figure out how their new practices will affect the pay-for-performance model, which none of them have explicitly abandoned.
Identifying poor performers. 

Though manag-ers may assume they need appraisals to determine which employees aren’t doing their jobs well, the traditional process doesn’t really help much with that. For starters, individuals’ ratings jump around over time. Research shows that last year’s perfor- mance score predicts only one-third of the variance in this year’s score—so it’s hard to say that someone simply isn’t up to scratch. Plus, HR departments consistently complain that line managers don’t use the appraisal process to document poor performers. Even when they do, waiting until the end of the year to flag struggling employees allows failure to go on for too long without intervention.
Avoiding legal troubles. 

Employee relations managers within HR often worry that discrimina-tion charges will spike if their companies stop bas-ing pay increases and promotions on numerical rat-ings, which seem objective. But appraisals haven’tprevented discriminatory practices. Though theyforce managers to systematically review people’s contributions each year, a great deal of discretion (always subject to bias) is built into the process, and considerable evidence shows that supervisors dis-criminate against some employees by giving them 
Undeservedly low ratings.
