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ABSTRACT 

This study was designed to address one key question for a university library: did 

implementing a competency-based performance management system resolve the 

problems that were inherent in the previous job-based system. In 1998 the University of 

Calgary Library adopted a core competency model of eight competencies from the 

University's Human Resource department in hopes of improving their existing 

performance management system. A case study with embedded survey research design 

was used to investigate this question. Survey and follow up interview questions were 

used to ascertain the effectiveness of the new performance management system. This 

competency-based system was intended to support training and career development for 

the library, however the results indicate that the core competency model was inadequate 

for this purpose. The results of this research emphasize the importance of considering the 

intended business purpose and contextual constraints whenever implementing 

competency-based systems. Key problems and possible solutions for the library are 

identified. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Motivation for the Study 

Competency-based human resource (HR) management systems have been gaining 

an increasingly prevalent role with a wide range of organizations, particularly in 

information technology (IT) organizations (Copithorne, 2000). These systems differ 

fiom more traditional job-based systems where job descriptions are the central construct 

in defining performance. In contrast a competency-based system includes key skills, 

knowledge and abilities that must be performed in order to be successfd in that job. 

Competencies themselves were described by McGregor as far back as 1973, but have 

really only become popularized after Prahalad and Hamel's (1990) landmark paper on the 

.topic. 

A number of research projects attest to the increasing prevalence of competency- 

based systems in the business arena. A research project sponsored by the American 

Compensation Association (ACA) in 1996 revealed 2 17 firms were identified from the 

ACA membership that had, or were in the process of implementing, competency-based 

programming in at least one human resource area (Bennett, 1996). These companies 

typically had over 1000 employees, they evenly represented manufacturing and service 

sectors, and they were generally experiencing good economic health. The three main 

reasons cited for implementing competency-based human resource applications included 

communicating 'behaviors' desired by the organization to employees; raising the 



proficiency of employees in key competency areas; and supporting human capabilities 

that would contribute to competitive advantage. 

A more recent survey conducted in the UK on training in industry and commerce, 

reveals that 52 percent of all organizations in the UK are currently using competency 

frameworks for development or training purposes, and that this figure is likely to rise 

(Landale, 1999). In another study (Mottl, 1999), 1,700 HR managers and vice presidents 

at organizations averaging 3,000 to 10,000 employees were polled. According to the 

results, one in four companies were using a competency model to assess company-wide 

employee skills, and more than half used the model to guide training efforts. These 

findings reflect the significant role competency-based systems play in big business, and 

according to all the signs, this role is increasing at a brisk pace. 

Interestingly, there is little empirical research available on the topic. In a major 

literature review on the topic, Catano (1998) concluded that virtually all of the available 

literature demonstrated an "uncritical acceptance of competency-based systems and 

applications. "[There are very few studies] which compare the bottom-line effectiveness 

of job-based versus competency-based systems, or validate competency-based 

performance relationships." (pp. 69). This research is an initial effort to examine the role 

of competencies in the context of a performance management system. 

Performance management, "...is the process of collecting, analyzing, evaluating, 

and communicating information relative to individual's job behaviour and results." 

(Falkenberg, Stone & Meltz, 1999, pp. 282). Such a system provides a good testing 

ground for the effectiveness of a competency-based organization as competencies are 

aiiioiig iiie key cconsirucis i'nai are 'coiiecieci', 'anaiyzeci', 'evaiuated' and 



'communicated' in performance management. The University of Calgary Library hoped 

to achieve the following performance objectives: 

to establish a performance management process based on competencies, 

to establish strong staff development capabilities, 

to train staff and supervisors by a similar unit of analysis (i.e., competencies) 

to encourage consistency, and 

r to foster collaboration between staff and supervisors in completing job profile 

forms. 

This research was intended to determine if library employees perceived the effectiveness 

of the competency-based performance management system to have been better than that 

of the original job-based system. 

Defining Competencies 

Catano (1998) conducted a major literature review on competencies and identified 

many different, but related, definitions for competencies. He noted the common 

components and arrived at the following definition: competencies are observable and 

measurable attributes (knowledge, skills, attitudes, and other characteristics - KSAOs) 

that distinguish outstanding performers from others in a defined job context. Spencer and 

Spencer (1993) added that competencies must be criterion-referenced meaning they 

". . . predict who does something well or poorly, as measured on a specific criterion.. . " 

such as sales volumes, productivity and customer service ratings. Given these two 

perspectives, competencies for the purpose of this research are defined as: 



Competencies are observable and measurable KSAOs @owledge, skills, attitudes, 

and other characteristics) that predict criterion-referenced superior peqonnance in a 

given job or role. 

One of the main arguments for pursuing competency-based human resource 

management processes is the shifting paradigm in the way organizations manage their 

workforces. In the manufacturing era the 'Job' was the most basic construct for 

managing an employee's work. Due to the dynamic nature of jobs in many firms 

'Competency-based Roles' are becoming a basis for organizing work. An examination of 

Job-based work versus Role-based work highlights this shift. 

' Job-Based' Work 

The traditional approach to organizing work stems from the turn of the 20' 

century with the advent of the job and job description. This era was characterized by 

simple, static and therefore predictable work conditions. Jobs were typically arranged by 

hnction in strict hierarchical fashion in order to maintain employee accountability (Long, 

1998). In general, they were designed narrowly with few skills and little to no decision 

making power. Control over employees' work was managed externally through 

supervision and rules. Employee responsibility was limited to the jobs or tasks that they 

were assigned - nothing more, nothing less. Accordingly, they were accountable for, and 

compensated on the basis of, the jobs they occupied. Figure 1 (next page) shows these 

relationships with Person A being responsible for Job X and Person B being responsible 



for Job Y. Each person completed different tasks requiring different competencies or 

skills sets, with the combination of jobs leading to a product or service. 

ditional Job-Based Approach to Work 

Competencies .and 'Role-Based' Work 

With the downsizing of the corporate world during the 1980s and with increasing 

global competitive pressures, many organizations were forced to adapt and modifl their 

system to sun~ive. Many orgnizations fo~x!  themselves opert?ting in unstable and 

complex environments that called for greater flexibility and adaptability. The high 

technology organization was particularly vulnerable as the speed of change was reflected 

in a skill half-life of as little as six months (Rauba, 1997), and with project-based work, 

an individual could be held accountable for several different tasks within in the same 

year. These conditions virtually rendered the traditional job description obsolete in some 

firms as job descriptions could not be developed fast enough to reflect the changing 



requirements. It calls into serious question the validity of the job-based approach to 

organizing work altogether. As a result, organizations have been turning to competency- 

based solutions. Competency-based human resource management systems organize, and 

in many cases, compensate individuals based on their competencies and contributions to 

the organization. These competency-based systems have been organized in a number of 

ways - by job or position, and by clusters or roles. 

According to the Gartner Group (Magee, et. al., 1997) many organizations - 

particularly those in the highly dynamic infomation technology (IT) sector - are turning 

to role-based competency management systems. 

Rather than focusing on functional units of work, job descriptions and hierarchical 

working relationships, role-based organizations look at processes and 

outcomes.. . They [roles] are cross-bctional by nature, a "virtual" matrix that 

recognizes that organizational structures need to be mixed (e.g., teams, 

competency centers and hierarchies) to achieve complex results, and that the 

organization's structure is a temporary holding place that must be flexible enough 

to change as business conditions dictate. The emergence of the role-based 

organization heralds a trend toward a more modular, component-based 

organizational structure. (page 1) 

In some competency-based systems, workers gain proficiency in a number of 

competency-based roles such as system administration, recruitment or object-oriented 

programming. Depending upon the roles they possess they will be eligible or qualified 

for different jobs or assignments. The more roles that an individual possesses the greater 



their eligibility for these work opportunities, the more valuable they are to the 

organization. This type of system has particular value in environments, such as software 

and high technology, where employees are called upon to asstune multiple roles in their 

work. In Figure 2 (next page), Person A possesses roles 1 to 5 and is therefore eligible 

for work opportunities (jobs, positions, project teams) X and Y. Person C, on the other 

hand, possesses roles 3,5,6 and 7 and is therefore only eligible or qualified for Project 

Assignment Z. In the figure you will notice that each worker possesses the 'Core 

Competencies Role ' (cc 1) - competencies that are considered so important by the 

organization that every employee in the organization is required to have them. 

Management Problem and Importance 

Many competency-based systems claim to improve performance at both 

organizational and individual levels, yet it is understandably difficult for management to 

make the decision to introduce such a system based merely on available anecdotal 

support. The cost of implementing a competency-based performance management 

system can be prohibitive particularly when the effects of such a system can have 

repercussions which cross all human resource functions and which directly impact the 

ways in which employees and their managers perform work. 

This research paper is dedicated to answering one key business problem: is the 

University of Calgary Library's competency-based performance management system 

working effectively at the individual employee level? 



Figure 2: A Role-Based Approach to Work -- ---- --- ----. 

I Competency-based Roles of the Organization I 
'CCR = Core Competencies Role 

** R = Role 

Related Literature 

This research has drawn from literature on human resource management, 

competency management and performance management. In the human resource 

management field there has been a general movement towards the integration of the 

human resource functions (subdisciplines) such as performance evaluation, recruitment, 

compensation and benefits, training and development, career development, succession 

planning, HRIS and planning (Wright & McMahan, 1992). Interestingly competencies 



are purported to perform that integrating role by acting as a common denominator 

amongst them (Spencer & Spencer, 1998). 

Research Questions 

This research initiative was intended to determine how well the objectives of the 

PEP were satisfied, and to provide stronger evidence of the value (or lack thereof) of a 

competency-based approach to organizing work. To address this, four research questions 

were posed (see Table 1 on the following page). 

Research Approach 

Research Design 

This study followed an explanatory case study design with an embedded survey. 

As the research in the competency management field has been predominately anecdotal, 

this study made use of both exploratory and explanatory research strategies in an effort to 

provide more evidence for or against the use of competency-based performance 

management systems. Exploratory research tends to be a less structured form of research 

with the intent of developing hypotheses or questions for future research tasks (Cooper & 

Schindler, 1998). A survey was used to support this exploratory research. Explanatory 

research on the other hand makes use of, "...theories or at least hypotheses to account for 

the forces that caused a certain phenomenon to occur." (Cooper & Schindler, 1998, pp. 

12). In this case study, several tools will be used to account for the survey results: 



Question 1 Has the PEP recognized and adequately communicated the primary 

objectives for the performance system? 

Questions one and two of the 2000 survey were designed to answer this. 

Were there any significant problems with the PEP? 

Question 2 Were there any significant problems with the PEP? 

Questions 3 to 6 of the survey were introduced to address this issue. 

Question 3 Are there any ways the current PEP could be improved? 

Questions 7 to 9 of the survey were designed to answer this. 

Question 4 Does the current competency model support the performance management 

process? Do staff and supervisors feel the model is helpfkl? 

Questions 11 (g to j) and 12 of the survey were designed to answer this. 



staff and supervisor interviews, 

the Falkenberg, et. al. (1999) Model of Performance Management Systems, and 

a 'Best Practices' report on competency-based systems. 

The research design will be further detailed in Chapter 4 - Research Design. 

Data Collection 

This study included several sources of data: 

the results and recommendations of a 1992 survey of the job-based performance 

management system (see Appendix I), 

exploratory interviews held with two representatives of the PEP steering 

committee, 

the University of Calgary's Guide to Competency Based Processes (from which 

the PEP was based), 

learnings from a review of performance management and competency 

management literature, 

a 2000 staff and supervisor survey of their perceptions of the competency-based 

performance management system, and 

r staff and supervisor interviews conducted to help explain any significant results of 

the 2000 survey. 

A survey was conducted in 1992 to assess staff and supervisor satisfaction with 

the performance management system and to obtain a general sense of its effectiveness. 

The results of the 1992 survey precipitated the decision to change from a job-based to a 

c~m~tcncy-bascd pe r f~~r i i i ce  iiisiiageiiieiit sj..steiii. The c~mpct~ncy-t;ased-b system has 



now been in effect library-wide since 1998. Exploratory interviews with the PEP 

committee members and the available literature provided the basis for the development of 

a second survey (and will also be used to later explain the results of the second survey). 

The second survey was administered to obtain staff and supervisor's perceptions of the 

new competency-based performance management system. It had been designed 

differently, but fashioned after the original 1992 survey to retain comparability of the 

results. Comparability was further strengthened by the fact that the library had 

experienced extremely low turnover since 1992. More than 80 per cent of the 2000 

survey respondents had participated in the 1992 survey. Finally, interviews based on the 

key findings of the second survey were held with a few staff members and supervisors. 

The results of the 2000 survey will be used to identify the perceived effectiveness 

of the new competency-based performance management system. The other data and 

results of the interviews will be used to identify 'why' the survey results came about. 

Overview 

The remainder of this paper will be organized into a number of chapters. Chapter 

2 presents a review of the performance management and competency management 

literature. Chapter 3 provides an historical account of how and why the University of 

Calgary Library chose to implement a competency-based performance management 

system. The survey design will be described in Chapter 4. Following this, Chapter 5 

examines the results of the 2000 survey and interviews, and Chapter 6 provides a 

discussion and conclusion of these results. 



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Two bodies of literature relevant to the concept of competency-based 

performance evaluation include performance management and competence management. 

The performance management literature provides the context for the system in question, 

while the competency management literature provides insight into how the 

developmental component of the performance management system can be supported by a 

competency framework. 

Performance Management Literature 

Companies that generate wealth based on human capital rely significantly on 

performance management systems to plan, evaluate and reward performance. 

Performance management systems include several sub-processes (Spencer & Spencer, 

1993): 

organizational strategic planning, 

organizational and work unit goal setting, 

individual performance planning, 

r individual performance management and coaching, 

individual performance evaluationlappraisal, and 

measuring changes in organizational performance. 



This research focused on three of these sub-processes: individual performance planning, 

individual performance management and coaching, and individual performance 

evaluation/appraisal. 

Developing a Successful Performance Management System 

According to Falkenberg et. al. (1999), performance management has been 

defined as, "...the process of collecting, analyzing, evaluating, and communicating 

information relative to individual's job behaviour and results." (p. 282). Performance 

information can be, "...used to determine HRD needs, validate predictors used in 

selection, assign pay, and evaluate program success." (p. 283). To develop a successful 

performance management system, Falkenberg et. al. (1999) suggested that five major 

responsibilities be considered in the design. Each of these will be discussed from a 

competency management perspective, and specific implications for the University of 

Calgary Library will be identified: 

1. Identification of the necessary performance information 

2. Identification of performance evaluation method(s) 

3. Applying measurement standards of validity, reliability, practicality and fairness 

4. Implementing the performance management system 

5. Responding to developmental problems 

Identification of the Necessarv Performance Information. 

The first consideration is to determine what performance information is required 

for both decision makers and employees. The systems' assessment provides information 

as io the quality arid effeciivet~ess oC ihe organizaiionai sysiern; the adrninisiraiive 



assessment provides information on individual performance in order to make resourcing, 

pay and promotion decisions; and the developmental needs assessment supplies 

information about areas in which employees need to develop (Falkenberg, et. al., 1999). 

As the University of Calgary had chosen to use the performance management system for 

developmental purposes, this paper will concentrate on this assessment. 

Individual performance management and coaching provides valuable information 

such as the knowledge, skills and attitudes that will be necessary for employees to 

perform well in their jobs. By comparing current levels of proficiency to those levels 

required for their respective jobs skill gaps are identified which, in turn, provide the basis 

for training and development planning. Workers concerned about their 'employability', 

both in and outside of their current organization will be most interested in developmental 

assessments of a competency system as this information will ultimately influence the 

training and development opportunities that help support their employability and relative 

value to the organization. Detailed developmental information enables organizations to 

provide very cost effective, timely and targeted training interventions to their workforce. 

In many organizations training and development opportunities are part of an 

organization's retention strategy - simply because employees that value their 

employability will seek to work for organizations that support it. The supervisor's role is 

to act as 'coach' or 'helper' to assist the staff member create a developmental plan 

(Falkenberg, et. a]., 1999). 

Identification of the Performance Evaluation Method(s1 

The performance evaluation process is perhaps the most effective strategy the 

organization has at its disposal to develop the performance of its people. Expectancy 



theory suggests that, to maximize individual performance, the individual must perceive 

that the effort they exert on the job will result in a favourable performance evaluation 

which, in turn, will result in rewards that are meaninglid to them (Franken, 1988). 

Therefore, the methods used to evaluate and reward individual performance are important 

considerations for managers as they have a significant motivating (or demotivating) 

effect on staff. 

When conducting performance evaluations it is recommended that organizations 

develop separate methods for collecting developmental (supervisor as 'helper') and 

administrative information (supervisor as 'judge') (Falkenberg, et. al., 1999). If these 

methods are not separated, supervisors will find themselves in two conflicting roles 

('helper' and 'judge') which can undermine the effectiveness of their perfonnance 

management efforts. For example, by assessing both administrative and developmental 

information in the same interview, the employee will tend to focus on the administrative 

as this information has the greatest bearing on their pay cheque (Falkenberg, et. al., 

1999). 

ADDlying Measurement Standards 

One cannot measure performance of anything with confidence without first 

demonstrating that certain measurement standards are in place. Those standards most 

critical to performance are: reliability, validity, practicality and fairness (Falkenberg, et. 

al. 1999). Reliability is the "consistency of a measure over time and among different 

raters" (Falkenberg, et. al. 1999, pp. 295). Validitv is said to exist if the measure 

accurately represents a specific dimension of performance. Practicalitv implies that the 

time and expense of gathering and analyzing the performance data is worth the 



'perceived value' of having that infomation. Finally, fairness occurs when the results of 

the performance management system and the procedures used to create them are 

perceived as fair (Falkenberg, et. al., 1999). 

Competency-based approaches to human resource management have become 

quite popular as competencies can be used as a reliable and valid predictor of 

performance (Spencer and Spencer, 1993). Competencies provide evaluators and staff 

with a common and consistent language with which to conduct performance evaluations. 

An example of a skill definition for Project Management that satisfies this is: 

Project management is the process of creating and maintaining an 
environment that guides a project to its successful completion. 

Assess your ability to manage a project. Consider your ability to understand 
the procedures and methods that define a project while confronting and 
overcoming the problems encountered over the life of the project. As an 
expert, without assistance, you should be able to perform the following: 

Explain the processes involved in the initiation phase of a project and the 
development of an overall project plan. 

Develop and manage the scope of a project. 

Describe in detail the process of resource allocation and how cost, work, and 
time estimates are developed. 

Understand the risks involved in starting a project. 

Undersiand i h e  importance of quality assurance and control. 

Develop effective communication skills to interact with members of the 
project team. 

With such a definition one should expect reliable evaluations across evaluators that use it. 

Competencies, if identified and defined properly, also satisfy the validity requirement as 

they demonstrate criterion validity (refer to definition on page 9). 



Competency models do take time and effort to develop correctly and because of 

this they may not satis@ the practicality requirement of every organization. To offset the 

development costs of such systems however, a number of consulting firms and software 

vendors have emerged in recent years that specialize in supplying consulting services and 

content such as skill or competency dictionaries to give companies a head start on these 

activities. Finally, competencies do support the fairness requirement of good 

performance management systems as they require the input of subject matter experts 

b(emp1oyees) who hold the positions that are modeled. This input ensures representation 

by the key stakeholders of the system and contributes to fairness and buy-in. 

Usinn a Com~etencv Study Design to Produce Reliable and Valid Competency Models 

In order to identify competencies that are reliable and valid, and to provide an 

example of a competency modeling strategy, Spencer and Spencer (1993, pp. 94) 

prescribe a competency study design. This design involves six steps. First, one must 

define the performance effectiveness criteria or key success factors. These often include 

productivity, revenue generation and customer satisfaction. Second, these criteria are 

used to identify a group of high performers (often referred to as subject matter experts 

(SMEs)) and a comparison group of average performers. Third, data is collected from the 

two groups of performers using one of a number of approaches including interviews, 

focus groups and direct observation. The data that is collected includes the observable 

and measurable work attributes that each group uses to achieve their work-related goals. 

Four, the data is analyzed and 'average' and 'superior' job profiles containing the work 

attributes of the two groups are developed. 



Fifth, the models can be validated in several ways. Three key tests of validity for 

competency models include: criterion validity, concurrent construct validity and 

predictive validity. Competencies are said to demonstrate criterion validity when SMEs 

consistently outperform average workers with respect to the success factors of high job 

performance. Having or developing high levels of proficiency in the key competencies is 

what actually "...causes superior performance in [the] job" (Spencer and Spencer, 1993, 

pp. 7). Concurrent construct validity can be established when the competency model is 

used to develop a test (the construct) fiom one sample of SMEs and average performers. 

If, in a second sample, the SMEs perform consistently higher than the average performers 

on the test, then the competency test is said to have concurrent construct validity. A final 

test of validity is predictive validity. The competency model can be used to develop 

screening devices for recruitment and to develop training curriculum. If, for example, 

trainees of a training curriculum are able to learn, develop and demonstrate high 

performance in the job following training, then the curriculum is said to have 'predictive 

validity' because it predicts high performance in the job. 

Finally, step six involves preparing applications of the competency model for the 

intended business purpose (i.e., recruiting, training career management). 

The purpose of developing and validating 'average' versus 'superior' job profiles 

is to ensure that the work attributes identified in the 'superior' profile are those which are 

most linked to the attainment of key success factors (as identified in step 1). These work 

attributes can then become developmental goals (i.e., business application) for all 

employees with the same job title. As employees with the same job title come closer to 



reaching competence in the specified work attributes, the more likely the key success 

factors will be realized. 

Imlementing the Performance Management Svstem 

Falkenberg, et. al. (1999) identified several strategies to support the 

implementation of a performance management system. First, it is important to reduce 

resistance to the process. Ways of doing this include: informing stakeholders 

(supervisors and employees) of the performance criteria to be used in the performance 

management process; and ensuring that all participants are properly prepared. Secondly, 

it is important to reduce perceptual barriers around the purpose of management 

information. It must be clearly explained whether the information is to be used for 

developmental or administrative purposes. Finally, the resultant performance appraisal 

information must be communicated to employees in ways which are supportive and 

constructive rather punitive. 

Responding to Developmental Problems 

Once the evaluation results are determined, the evaluator and employee may 

choose a number of approaches to best address the results during the subsequent 

performance period. Performance development planning may be focused towards 

bringing an employee up to the required performance requirements for their current 

position; they may be focused on helping the employee to maintain the current acceptable 

level of performance (assuming minimal potential); or they may be focused on pushing 

an underachieving, but high potential, employee to achieve higher levels of performance 

in order to improve their eligibility for more advanced opportunities. 



Competency Management Literature 

The performance management literature just discussed will provide the 

framework for evaluating the PEP. Now it is important to discuss the context in which 

the competency-based performance management system operates. Spencer and Spencer 

(1993) suggest that competencies are an element of organizational life that is universal to 

all of an organization's human resource functions. This is particularly relevant for this 

study as three human resource functions are at play: performance evaluation, training and 

career development. To further understand the role competencies play in supporting such 

functions the strengths, weakness and best practices of competency-based systems will be 

explored. 

Strengths of Competency-Based Systems. 

Human resource development (HRD) literature has stressed the importance of 

moving away from research which focuses on the human resource functions as though 

they were independent (Wright & McMahan, 1992). Instead, there should be a 

movement towards more integrated models which address the functions together as a 

whole, and that they be linked by a strong theoretical foundation. Competency-based 

approaches purport to do just that. Competencies transcend the human resource functions 

by acting as a universal construct between them (Copithorne, 2000). 

Weaknesses of Competency-Based Systems. 

A number of researchers have been critical of competency-based systems. They 
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sectors. Kerka (1999) cites Chappell1996, and Hyland 1994 who argue that CBET is 

"conceptually confused, empirically flawed, zind inadequate for the needs of a learning 

society ... is excessively reductionist, narrow, rigid, atomized, and theoretically, 

empirically, and pedagogically unsound" (pp. 1). Kerka's main argument is that CBET is 

too behaviourally-based, and as such, ignores the fundamental connections between 

tasks, intent, motivation and situational context. She argues instead for a more 

constructivist and holistic approach to CBET which better accounts for these 

characteristics. Kerka further suggests that, because competencies are defined too 

narrowly, CBET drives a curriculum that is very reductionistic and task-focused. Citing 

Jackson 1994 and Hyland 1994, she argues that CBET emphasizes performance and 

outcomes over knowledge and cognition, thus demonstrating a fundamental dilemma 

between vocational and general education. Kerka suggests that if we move towards a 

more "holistic conception of competence and on education for citizenship and cultural 

understanding, well-done CBET can find a realistic middle ground between the humanist 

and behaviorist perspectives." (pp. 4). 

These comments are curious given the definition of a competency that was 

derived by Catano (1998) from the competency literature at a time just prior to Kerka's 

paper. He suggests that as long as the work attributes (which include lcnowledgc and 

cognitions) are observable and measurable, that they are included in what defines a 

competency. What Kerka's comments do highlight however, is the propensity of 

competency-based systems to neglect the areas of knowledge, cognitions, organizational 

citizenship behaviour and cultural awareness, and that the implementers of such systems 

be more cognizant of these attributes when designing ihe competency models. The 



comments also highlight the importance of designing models that are practical and not 

too reductionistic. It is very easy for example, for a job profile to contain so many 

competencies defined at a granular level that the system becomes too maintenance and 

time-intensive to be useful. 

Additional problems with implementing competency-based systems were 

identified in a recent study group annual report by the Global Human Resource Institute 

(Hannum, 1998). They claimed competency-based systems were: 

1. too complex to manage; 

2. too difficult to implement with too much paperwork; 

3. difficult to gain employee buy-in for the system; 

4. easily undermined by other priorities having more obvious business gains; 

5. under supported by upper management when the new system required them to 

make difficult calls on people; 

6. difficult for employees and managers to understand; and 

7. difficult to implement since employees and managers have resisted the change. 

These are all present significant problems when implementing competency-based human 

resources systems. In addition to this list, other barriers to success include: 

9. lack of staff resources; 

10, lack of fiscal resources; and 

1 1 .  lack of expertise (Schoonover et. al., 2000). 

These barriers to success are important considerations for any implementation and 

must be addressed if it is to be successful. Barriers 1 and 2 demonstrate the value that 

can be had with the use of enabiing tec'nnoiogy such as web-based competency 



management software; barriers 3 to 5 and 9 to 11 stress the importance of gaining t o p  

level buy-in and commitment before even proceeding with a project; and barriers 6 to 8 

clearly suggest that the implementation of competency management system is a 

significant change management process and therefore requires this expertise to facilitate 

the implementation process. For some organizations, the above challenges may be just 

cause for abandoning a competency management implementation altogether. These 

considerations should be weighed against the perceived benefits as part of the decision 

making process to implement a competency management system. 

Best Practices for Implementing Competency-Based Solutions 

In 2000 a survey was conducted by Arthur Andersen, Schoonover Associates and 

the Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM) to learn about current practices 

related to the use of competency-based systems in both public and private sector 

organizations (Schoonover et. al., 2000). The survey was conducted electronically using 

a website, but the report did not indicate how the respondents were solicited to respond to 

the survey. The motivations of both survey sponsors and respondents are unclear. 

Together, these factors put into question the validity of the survey results. However, 

there is value for end-users when considering if, when and how to implement 

competency-based systems. 

The survey resulted with more than 300 responses of which: one third were 

actively using competencies; 9 1 per cent were located in the Americas; and 6 1 per cent 

operated in the private sector. There were no patterns in terms of 'typical' organizations 

(size Dr sectgr) thet il:ere using coqxtencies. Fina!!y, of  the third ~f the nrgmizrrtir>r?s 



that were using competencies, the applications that were most frequently linked to 

competencies were hiring/selection, job descriptions, training, performance management, 

development planning and career pathing. The linked applications chosen by University 

of Calgary Library are certainly consistent with these findings. 

One third of the respondents that implemented a competency-based system were 

satisfied or very satisfied with their implementation while another third were dissatisfied 

or very dissatisfied. A key differentiating factor between the two groups was the level of 

sophistication on the part of the user. Users of the successful implementations had much 

higher levels of sophistication (skill) with competency-based solutions. The 

sophisticated practitioners: 

1. used more multi-dimensional criteria for determining the success of the 

project; 

2. implemented competencies across more hierarchical and functional levels; 

3. applied competencies in more diverse applications; 

4. implemented performance and development feedback systems; 

5. used more enabling technology; 

6.  had more successfiil human resource interventions - particularly in enhancing 

performance, communicating standards and integrating HR applications 

7. clarified realistic outcomes, resource needs and time requirements; 

8. linked the competency initiative with the organizational strategy; 

9. focused on integrating competencies with all HR processes; and 

10. focused on implementation and ongoing evaluation. 



Competency-Based Performance Management Systems 

Competency-based performance management systems offer organizations the 

ability manage performance not only from a quantitative output-based perspective, but 

also fiom a process-based perspective - how that output actually gets generated. Spencer 

and Spencer (1993) describe this capability in this way: 

In recent years, the emphasis in [performance management systems] has been on 

perjomance - the "what" of behavior - the specific quantitative monetary, 

productivity, or quality results achieved in the recent past. The focus has been on 

rewards (performance-based bonuses, merit awards). At present, many 

organizations are becoming interested in management and appraisal of 

competence - the "how" of performance. They are seeking more qualitative 

assessment, oriented to the future and focused on development. (pp. 266). 

By includingfiture and development orientations, the "mixed model" or "totd 

performance management" solution enables organizations to overcome a common 

problem that comes with usingperformance or outcome-based models exclusively. An 

employee's ability to achieve job-specific outcomes is not always rvithin their control. 

Situational constraints such as economic changes, structural changes to the organization 

and changing markets impact one's ability toperform by producing desired results. Tofu/ 

PM solutions accommodate for this by increasing the importance of lzow employees 

perform their work and, at times, rewards them for this (i.e., skill-based pay). With such 

a system in place employees are also in a better position to know how to improve current 

performance if they are not performing as they should. With this rationale, it can be 



argued that different jobs might be better managed by different approaches. For jobs 

such as direct sales, in which the employee has a high degree of control over hisher 

outputs, the process-based approach to performance management might be most suitable, 

and a heavier weighting would be placed on the attainment of outcomes. The 

competency-based approach might more suitable for positions, such as service-oriented 

jobs, and therefore a heavier weighting would be assigned to the competencies of the 

position. 

Spencer and Spencer (1993) suggest that the Total PM(mixed model) and 

competency-based performance management solutions are particulariy appropriate if the 

following contextual factors are present in the target organization: 

The organization is operating in an uncertain and changing environment. 

Changing environments often result in difficult-to-measure outcomes thereby 

emphasizing the importance of having and developing the right behaviours. 

The jobs or positions have no measurable outcomes. Performance for many jobs, 

such as service-oriented jobs, is not easily measured in terms of outcomes. The 

more subject the measures are the more important it is that employees be 

measured in terms of behaviours or competencies. 

a In team-based work it is difficult to mcasurc individual contributions. 

Organizational citizenship, teamwork and cooperation are often the best 

predictors of team performance. 

Future and development-oriented organizations. The more focused and 

organization is on developing its 'bench strength' or human capital, the more 

important it is that they evaiuate and deveiop corporate competencies. 



Chapter 1 presented one other factor that warrants inclusion in this list of contextual 

factors: 

1 Highly demanding and variable workforce dynamics. The more changing and 

dynamic a workforce is (i-e., project-based work requiring continually changing 

skill sets), the more likely employees are called upon to assume multiple 

competency-based roles in their work. 

These contextual factors provide organizations with insight as to whether or not 

competencies, or competency-based systems, are appropriate. 

Summary 

Two areas of literature were discussed in this chapter that had particular relevance 

to competency-based performance management systems. The performance management 

literature was presented in accordance to the Performance Management Systems model 

as outlined by Falkenberg, et. al. (1 999). As this research is focused on the University of 

Calgary's process, particular emphasis was placed on the developmental components of 

the performance management system. The competency management literature provided 

additional information on issues that arise when working with competency-based 

systems. Strengths, weaknesses and best practices were discussed and these will add 

value when discussing the results of this study. 



CHAPTER 3 

CASE BACKGROUND 

This chapter represents the first stage of the research design (as detailed in 

Chapter 4 - Research Design). Key historic issues are presented that led to the decision 

to implement a competency-based performance management system at the University of 

Calgary Library. It represents the first collection of data for this case study and includes 

the following sources of information: initial exploratory interviews with two PEP 

committee members, results of the 1992 survey, and the existing competency 

management model Guide to Competency Based Processes that was produced by the 

University of Calgary Human Resources Department. This information is valuable in 

that it provides the context for the current PEP and the motivations that led to its 

development. Understanding the system will ultimately help interpret the results of this 

study. 

Three sets of exploratory interviews were held in early 1999 with two PEP 

committee members. One of the members was the research sponsor - she had requested 

research support to determine the effectiveness of the current PEP. The second 

committee member was chosen for his familiarity with the PEP and for his long work 

history with the library. Together, they provided historic contextual information about 

the library and its performance management system. As this information pertained to 

historical events, and because the PEP committee was interested in having a third party 



conduct an independent review of the PEP, the potential for bias was considered minimal 

and no additional exploratory interviews were considered necessary. 

The remainder of this chapter has been divided into four sections: history of the 

PEP, the PEP, procedural changes to human resources management, and limitations of 

the PEP. 

History of the PEP 

The University of Calgary library was a traditionally organized hierarchical 

system up until the early 1990s. Work was supervisor-driven and organized around the 

job description which was comprised of a number of duties or tasks (see Appendix 1 - 

Sample Job Description (Pre-Competencies)). These documents were used by managers 

to conduct the performance evaluations. In 1992 there were approximately 250 full time 

library staff that, due to budget cutbacks, were reduced to about 180 over the subsequent 

five years. 

For several years prior to 1992, there were concerns regarding the performance 

evaluation of support staff, The process at the time was not effective at improving 

performance and staff turnover had been as high as 25 per cent. The library could no 

longer continue to invest time and money in an approach that was not producing results. 

In 1992 an external consultant conducted a survey (see Appendix 2 - 1992 Survey 

Results) of the University of Calgary Library to determine staff and management 

experiences and perceptions of the job-based performance management process. Both 

staff and supervisors perceived the process to be ineffective: support for training and 

development was not evident, and employee career development was unsupported. In his 



January 1993 report he made a number of recommendations to address the problem areas 

that were identified in the survey (see Appendix 1). These recommendations included: 

= developing clear objectives for the performance management process; 

detailing the process; 

ensuring a consistent approach; 

providing necessary training for staff and supervisors; 

implementing a feedback process to ensure work-related issues were 

discussed; and 

seeking regular feedback to determine effectiveness of the system. 

The library subsequently chose to implement a performance management system that was 

based more on the competencies. Today, the library is still hierarchical in nature, 

however conscious efforts have been made to make the performance management 

process more employee-driven, and the job profile now includes eight core competencies 

(to be discussed in the next section). In 1999 the library wanted an examination of the 

merits of this decision which led to this research. 

The Performance Enhancement Program (PEP) 

Recognizing that the current model of performance management was not 

adequate, a steering committee was formed to develop a more effective approach - the 

Performance Enhancement Program (PEP). The team reviewed the performance 

literature. Early in the process they were approached by the Human Resources 

Department of the University of Calgary. Human Resources had been developing a 

campus-wide competency-based model of human resource management and suggested 



that the library use it as a vehicle for managing the PEP program. Th~s  model was based 

on eight core competencies: 

1. Flexibility 5. Knowledge and Technical Skills 

2. Communication 6. Personal Effectiveness 

3. Innovativeness/Initiative 7. University Understanding 

4. Teamwork 8. Leadership 

The core competencies were to be germane to all jobs within the library. In lieu 

of defining competencies specific to each job, the core competencies were designed with 

a number of 'competency descriptors' (behaviours) at ten different levels of proficiency 

that could be modified depending on the job in question. To further address the absence 

of job-specific competencies, one of the eight core competencies - 'Knowledge and 

Technical Skills' - was intended to capture this information. 

The steering committee concluded that this model would best address the library's 

out-dated performance management system. To this the steering committee also decided 

to incorporate the consultant's recommendations (as based on the 1992 survey results). 

When complete, the PEP was designed to support the performance evaluation, training, 

and career devcloprnent processes. All three processes were bascd (and therefore linked) 

on the core competencies. 

The development of the competency-based job profiles was one of the first steps 

in implementing the new system. All staff and managers received a one and a half-hour 

introduction to competency and performance management concepts, and used this 

information to deveiop job profiies during unit workshops. In t'hese workshops 



competencies were defined for the job profiles and proficiency levels were set for each. 

Following the workshops, staff were assessed for their current proficiency levels for the 

job profiles that were assigned to them. 

The introduction of a competency-based performance management system to the 

library involved a number of structural and procedural changes. The job descriptions (see 

Appendix 1 - Sample Job Description) had been replaced with competency-based job 

profiles (see Appendix 3 - Competency-Based Job Profile) that were comprised of: a 

statement of purpose and accountabilities, eight core competencies and proficiencies for 

each competency. Each core competency was defined by approximately 20 behavioral 

descriptors that were intended to represent all possible variations of the competency 

across all positions of the university. So for any given job only a few of the 20 

descriptors would be applicable. 

A number of focus group discussions were held between supervisors and job 

incumbents to develop the job profiles, applicable behavioral descriptors and proficiency 

levels. The eight core competencies were intended to help align each job profile to the 

strategic plans and directions of the work unit, the library and the greater university. 

Procedural Changes to Human Resource Management 

Once the competency-based job profiles were completed, the library proceeded to 

incorporate them into a number of their human resource processes. Staffing, learning and 

development, and performance management processes now used the competency-based 

profiles as a key input. Rewards and compensation were left untouched. 



Staffing 

The hiring process was now driven by the competency-based job profiles. What 

was immediately apparent was that the preparation ofjob postings occurred more easily 

and efficiently. Library staff were familiar with the format of the profiles particularly 

since they were involved in their development. Virtually all of the recruitment processes 

- short-listing of candidates, interview assessments, reference checks and the decision to 

hire - were now based on the competencies identified in the original posting. In addition, 

recruitment decisions were increasingly driven by the skill gaps of the library. By basing 

the processes on competencies, the library was hopeful that this would ensure fair and 

consistent recruitment practices. 

Learning and Development 

Each competency had five development phases ranging from entry to expert skill 

levels. With the implementation of the competency-based human resource management 

system, the library increased the training budget to four times that of previous years. 

According to the comments of one of the PEP committee members, the allocation of 

training dollars was to be decided by both the employee and supervisor, whereas in the 

past, the supervisor had made all training decisions. The new system had a greater 

emphasis on soft skill training. Staff training was to be based on two sources of 

information: survey results on training issues, as conducted by other University libraries; 

and skill gaps (the difference between current and required skill levels or proficiencies) 

as identified in staff performance appraisals. 



Performance Evaluation 

As pari of the new performance manageineat process, staff performance and 

training gods were set at the beginning of the performance period and were to be 

reviewed at the end of the year. To document these goals, personal development profiles 

were created for each employee. The PEP committee members suggested that, in 

general, these performance goals were being met. However there was a range of 

identified goals. Some goals were too ambitious, some were too lax, and some staff 

members were asked to take on different projects during the performance year which 

altered their respective goals altogether. 

Performance evaluations were to be based on accountabilities and the eight core 

competencies rather than on the traditional job descriptions. Part of the evaluation 

process involved personal development plans that were competency-driven for each 

employee. .For the most part, performance evaluations were handled by the employee 

and their immediate supervisor, and they included an employee self-assessment 

component. This was a conscious move away from the traditional supervisor-driven 

approach to encourage greater participation and ownership of the process by staff 

members. 

Rewards and Compensation 

This component of human resource management did not change with the new 

system, it was still guided by the collective agreement (as was the rest of the University). 

Staff were paid based on years of service assuming they met basic performance 



requirements. There was an annual increment until such time the employee reached the 

ceiling for their particular pay classification. There were also two long-term service pay 

increments. At this time, pay was not performance driven, nor was it individually or 

team based. 

A Comparison with the Literature 

Now that the PEP and its history have been described, a brief review and 

comparison to the performance management and competency management literature (see 

Chapter 2) revealed a number of discoveries. 

The Performance Management System 

The University of Calgary Library had made several efforts to improve the 

likelihood of success for the PEP. The performance management model described earlier 

by Falkenberg, et. al. (1999), was used to understand how the PEP was designed. 

Identification of Necessarv Performance Information 

The library focused on the developmental assessments of their performance 

management system for the key performance information. Competency gaps (based on 

the core competencies) provided the basis for developmental discussions between 

employees and their supervisors and became the primary driver for the skills and 

knowledge targeted for development in the subsequent performance period. 

Unfortunately, the competency gaps were based on core competencies and not job or 

work-specific competencies. 



identification of the Performance Evaluation Method 

The University of Calgary Library had distinguished two methods of evaluation. 

Compensation was based on three factors: position occupied, tenure and meeting 

minimum performance criteria (in accordance to the traditional job scales that were 

previously set by the University of Calgary Human Resources Department). Training 

and development, on the other hand, was based on competency gaps as identified in the 

developmental assessment information that resulted fiom the competency-based 

performance management system. 

Amlvina Measurement Standards 

The University of Calgary Library attempted to improve its performance 

management system by making it competency-based. However, given that the 

competencies were developed by staff and supervisors without regard for performance 

criterion or the selection of subject matter experts, and given that the competencies were 

not necessarily equipped with observable and measurable behavioural descriptors, both 

reliability and validity of the performance management system was weak. These issues 

will be explained further in the Discussion and Recommendations chapter (see Chapter 

6). 

Implementing the Performance Management System 

The University library attempted to reduce resistance to the implementation of the 

new system. Not only were employees and supervisors informed about the ensuing 

changes with the performance management process, they were also involved in the 

development of the PEP and were trained in the new processes. As a result, very little 

resistance was anticipated, and in fact, stakeholder buy-in was expected given that they 



were the 'developers' of the new system. According to the library's PEP representatives 

who requested the study, the implementation was successfully received with little to no 

resistance, but this was not formally tested. 

The library also made efforts to ensure staff and supervisors knew the 

performance information was to be used for developmental purposes only. Research 

question #1 was designed specifically to assess staff and supervisor awareness of the 

intended purpose of the PEP. Supervisors were trained to provide the appraisal feedback 

in supportive and constructive manner. Question Q5 was designed to gather staff and 

supervisor perceptio~ls on this issue (part of research question #2 - concerns with the 

PEP). 

In summary, the library had done a much better job at choosing the right 

evaluation method and implementing the performance management system than it did at 

identifjrlng the necessary performance information and in applying the appropriate 

measurement standards. 

Competency-Based Performance Management 

The University of Calgary library had attempted to create what appeared to be a 

Total Peformance Management solution by identifying employee accountabilities that 

were specific to each job (the what), and by identifLing at least some of the required 

competencies (the how). However, when considering the contextual factors as identified 

in Chapter 2 (page 35) there were some questions as to whether a competency-based 

framework was the appropriate solution in the first placed. This will be discussed in the 

iiejii szciioii. 



Limitations of the Competency-Based Performance Management 

System 

On the basis of the information gained in developing the case background and the 

basic principles of competency management identified in the literature review, a number 

of limitations were noted in the design and implementation of the PEP. These include: 

1. an inappropriate model; 

2. the population from which the models were designed produced 'average' job 

profiles; 

3. inadequate method of evaluation; 

4. inadequate 'Knowledge and Technical Skills' competency; 

5. lack of compliance of core competencies with competency definition; 

6. a distinct lack of 'best practices'; 

7. a highly 'plateaued' workforce was not an ideal population for the system; 

8. a distinct lack of contextual factors that warranted a competency-based 

performance management system; and 

9. two of the five components of a successful performance management system were 

problematic. 

These limitations are described in more detail in the following discussion. 

An Inappropriate Model 

The University of Calgary Human Resources model (from which the library's 

performance management system was based) was purported to be a Core Competency 



model. That is, it was based on competencies that distinguished the University of 

Calgary from other learning institutions. Two leading experts on core competencies, 

Prahalad and Hamel (1990) define core competencies as the "...collective learning in the 

organization, especially how to coordinate diverse production skills and integrate 

multiple streams of technologies" (1990, pp. 82). They cite examples such as Sony's 

core competence in miniturization, Philip's competence with optical-media and Honda's 

expertise in small engines, as being keys to their competitive advantage. Companies 

generally have no more than five or six core competencies, and to identifjr them, Prahalad 

and Hamel (1990) suggested the following three tests: 

1. they provide access to a wide variety of markets; 

2. they make a significant contribution to perceived customer value; and 

3. are difficult for competitors to imitate. 

According to The Guide to Competency-Based Processes, the HR Department of the 

University identified eight core competencies on the basis of the values of the University 

community and on what was considered critical to achieving the University's mission and 

goals. Separate research is needed to definitively determine if this model satisfied 

Prahalad and Hamel's three criteria for core competence, however, the purpose of core 

competencies is fairly clear - they represent the key competencies that an organization 

leverages in order to satis@ organizational goals and organizational performance. This is 

significantly different from competencies that are developed and used to support the 

performance goals of individual contributors. 

The Core Competency model did not supply enough information to support the 

requirements that were unique for each job in the organization. ""rrfonnance 



management is the process of collecting, analyzing, evaluating, and communicating 

information relative to individuals' job behaviour and results" (Falkenberg et. al., 1999, 

pp. 282). In this context, a core competency model was not satisfactory as it was not 

specifically ". ..relative to individuals' job behaviour and results". 

DeveIopment of 'Average' Job Profiles 

The value of the library's competency model was limited as it was influenced 

from the input of low, average and high performing employees. Assuming the library 

was interested in developing a high performance organization, competencies should have 

been derived from the input of subject matter experts (SMEs) - experts who demonstrate 

criterion-referenced superior performance in the job or role in question. 

Inadequate Method of Evaluation 

Each competency was represented by approximately 20 competency descriptors 

in one of three developmental phases: phase 1 involved fundamental descriptors, phase 2 

included descripiors for fully compeieni praciitioners, and phase 3 included descriptors 

for practitioners with high levels of expertise. Employees were evaluated for each of the 

eight competencies on a 10-point proficiency scale that mapped to the phases. Phase 1 

was represented by proficiency levels 1 and 2, phase 2 was represented by proficiency 

levels 3 to 8, and phase 3 by proficiency levels 9 and 10. There were no definitions or 

descriptions for each point of the 10 point scale which likely precipitated the subjective 

and inconsistent evaluations across supervisors. 



Inadequate 'Knowledge and Technical Skills' Competency 

This competency was defined as "the ability to demonstrate proficiency in 

technical and job knowledge aspects of the position to achieve a high level of 

performance (taken from The Guide to Competency-Based Processes - from the HR 

Department of the University of Calgary). If this competency was to accurately represent 

the full skill and knowledge base for all positions of the library, it should have literally 

contained hundreds if not thousands of unique skills and areas of knowledge. Instead, the 

end users were asked to develop a standardized list of 20 tactical skills and knowledge 

that were considered most important to the organization (as all eight competencies are 

limited to 20). As well, these definitions were provided without any detailed behavioural 

descriptors that would enable end-users to objectively observe and measure proficiency 

for those skills and knowledge areas. As a result, the system was not representative of 

the full skill and knowledge base of the organization, and the evaluations of the limited 

list of 20 were subjective at best. 

Lack of Compliance of Core Competencies 'With Competency Definition 

The core competencies were not always written in a form that complied with the 

definition of a competency as described earlier. The Competency Descriptors used in the 

Library's model were not necessarily observable or measurable, nor were they criterion- 

referenced. For example, one descriptor of the core competency Innovutiveness was: 

Clzallenges self to move out of "comfort zone" by pushing tlze boundaries of 

regular job responsibilities " 



This descriptor would be difficult to observe or measure in an employee and was open to 

a great deal of subjectivity on the part of the evaluator. In addition, because the 

competencies and associated descriptors were selected by staff and supervisors of all 

calibers, the end result did not distinguish high performance. Rather the descriptors were 

a best guess as to what should be associated with a given competency. Again, the 

validity and objectivity of the evaluations were compromised. 

A Distinct Absence of 'Best Practices' 

According to the ten best practices for implementing competency-based solutions 

(identified in Chapter 2), only one - applying competencies in more diverse applications 

- was explicitly pursued by the University of Calgary Library. This discovery might 

suggest that the library's competency-based system was missing some critical success 

factors. 

A 'Plateaued' Workforce was Not an Ideal Population for the Current System 

As staff reached the highest level of proficiency for a given competency they 

either plateaued at that level (by staying in that position) or eventually moved on to 

another work assignment. Given the limited opportunities for lateral moves (limited span 

of career streams) and the mature workforce, 'plateauing' was a common problem for 

staff at the library. As described earlier, competency-based performance management 

systems add some of the most value in circumstances where skill gaps and developmental 

solutions are important - these are not as important for a 'pleateaued' workforce. 



A Distinct Lack of the Appropriate Contextual Factors 

According to Spencer and Spencer (1999), competency-based performance 

management systems are most warranted when a number of contextual factors are present 

in the target organization (see Chapter 2 - Literature Review). Given the circumstances 

listed below (a reflection of these factors), the use of a competency-based performance 

management system at the University of Calgary Library was questionable: 

r the jobs, the industry and the workforce were relatively stable; 

team-based work did not dominate the way business was conducted; 

employee development and a focus on future skills were not characteristic of the 

way things were managed at the library (i.e., training was not very available for 

stafl); and 

changing workforce dynamics in which employees were called upon to assume 

multiple roles in their work were simply not a reality at the library. 

Missing Components of a Successful Performance Management System 

Falkenberz et. al. (1999) identified five factors which contribute to a successful 

performance management system (see Chapter 2 - Literature Review). The PEP does not 

adequately support three of these. It did not identify the necessary performance 

information (the model is based on core competencies rather than on job-specific 

behaviours). Secondly, the PEP does not satis@ the reliability and practicality 

measurement standards (this will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 6 - Discussion 



and Recommendations). Finally, the PEP does not respond well to developmental 

problems as there is limited training available to staff whom have skill gaps. 

In summary, the literature suggested that the University of Calgary Library's 

competency model had so many issues with it that its legitimacy as a competency-based 

performance management system was highly questionable. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Overall Design 

The case study with embedded survey design was chosen as the preferred research 

strategy for this thesis. Yin (1984) proposed a model for determining the research 

approach depending on the type of research question(s) asked. According to Yin, surveys 

are an effective approach for addressing "what" questions - those questions that are 

exploratory in nature and aimed at identifying the outcomes or effects of events. As this 

research focused on identifying the effects of the new competency-based performance 

management system a survey was used. Yin also suggested that case studies provide the 

means for answering "why" questions which are more process-oriented in nature. In this 

case, inteniews were held ,with a sampleaf staff and supervisors .to ,help,explai,n why the 

survey results came about. 

"A case study is an empirical inquiry that: 

investigates contemporary phenomena in a crurent context; when 

the boundaries between the phenomena and the context are not clearly 

evident; and in which 

multiple sources of evidence are used" (Yin, 1989, pp.23). 

This research explored a current complex system - a performance management system, 

and uses several sources of data including: 

(I explorato~y interviews and consultations with two PEP committee members, 



documentation on the current competency-based performance management 

system, 

a literature review, 

1992 survey results of the original performance management system, 

2000 survey results of the current competency-based performance management 

system, 

and post-survey interviews with staff and supervisors. 

According to Cooper & Schindler (1998) case studies are used when a contextual 

analysis of fewer events or conditions and their interrelations are studied. In this research 

an analysis of a new performance management system of one organization is examined. 

Given these research conditions, this study can be described as a case study with 

embedded survey design. 

The data collected for this case study were qualitative and quantitative, and the 

analysis of this data served both exploratory and explanatory purposes. 

Research Questions and How They Will Be Answered 

To answer the four research questions posed earlier (see Table I on page 18 j, four 

stages of analysis were pursued. These are detailed in the Data Analysis section at the 

end of this chapter. The first stage involved collecting historic data of the original and 

current performance management systems. The second stage involved the administration 

of a survey to staff and supervisors to better understand their perceptions of the current 

performance management system. The third stage of analysis involved a number of 

interviews with staff and supervisors to explain the survey results. Finally. the four stage 



of analysis involved analyzing the survey and interview results in terms of models and 

practices as identified in the literature review section of this study. 

Design of the 2000 Survey 

The 2000 survey (see Appendix 2) was intended to gather current staff and 

supervisor perceptions of the effectiveness of the current competency-based PEP. 

Four key sources of information were used in the construction of the survey: the 1992 

survey results (see Appendix 1); the literature review (see Chapter 2 - Literature 

Review); and the interviews with PEP committee members and the core competency 

model and supporting documentation (see Chapter 3 - Case Background). The 1992 

survey questions were used to guide the development of the 2000 survey questions to 

ensure that similar information would be gathered and available for comparison to the 

earlier survey results. The last three sources of information were used to develop new 

questions surrounding the competency-based PEP. 

Instead of using the open-ended question style that was used in the 1992 survey, 

the 2000 survey used a seven point Likert Scale with the following seven labels: Strongly 

Disagree, Disagree, Slightly Disagree, Uncertain, Slightly Agree, Agree, Strongly Agree. 

The reason for this choice was two-fold. First, the Likert format is faster and easier to 

respond to than open-ended questions and was therefore expected to simplify data 

analysis and to improve the response rate. Secondly, the results of this format - interval 

data - allow for more rigorous tests for significance. These reasons came with one key 

disadvantage - missing information. Because respondents were asked to complete a 

fcrced respcr.se sur-;ey (seven p in t  Likert sca!e), they ;insre c ~ t  ab!e t~ prwide 



additional information that would have been missing fiom the survey. Follow up 

interviews were later held with staff and supervisors to adjust for this 'missing' 

information. 

The survey was administered via the Internet for several reasons: data collection 

and analysis was quicker and easier, the administration cost was lower, and access to 

respondents was greater (the whole population had web access) (Cooper & Schindler, 

1998). 

The data collection and analysis processes were quick and efficient. Other than 

researcher time and three donated hours for technical and statistical support, there were 

no additional costs, and access to the population was excellent as demonstrated by a 

fairly high response rate (see Chapter 5 - Presentation of Results). There was no follow 

up with non-respondents. 

The survey was voluntary and anonymous and no names were associated with the 

results. All library employees were experienced working on the Internet interface, and 

virtually all had access to a computer (and internet connection) during regular work 

hours. Approximately five per cent of employees were either expected to need assistance 

gaining access and answering questions in this format, or would prefer to use a paper and 

pencil format. The results of the paper and pencil surveys were entered into the 

electronic format by the researcher. 

A statistical analysis of the data was conducted to determine key findings, 

measures of central tendency and t-test measures (comparing staff and supervisor 

responses). 



The Interview 

Once the survey responses were analyzed for key findings, interview questions 

were designed (see Appendix 3) to explore and help explain the research questions. 

Three supervisors and three staff members were interviewed. One supervisor and one 

reporting staff member were selected from three different area libraries to ensure that as 

many issues as possible were identified across the organization. Four of the six 

interviewees had been with the library prior to the 1992 survey and one supervisor and 

staff member had only been with the library for the last two years. Again, this effort was 

intended to gain greater representation of the various perceptions at the library. As the 

responses began duplicating themselves by the fifth and sixth interviews the assumption 

was made that a sufficient number of participants were interviewed in order to identifjr 

the key issues and reasons behind the survey responses. Certainly, additional interviews 

could have revealed additional information, but the major factors were .assumed 10 have 

been identified. 

Research Sample 

The research population was comprised of 30 supervisors and 122 staff menbeis. 

They all worked in one of eight different libraries: four area libraries and four branch 

libraries. Area libraries included client services, coilections and technical services, 

information technology services, and administration. The four branch libraries included 

geology and geophysics, law, management, and medical libraries. Approximately 80 per 

cent of the staff and supervisors that completed the original survey still worked at the 

library. 



In order to gain a representative sample of supervisors and staff for the interviews, 

efforts were made to ensure that these individuals worked in different libraries. The 

interview sample consisted of three supervisors and three staff members - each reporting 

to one of the supervisors. Two s u p e ~ s o r s  and two staff members belonged to the area 

libraries, and the third supervisor and staff member belonged to a branch library. In 

addition, one of the supervisors and one of the staff members had been with the library 

for less than two years and had therefore only been exposed to the competency-based 

PEP. The other supervisors and staff members had been previously exposed to the job- 

based PEP. 

Procedure 

Survey respondents (staff and supervisors) received an Email message from 

library management describing the project and survey method. As all respondents 

received messages in this format, all were expected to have read this information. Within 

a week of receiving this message, all respondents were provided with an envelope 

containing survey instructions, a web address (URL), a User ID and password. The 

instructions indicated a hard copy survey (print copy) was available to respondents from 

their supervisors if they preferred not to use the web-based survey. It was not expected 

that this option wouid be used by many respondents as they were are ail familiar with 

using the internet interface (with the exception of three or four maintenance staff). The 

instructions were delivered in an envelope marked either 'Supervisor' or 'Staff to ensure 

that respondents received the appropriate infornlation, and there was no connection 

between a User Id and any one individual. The survey was anonymous with the 



exception that some respondents could contact the researcher with questions. Any 

discussions with the researcher would be kept in strict confidence. 

In the instructions, respondents were provided with a unique USER ID and 

PASSWORD that was for their own personal use. This eliminated the possibility of other 

respondents tampering with one another's survey results. If respondents had any 

difficulties with passwords, User Ids, instructions or the web interface, they were 

instructed (in the instructions) to contact the researcher. He would resolve the problem 

and keep their identity confidential. Respondents were given two weeks to respond to the 

survey and all would be provided with Internet access and time off of regular duties to 

complete it. 

During the survey period, and including the first week prior, respondents and their 

managers were encouraged (via Email messages) to respond to the survey as the results 

would be important to library operations. This was expected to improve the response rate 

of the survey. 

Once the deadline for survey responses past, the data file was considered 'closed' 

and any hard copy (paper version) survey results were entered by the researcher. All 

survey results were then converted into a useable data fornlat (Excel) for SPSS. The data 

were summarized using descriptive statistics. T-tests were used to examine differences 

between supervisor and staff responses. 

All respondents were thanked for their contributions during the two-week survey 

time period and the results of the survey were provided back to them. The results were 

expected to provide valuable information for library staff and supervisors, and to provide 

the basis for diaiogue and improvements in performance management processes. 



Data Analysis 

Yin (1989) suggests that, "...the distinctive need for case studies arises out of the 

desire to understand complex social phenomena." (pp. 14). In order to better understand 

the effectiveness of the University of Calgary Library's performance management system 

and to answer the research questions, four stages of analysis were implemented (see 

Figure 3). The first stage (exploratory analysis) was designed to understand what the 

historic context of the PEP was (see Chapter 3 - Case Background). The second stage 

Figure 3 -Four Stages of Analysis to Answer the Research Questions 

. 

Type of Analysis: Stage of Analysis: Corresponding Chapter: 

. 

Chapter 3 - 
Exploratory 3 Case Background 

. 
Chapter 5 - 

Exploratory 3 analysis of survey results Presentation of Results 

Chapter 5 - 
Explanatory 3 Presentation of Results 

(by research question) 

Explanatory 3 Stage 4: Analysis of Chapter 6 - 
results using background Discussion and 
information (by research Recommendations 

. 



(exploratory analysis) was designed to determine what staff and management perceptions 

were of the current performance management system by way of the 2000 survey (see 

Appendix 2 - 2000 Survey Questionnaire, and Chapter 5 -Presentation of Results). 

The third stage of analysis was designed to explain how the perceptions of the 

2000 survey came about (explanatory analysis) by way of interviews with staff and 

supervisors. Interview questions were developed based on the key findings of the survey 

data (see Appendix 3 - Interview Questionnaire). Interviews were held with a small 

sample of staff and supervisors to explain the key findings of the survey. For 

comparative convenience, the results of the interview questions are presented in Chapter 

5 beside the survey questions that they were derived from. Finally, the fourth stage of 

analysis (explanatory) was designed to explain the results of the 2000 survey and 

interview responses in the context of the performance and competency management 

literature. - 
It is expected that each successive stage of analysis will provide additional rigor 

in answering the research questions. 



CHAPTER 5 

PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 

This chapter provides the results of the analysis of the 2000 survey and interview 

data. As such it provides the second and third stages of analysis for this study as 

described in Chapter 4. As there was a large amount of data drawn from survey and 

interview sources, complete data tables are located in Appendix 6. Key findings specific 

to the research questions have been extracted from these tables and categorized according 

to the research question that they address. Again, the research questions are: 

1. Have the primary objectives of the PEP been adequately supported? 

2. Are there any problems with the PEP? 

3. Are there any ways to improve the PEP? 

4. How do staff and supervisors feel about the role of the core competencies in the 

performance management process? Do their perspectives differ? 

Statistical Approach 

T-tests were used to determine if there were any significant differences Setween 

responses of the staff and supervisor populations. As this research involved interval data 

(Likert Scale), the most powerful test of significance available was through parametric 

testing. A t-test was chosen given the relatively low sample size and on the assumption 

that the populations were expected to be normally distributed with equal population 

variances (Cooper & Schindler, 1998). Given that the data represented staff and 



supervisor 'perceptions', and was therefore prone to some subjectivity, t-test results (for 

equality of means) were considered significant for 'p' values less than 0.01. 

The Mann-Whitney test was used in the event some of the assumptions associated 

with the t-test did not hold true. This non-parametric test rank orders the responses of the 

two populations to determine any significant differences between the two. The results of 

this test supported the same results as the t-test thereby strengthening the validity of the 

latter. As the t-test was generally considered more robust (as it is a parametric test), the 

results of the Mann-Whitney test will not be included in these results. 

Response Rate 

Supervisor responses were 26 of a possible 30 supervisor members representing 

an 87 per cent response rate (up from the 50 per cent response rate for the 1992 survey). 

Staff responses were 68 of a possible 121 staff members. Only three hard copy surveys 

were completed. This represents a response rate of 56 per cent which was much higher 

than that of the 1992 survey results in which 28 of approximately 150 staff surveys were 

submitted (under 20 per cent). This significant improvement in staff response rate may 

reflect a number of things: 

a staff were taking the PEP more seriously, 

supervisors communicated and emphasized the importance of staff participation 

in the survey, 

a the survey mechanism (electronic survey on the Internet) was a more novel and 

engaging vehicle than the original paper a pencil survey, and 

the 'forced-response' question format was easier to respond to than the open- 

ended question format used in the original 1992 survey. 



The reasons cited above may account for the improved supervisor response rate 

over the 1992 survey. Supervisors had a higher response rate (87%) than did staff 

(56%). Three possible explanations for the higher participation by supervisors include: 

there was a clear corporate mandate to implement the skills-based 

performance management system, 

1 supervisors needed to demonstrate to their staff (by completing their 

surveys) the importance of completing the survey, and 

supervisors were committed to the PEP program and were motivated to 

contribute to its improvement. 

The response rates for both groups suggested that their input was an accurate 

representation of the University of Calgary Library population. 

The results are presented in accordance to the research question they addressed. 

The Primary Objectives the PEP 

IdentifLing and enforcing the primary objectives of a performance management system is 

key to its success. The first research question was designed to determine whether the 

primary objectives of the PEP were known by both supervisors and staff, and whether the 

objectives were supported by the system (for complete data and explanations see 

Appendix 5, Tables 1 to 5). Common examples of performance management objectives 

can include: 

providing feedback to staff about their ability to do their work, 

identifLing the strengths and weaknesses of staff members, and 

identifying skill gaps and associating these gaps with training 

interventions. 



The University of Calgary Library identified the following among its primary objectives: 

to help drive training and development initiatives, and 

to support employee career development. 

The PEP was designed and implemented with these objectives in mind. Therefore, if the 

Library's performance management system was successfU1, the results of the survey 

would have been expected to produce the following findings: 

Expected Finding #l. Both staff and supervisors will identifjr the following the most 

important objectives of the PEP as: 

i) to help drive training and development initiatives, and 

ii) to support employee career development 

If these were not present it would have indicated that either the message was not being 

communicated or that the system itself did not support them. 

Expected Finding #2. Staff and supervisor perceptions of the primary objectives for the 

PEP will not differ. If these objectives were communicated and supported, both 

supervisor and staff responses will be similar. If their responses are not similar, then 

again part of the system was not supporting the intended objectives. 

Expected Finding #3. The CURRENT and IDEAL perceptions of the primary objectives 

of the PEP will be similar. If the PEP was successful, ihe current staff perceptions will 

be similar to their ideal perceptions - suggesting that they felt the PEP was doing what it 

was PURPORTED to be doing. The same is expected for supervisors' responses. 

Using the mean values of staff and supervisor responses, Table 2 was created. 

This table ranks a number of objectives according to the importance assigned by each 

group. By ranking their responses simiiarities between the groups and between 



CURRENT and IDEAL perceptions were observed. The rankings represented 

differences in group mean scores - and were not based on interval data, limiting any 

conclusions about significant differences. 

Expected Finding #I. 

Stafland supervisors should both have identij?ed training and career development 

as being among the most important objectives of the PEP 

The results in Table 2 indicated training and career development objectives were 

considered among the most important in the CURRENT PEP system. Staff and 

supervisor's top rankings for CURRENT PEP objectives were consistent with the 

training and career development themes (to identify staff strengths and areas for 

development; to identi@ skill gaps for PDPs; and to support staff career development). 

This suggests that the intent of the PEP, that is to support training and career 

development, was understood to be an important part of the CURRENT system. The 

perceptions of the IDEAL PEP objectives differed from the current PEP. Both staff and 

supervisors felt that Supporting StafCareer Planning should not be a key objective of 

the PEP. Staff ranked this objective 9" while supervisors ranked it 7'. 

When asked about the importance of career development (see Appendix 5, Table 

5) staff comments included: 

"Many staff are not interested in changing their careers"; and 

"Career planning is not addressed well by the PEP". 



A: To satisfy administrative needs 1st 12th loth 12th 

B: To determine pay levels 9th 10th 12th 10th 
I 

C: To identify staff strengths/weaknesses 2nd 1st 1st 1st 
I 

D: To produce performance record loth 11th 7th 1 lth 

E: To help supervisors to supervise 11th 6th 11th 6th 

F: To support ee career planning 4th 9th 2nd 7th 
I I I I 

S: To identify skill gaps for PDP 15th l2nd 15th ,3rd 

H: To support future HR planning 8th 7th 6th 5th 

[: To identify criteria for recruitment 6th 8th 3rd 9th 
I I 

I: To clarify job expectations 3rd 3rd 18th 
I lZnd 
I 

K: To identify staff promotion readiness 12th 5th 4th 8th 

L: To reinforce job-related successes 7th 4th 9th 4th 



Supervisors commented: 

"Career planning is primarily the responsibility of the employee"; 

"The irony is the PEP is intended for developmental purposes, yet career development 

is not supported"; and 

c'Employees may still be of the mindset that to set one's goals outside of hisher current 

position is disloyal - the library does not effectively promote a developmental culture". 

These findings (the rankings and supervisor and staff comments) suggest that the 

current system did such a poor job of addressing career development that it should have 

be reconsidered as one of the primary purposes of the PEP. The results also suggest that 

career development did not play a useful role in situations in which an employee had 

plateaued or reached the ceiling of his or her career stream. 

Expected Rinding .#2. 

There should be little dlfference between staff and supervisor perceptions of the 

primary objectivesjor the PEP 

An indicator of whether the PEP was an effective tool for communicating performance 

information was whether staff and supervisors had similar rankings of the CURRENT 

and IDEAL objectives. If the system had been successful, staff and supervisors would 

share similar rankings for the importance of the objectives. In other words, they would 

have shared a similar understanding of the objectives that were most important for the 

PEP. 



Table 2 (staff and supervisor mean value rankings of the importance of the PEP 

objectives) indicated that staff and supervisors had similar rankings for many of the 

IDEAL PEP objectives, but the rankings differed for CURRENT PEP objectives. In 

Table 3 (next page), the rankings from Table 2 were used to calculate the Spearman r 

rank correlation coefficients for staff and supervisor perceptions. The results clearly 

revealed a high correlation (0.93) between staff and supervisor's IDEAL PEP objectives. 

In contrast, there was little correlation (0.27) between staff and supervisor's CURRENT 

PEP objectives. This indicated that staff and supervisors agreed with where the PEP 

needed to be (IDEAL), but they were not in agreement with where it was CURRENTLY. 

Staff felt Satisfiing Administrative Needs was CURRENTLY the most important 

objective while Identrfiing StafPromotion Readiness was the least important. In 

contrast, supervisors felt Identlfiing Sta$'Strengths/Weaknesses was CURRENTLY most 

important (consistent with their IDEAL objectives), and Determining Pqy Levels was 

least important - suggesting that pay was clearly not an objective of the PEP. 

Staff explanations of why SatisfLing Administrative Needs was CURRENTLY the 

most important included the following statements (see Appendix 5, Table 5): 

"PEP takes a lot of rime and is seen as an add-on no the job"; 

"Few employees see the value as the results have little or no impact on their jobs"; and 

''[Staff] feel that their input is not reflected in the PEP.  

Staff explanations for why Identrfiing StaflPromotion Readiness was the least important 

included: 



Variables Spearman r 

Staff and supervisor's CURRENT PEP objectives -27 

Staff and supervisor's IDEAL PEP objectives .93 

Staff's CURRENT and IDEAL PEP objectives .14 

Supervisor's CURRENT and IDEAL PEP objectives .33 



"Promotional opportunities do not exist for my area"; and 

"There are a lot of over-qualified people working in their jobs, but there are insufficient 

internal mechanisms to help their advancement within the organization". 

These comments reflect staff disenchantment with the PEP as it CURRENTLY exists. 

The intended purpose of the PEP was not being met and staff were very aware of it. 

Staff and supenisor perceptions of the current PEP are presented in Table 4. This 

table reveals three CURRENT objectives for which supervisor and staff perceptions were 

significantly different: supporting staff career planning, identifying criteria for 

recruitment, and identiwng staff promotion readiness. In all three cases the significant 

difference in mean values went in the same direction - supervisors ranked these 

objectives significantly higher than did staff. This may suggest that staff were less 

convinced of the effectiveness of the PEP across many of the identified objectives. 

Although there was a strong correlation between staff and supervisors' 

perceptions of IDEAL. PEP objectives, there were a number of significant differences 

(see Table 5). This table reveals that staff and supervisors shared significantly different 

perceptions towards three PEP DEAL. objectives: to identify staff strengths1 wea,hesses, 

to clarilj job expectations, and to reinforce job-related successes respectively. Two 

interesting observations come from these results. First, as was the case with the 

CURRENT objectives just described, the significant difference in mean values went in 



Variable (question) 

Q1C: To identify staff 

strengths/weaknesses 

QlF: To support staff 

sareer planning 

211: To identify criteria 

for recruitment 

2 1K: To identifj staff 

orornotion readiness 

Staff T-Test Scores (TI Collective I 
(meadso) ( Significance) I Values 



Q2C: To identify staff 6.q.93) 6.6(.58) (-)3.45, pc.001 6.2(0.9) 

strengths/weaknesses 

Q2G: To identify skill gaps for 5.6(1.3) 61(1.0) (-)1.82, pC.075 S.tl(1.2) 

PDP 

425: To clarif) job 5.6(1.2) 6.3(.69) (-)3,16, ~ ~ 0 0 2  5.8(1.3) 

:xpectations 

Q2L: To reinforce job-related 5.4(1.2) 6.1(1.1) (-)2.6 1, p<.0 12 5.6(1.2) 

successes I 



the same direction - supervisors ranked these objectives significantly higher than did 

staff. Secondly, all three objectives were in the top four ranked objectives that were held 

in common by staff and supervisors. This suggests that the ranking approach to 

describing the results was somewhat misleading. Although it appeared as though staff 

and supervisors saw eye-to-eye on what the top four IDEAL, objectives of the PEP were 

(based on the rankings), their responses were significantly different when the T-tests 

were taken into account. Ultimately there are a number of discrepancies between staff 

and supervisor responses towards the objectives of the PEP, and more effort should be 

put into discovering why. A focus group session involving representatives from both 

populations could be held to explore this. 

Expected Finding #3. 

Sta f s  CURRENT and IDEAL perceptions ofthe primaty objectives ofthe PEP 

should be similar as should supervisor's. 

An indication that the PEP was doing (CURRENT perceptions) what it should be doing 

(IDEAL rankings) is the similarity of the rankings for CURRENT and IDEAL objectives. 

Table 2 (staff and supervisor mean value rankings of the importance of the PEP 

objectives) reveals many dissimilarities between the perceptions of what each group felt 

were the CURRENT and IDEAL objectives. Table 3 (Spearman r Rank Correlation 

Coefficients for Staff and Supervisor's Ranked Perceptions) further supported these 

dissimilarities. There was a very low correlation between staffs CURRENT and IDEAL 

PEP perceptions (. 14) while the same correlation for supervisors was somewhat higher 



(.33). These results indicate the current PEP did not address what staff and supervisors 

thought were important to the performance management system. 

Problems with the PEP 

Research question number two of this project was intended to ascertain if there 

were any key problems with the PEP. For complete data and explanations see Appendix 

5, Tables 6 and 7). The survey results tended to be clustered about the middle of the 

seven point Likert scale - virtually all mean response values for staff and supervisors 

were between three and five on the seven point scale. For this reason it could be 

surmised that there were no glaring problems or concerns with the current PEP but, at the 

same time, there was no significant endorsement of the PEP. The one instance in which 

staff and supervisor responses were higher (and were therefore in agreement) than five 

involved the frequency with which staff received feedback. Question QSf of Table 6 

(next page) indicated that both staff (mean = 5.1/7.0) and supervisors (mean = 6.4/7.0) 

felt performance feedback should be more regular than it currently is provided (once per 

year). At the same time, supervisors felt significantly more strongly about this than did 

staff (t(df)=(-)5.12, p<.OO). When asked why they felt this way, supervisors had the 

following two comments: 

"Regular feedback is a requirement of the [PEP] process for supervisors" 

"Regular feedback ensures that there are no surprises for staff during performance 

evaluations, and evaluations will [therefore] be more defensible" 



The o r i g d  1992 survey data suggested that little or no feedback was provided to staff, 

and so it appears that this issue continues to receive little attention. 

Three other findings revealed significant differences between staff and 

supe~sors  perceptions. In one example, a t-test of T(df) = 3.57, pc.001 suggested that 

staff were more likely to feel the performance evaluations were dependent on the 

evaluator (see Table 6, question 4A). Supervisors were more likely to disagree with the 

statement (3.317.0) while staff were more likely to agree with it (4.917.0). Staff 

comments as to why they still felt the evaluation process was too dependent on the 

evaluator included: 

"Because of the nature of the PEP, management styles . . . [influence] the evaluations" 

"The evaluator ultimately makes the final decision about staff performance" 

Supervisor explanations for the difference in perceptions included statements like: 

"[These results are] especially the case when the supervisor prepares all 

documentation on behalf of staff - this is very demanding on supervisors" 

"Staff have assumed a very passive role in the process and should be required to 

complete their own portion of the PEP" 

These comments suggest that staff are not participating as fully in the PEP process as 

they should be. However, because the PEP is a requirement for the library, supervisors 



( C o n e e r n s i t h e a t i o n  phase 

Variable (question) Staff 

Q4A The PEP is too dependent 4.9(1.8) 

Supervisor I T-Test Scores Collective I 

on the evaluator 

Concerns with the follow-up phase 

Variable (question) 

1 cance) 

(mean1SD) . 

I constructive I 

Staff 

(TI Signifi- , 

Q5C The feedback is not 

T-Test Scores Supervisor 

Values I 
Collective 

4.1(1.5) 

Q5F The feedback should be 

1 discusslresolve final comments I 

5.1(1.8) 

more regular and ongoing 

Q5G There is no opportunity to 

2.9(1.3) 

3.9(1.6) 

3.78, p<.OOO 3.8(1.5) 

2.7(1.2) 

p<.OOO 

3.62, p<.OOl 3.6(1.6) 



must produce evaluations one way or another - this can mean results that are developed 

without Ml staff participation. 

In the 1992 survey results, both staff and supervisors complained that the 

evaluation process varied by evaluator. Currently staff were the ones complaining. This 

finding suggests that supervisors are happier with the PEP, but that staff were not 

participating in the process as much as they should. It might also suggest that they are 

not as motivated to participate in a process that they do not value. 

In a second example of dissonance between the two groups (see table 6, Q5c 

below), supervisors were more likely than staff to feel that the feedback supervisors were 

providing was constructive (t(df)=3.78, pK.00). Some supervisors explained this 

difference in perceptions in this way: 

"Feedback will not be considered constructive if staff are not able to obtain the 

training they require to close skill gaps" 

"Staff may not be motivated to change a specific behaviour [as described in the 

feedback], and so supervisors must better able to communicate the importance of the 

necessary behaviour change" 

"Feedback may not be taken as seriously (and therefore not be perceived as 

constructive) if it is not tied directly to pay - no real consequences" 

Staff comments as to why they were more likely to feel the feedback was not constructive 

include: 



"Some management styles are not as effective at providing constructive feedback as 

others" 

"Feedback is rarely provided, and when it is it's sometimes only negative" 

"Feedback is often delivered during meetings and so is not as effective as one-to-one" 

From the above comments, it appears that supervisor's were more speculative in their 

suggestions that the PEP process may be flawed in some way, while staff comments 

appeared to suggest that supervisors simply required better training in the delivery of 

performance feedback. 

Finally, in a third example, supervisors were more likely to think that staff had the 
'L 

opportunity to discuss/resolve the final comments of a performance evaluation report 

(t(df)=3.62, p<.OO). To explain this, staff had the following comments: 

"Some management styles prevent staff fiom providing final comments" 

"Very little can be done with supervisor's final comments - there needs to be an 

independent third party to ensure the opportunity is there to discuss final comments" 

Supervisors, on the other hand, made the following points: 

7 

"Staff are encouraged to provide their comments by writing the first draft of their 

performance review, however most decline this opportunity" 



b 

"The power differential petween staff and supervisors] often leads to staff deferring to 

their supervisor's opinion - a second reviewer would help this process by balancing 

the power differential" 

This problem identified by staff is not a new one. In the 1992 survey, staff felt the 

opportunity to discuss final comments was missing. It appears as though things have not 

changed much since. Given both groups comments, it appears the option for a second 

reviewer would be a welcomed addition to the PEP process. 

The Performance Assessment Profile (see Appendix 3) 

Additional questions pertaining to the usefulness of the new Performance 

Assessment document were asked during the interview sessions. Here is a summary of 

these results - again, these results were gathered from a small sample of three staff 

members and three supervisors. (see Appendix 5, table 7 for 1 1 1  responses): 

1 .  The Performance Assessment Document: Staff felt the document did reflect what 

they do and that they generally felt good about it. Supervisors had similar 

perceptions and were glad that deliverables or accountabilities would eventually 

be included in the document. However, they suggested more specific behavioural 

descriptors would enhance the document. 

2. Missing information. Staff felt the Performance Assessment document required 

more job-specific behaviours and deliverables. Supervisors felt more behavioural 

descriptors were necessary. 



3. Advantages/dsadvantages over the old document. Staff and Supervisors 

disagreed on the perceived subjectivity of the previous and current Performance 

Assessment document. Staff felt the new document was more subjective than the 

old, while supervisors felt it was less subjective. 

4. The Purpose and Goals sections of the assessment document. Staff felt the 

Purpose section was good, but the Goals section was incomplete, unrealistic, 

irrelevant or too easily and achievable (in order to ensure success). Supervisors 

expressed similar problems. 

5 .  How well the Personal Development Plan PDP) reflected the assessment results. 

Staff felt the PDP was irrelevant for those with good evaluations because it was 

based on closing skill gaps which those staffmembers did not tend to have. Both 

staff and supervisors felt that the PEP should reflect individual professional goals 

in addition to the skill gaps. A second problem identified by staff and supervisors 

was that the PDP did not adequately support the closing of skill gaps as these 

were not necessarily tied to direct training. 

6.  Usefulness of the 'development phase ' terminology. Staff felt the terminology 

was fine, however supervisors felt that the terms 'leading' and 'excelling' were 

not helphl. They also suggested that the proficiency scale should be defined in 

the document on the first or second page. 

Suggested Ways to Improve the PEP 

Research question three asked whether there were any ways to improve the PEP. 

For complete data see Appendix 5, Tables 8 and 9. The responses to this question were 

more varied than they were with the previous research question. The questions were 



listed in accordance to the three phases of the PEP: the preparation phase, the evaluation 

phase and the follow up phase. Respondents (both staff and supervisors) tended to 

support the suggestions that were identified with the first two phases (preparation and 

evaluation) as evidenced by higher mean response values to these questions. This 

suggests that there are a number of activities for these two phases that are worth 

considering to improve the current PEP. The results also identified some new 

recommendations as well as recommendations that were previously identified from the 

original 1992 survey results. These findings are described in more detail in Table 7. 

Staff and supervisors were generally in support of the suggestions identified in the 

survey. Questions Q7A and Q7B revealed that staff and supe~sors  felt that both staff 

(5.015.7 respectively) and supervisors (5.516.1 respectively) required more training for the 

preparation phase of the PEP process. Interestingly, supervisors' responses to question 

Q7B were significantly different than staff responses suggesting that they were even 

more convinced than staff that supervisors required additional training for the preparation 

phase. Similar results were found for Questions Q8A and Q8B. These questions 

revealed that staff and supervisors felt that both staff (4.615.6 respectively) and 

supervisors (5.016.0 respectively) required additional training for the evaluation phase of 

the PEP process. Again, however, the responses from the two groups were significantly 

different for these questions suggesting that supervisors were more convinced than were 

staff that both groups required additional training for this phase of the PEP. 

When asked why they felt they required more training, staff members responded 

with such comments as: 



r 

"The original training was 2-3 years ago"; and 

"A training session just prior to the evaluation would be useful" 

In describing why they felt staff required more training, supervisors commented: 

"Staff need to be more involved in the PEP process"; and 

"Staff need training with the new performance management system.." 

When asked why they felt supervisors required more training, staff members responded 

with such comments as: 

" Supervisors need training because the performance system is new and they don't 

necessarily have the skills they need" 

When asked why they felt they required more training, supervisors responded with 

comments such as: 

"Supervisors need training - there is a lot to learn"; and 

"Evaluations need more consistency. Supervisors need more comfort using the tool" 

A finding from Q7C revealed that supervisors (5.7) were more likely than staff 

(4.8) to feel that more preparation time was required if the PEP process were to be 

improved, and that this difference was significant (t(df) = -3.04, p<.003). The comments 

(listed below) from supervisors explaining this difference reveal that they feel they 

simply do not have the time to prepare adequately for the PEP sessions. 



I Q7A Train staff more 

I Q7B Train supervisors more 

Q7C Allow more preparation 

time 

Variable (question) 

Q8A Provide more staff training 

Q8B Provide more supervisor 
I 

Q8G Improve the consistency 

between evaluators 

Staff Supervisor T-Test Scores 

(mean/SD) (mean/SD) (TI 

Significance) 

Staff I Supervisor I T-Test Scores 

I I Significance) 

Collective 

Values 

Collective 

Values 

(mean/SD) 

4.9(1.4) 

5.2(1.3) 



This finding could also suggest a number of things: that supervisors feel they require 

more time to prepare for the PEP; that they feel staff should be spending more time 

preparing for the PEP as well; and that supervisors carry the majority of the responsibility 

for the PEP process while staff play a more incidental role. Arguably, the more 

preparatory work staff engage in the less work supervisors will be responsible for. 

Supervisor explanations included: 

"[supervisors] usually have to take evaluations and work at home on them"; and 

"[the PEP sessions] - poor timing as they occur at year end and end of semester" 

Question Q8G revealed that both staff (5.8) and supervisors (5.6) felt that more 

consistency was required between evaluators. This same problem was identified in the 

original 1992 survey (see Appendix 1) as well, and has obviously not been addressed 

since. 

In addition to explaining the results of the questionnaires, the interviewed staff 

and supervisors provided additional suggestions to improve the PEP process. Here are 

their collective suggestions: 

Make goal setting more meaningful. Goal setting should be based on 

one's current evaluation. 

e Use more representative behaviours. The behavioural anchors for the core 

competencies are too generic to be applicable to all jobs. Each unit should 

have some freedom to customize the behaviours so they better reflect the 

different types of work. 



Improve development phase definitions. The criteria for development 

phase definitions are too ambiguous and require further clarification. 

Use a second evaluator. By providing a second evaluator for performance 

evaluations the quality and consistency of evaluations is likely to improve. 

Improve the clarity for seven of the eight competencies (the non-technical 

competencies). The behaviours must be observable and measurable to be 

effective - currently the behaviours listed with the core competencies are 

open for varied interpretation. 

Provide more explicit PEP guidelines. Supervisors would like more 

guidelines regarding the PEP process, handling appeals, and the role of the 

union and upper management. 

The Role of the Core Competencies in the PEP Process 

Research question number four asked staff and supervisors how they felt about 

the role of the core competencies in PEP. For complete data and interview comments see 

Appendix 5, Tables 13 and 14. Supervisors responded in the 'neutral' (417) to the 

'slightly agree' (517) range while staff responded in the 'slightly disagree' (317) to the 

'neutral' range (see results below). According to the results in Table 8 (Q12D-H, J), 

supervisors had a signiiicantly more positive impression of the core competencies than 

did staff. This is a curious finding as we would expect both group's responses to be 

similar. It is difficult to determine whether staff responses were negative (slightly) 

towards the core competencies or towards the system as a whole. 



Supervisors felt the competencies were valuable in that they helped to define 

work behaviours and expectations and they helped support staff development needs. As 

well, supervisors were more comfortable giving feedback based on the competencies than 

they were under the old performance system. According to question Q12D there was a 

significant difference between supervisor and staff perceptions as to how well the core 

competencies had helped in the development of staff personal development plans (PDPs) 

(t(df) = -2.81, px.008). According to staff this was because the core competencies were 

not always relevant for the PDPs, and necessary training for the skill gaps was not always 

provided or available to staff. Staff interviews provided the following comments to 

explain the discrepancy between the two views: 

"Yes, the core competencies help identify skill gaps, but the required training for those 

gaps are not assured to staff'; and 

"Supervisors simply have a better understanding of the core competencies and how 

they relate to PDPs; staff find it difiicult to apply the core competencies to their 

everyday work with the exception of the technical skills" 

Supervisors echoed these comments and added that the reason training was not always 

provided was due to limited training budgets: 

"For 75% of staff [the mature workers at the top of their respective pay bands] the 

PDP is not useful"; and 

iL@&.N'  -p-. c- 
orall lllay I I I I C ~  that tilie iioii-ieciiiical cumpeiencies are a'iEcuit to tie to PDPs" 



212D - CCs help to build personal 

ievelopment plans for staff 

212E - Easier to identifl skill gaps 

vhen they are competency-based 

212F - CCs have helped improve 

he performance evaluation proces! 

>12G - The time and effort to 

ntroduce the CCs was worth it 

>12H - I am satisfied with the CC 

ystem 

2 125 - Comfortable receiving1 

jving feedback because it is CC- 

lased 

Values 

(meadSD: 

4.0(1.5) 



These comments suggest that the majority of the core competencies are not very 

meaningful for staff and their day-to-day duties. 

Questions Q12E revealed that supervisors were more likely to feel that staff skill 

gaps were more easy to identify because they were competency-based (t(df) = -3.01, 

pc.005). Supervisors explained the difference in responses as being due to the inherent 

nature of the performance evaluation process. Skill gaps were recognized by staff 

members as a negative evaluation of their ability, rather than as a developmental 

opportunity. This would especially be the case for senior staff members that were at the 

top of their pay band and who had little opportunity to advance. Supervisors had only 

one explanation for this difference, 

"Staff have a general dislike for the evaluation process - they see gaps as a negative" 

Staff provided more explanations for these differences: 

"Skill gaps are not that relevant as there is nothing that will be put in place to address 

the gaps"; 

"The wording surrounding the skill gaps are too vague"; 

"Staff are aware of other staff members that have serious skill gaps that are not 

identified by the CCs"; and 

"Supervisors demonstrate evaluation leniency for poor performers.. . there is too much 

concern about evaluations having a negative impact on staff members". 



These comments suggest that the system is not taken seriously as training is not 

tied to staff skill gaps. They also suggest that staff question the validity of the 

performance management system and question how well the current core competencies 

actually represent the work that they do and are evaluated on. 

Question Q12F indicated that supervisors were more likely to feel that the core 

competencies have helped the performance evaluation process (t(df) = -4.12, pc.000). 

Here are some of the reasons staff generally felt the core competencies had not improved 

the evaluation process: 

"The core competencies must be more specific and related to individual jobs"; 

"Supervisors have the final say"; 

"Supervisors have received more training and have a better understanding of the 

process"; and 

"Supervisors are simply justifjring the extra effort that is put into this process". 

Supervisors explained their more positive evaluations of the performance system with 

comments such as: 

"Supervisors who have used the old system find this one to be much better"; 

"The core competencies enable greater diplomacy - the focus of the evaluation is on 

skills, not the person"; and 

"The core competencies help evaluation process get done with the participation of the 

1 staff member" 
I 



These findings suggest that staff and supervisors share very different perspectives on the 

value of the core competencies. 

Question Q12G revealed that staff (2.917.0) were less likely than supervisors (who 

were neutral on this issue (4.217.0)) to feel that the core competency model was worth the 

time that was required to implement it (t(df) = 2.83, pc.008). Some staff felt the time 

was not as justified as the results of the evaluation process were no different that they 

were under the older system. Some comments include: 

"It's too early to tell if it was worthwhile - right now there is not enough improvement 

over the old system" 

Supervisors, on the other hand, felt the new system was better than having no system at 

all and that staff might feel more positively toward the system once they are used to using 

it. Their comments included: 

"Staff don't like to be taken away from work and they need to see positive results 

first"; 

"Having the tool is better than nothing"; and 

"The process is time consuming - should have kept the original" 

It is apparent from these comments that the current evaluation process is time consuming 

and that the perceived vaiue, reiative to t'ne time that it takes, is minimal. 



Question Q12H indicated that supervisors had significantly different perceptions 

than did staff regarding their satisfaction with the competency-based performance 

management system (t(df) = -3.46, p<.001). Supervisors slightly satisfied while staff 

were slightly dissatisfied. The reasons for this have been sited above. 

Comparing 1992 and 2000 Survey Results 

Coals of the Performance Management Systems 

The 1992 survey revealed that 'identifjmg staff strengths and weaknesses' and 

'identifying staff promotion readiness' were key goals of the performance management 

system for supervisors. These continue to be important for supervisors of the current 

PEP. In 1992 supervisors also ranked 'satisfjing administrative needs' as one of the key 

goals of the performance management system. Interestingly in 2000 it was staff, not 

supervisors, who ranked this as the first function of the PEP. This reversal suggests that 

supervisors are more satisfied than staff with the current PEP. 

Problems with the Performance Management Systems 

The original 1992 survey indicated that both supervisors staff felt the 

following three issues were problematic with the performance management system: 

1. insufficient inter-rater consistency; 

2. supervisors required further training with the performance evaluation process; and 

3. insufficient performance feedback. 

In addition to these three, supervisors felt: 

4. they had insufficient time to manage the process; and 



5. there was a lack of clear guidelines. 

'Staff - had also felt that: 

6. they were not encouraged to fully participate in the performance management 

process; and 

7. there should be an appeal process to resolve negative evaluations. 

These concerns continue to be problematic for the current PEP. 

Suggested Ways to Improve the Performance Management System 

In 1992, supervisors felt more training in the performance evaluation process was 

required for both themselves and for their staff In 2000 both groups still felt that training 

would be valuable (supervisors felt even more so than did staff). 

The Role of the Core Competencies in the PEP Process 

'There were no direct comparisons to the original 1'992 survey on core 

competencies, however, one of the major complaints of the original performance 

management system was that supervisors and staff were uncomfortable with the giving 

and receiving of feedback, respectively. Question 4323 of the 2000 survey results (see 

Table 8) indicated that supervisors were significantly more comfortable with giving 

feedback (mean value = 5.117.0) than staff were in receiving it (mean value = 4.117.0) 

(t(df) = -3.27, p<.002). Some staff members had explained this difference with such 

comments as: 

"Self assessments are the hardest because they do not want to be inconsistent with 

their supervisors"; I 



"Staff are uncomfortable as they are not used to the competency-based system"; 

"Staff tend to be hard on themselves making it a negative experience"; and 

"Supervisors are not trained well enough to deliver negative feedback to staff". 

Supervisors explained simply that, "Human nature accounts for the differences". 

The 1992 survey had a low response rate, and for this reason the comparability of 

the results of the two surveys is limited 

Summary of Results 

A summary of the results presented in this chapter are provided below in 

accordance to the research question that elicited them. 

The Primary .of .the PEP 

Respondents were asked to identifjl whether they knew what the primary 

objectives of the PEP were, what they should be, and whether they were being supported 

by the PEP. Staff and supervisors both identified that one of the most important 

objectives of the PEP was to help drive training and development initiatives. This was an 

expected result. What was not expected is that career development was not listed as one 

of the most important drivers for the PEP by either group. A second finding was that 

staff and supervisors shared similar perceptions of what the objectives of the PEP should 

be (the IDEAL), but that the same was not true for the CURRENT objectives. Finally, 



there was a major disparity between both group's perceptions of the CURRENT 

objectives and the IDEAL objectives sgggesting a need for some corrective action. 

Problems with the PEP 

There were few significant problems identified with the PEP with the exception of 

the need for more regular feedback (this problem was identified in 1992 as well). 

However, because there continued to be significant differences between staff and 

supervisor responses for the following issues, there is a need for some improvements to 

the PEP: 

the PEP continues to be perceived as too subjective by staff, 

there continues to be a perceived lack of consistency between evaluators (this is 

held by staff and supervisors), 

staff feel an appeal process is still needed, 

staff feel the feedback should be more constructive, .and 

staff still feel they have little opportunity to discuss the PEP comments 

Ways to Improve the PEP 

A number of possible suggestions for improving the PEP were presented to staff 

and supervisors in the 2000 survey. Interestingly, suggestions that were most preferred 

were held in common by both staff and supervisors. These included: 

providing more staff training in the PEP process, 

providing more supervisor training in the PEP process, 

improving inter-rater consistency, and 



r allowing for more preparation time. 

The first three of these recommendations were originally identified in the 1992 survey 

results. 

Core Competencies and the PEP 

Staff and supervisor feedback on the PEP was interesting as staff had slightly 

unfavourable perceptions of the core competencies as part of the PEP (slightly 

disagreeable to neutral), while supervisors held slightly positive perceptions (neutral to 

slightly agreeable). Supervisors were significantly more likely to agree that the core 

competencies: 

I were useful in developing personal development plans for staff, 

helped to identie staff skill gaps, 

helped to improve the performance evaluation process, 

.I .helped with ,giving .and .receiving ,performance feedback, .and 

were worth the time and effort that went into developing them. 



CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter is comprised of four parts. The first is an explanatory analysis of the 

survey and interview results. The second part contains recommendations for the current 

PEP based on the research. The third is a discussion on the limitations of the study, and 

the fourth provides ideas for future research. 

Explanatory Analysis of the Survey and Interview Results 

This third stage of analysis seeks to interpret the survey and interview results by 

use of the background information provided in the first four chapters of this paper. In 

spite of the movement to a competency-based platform, the PEP continues to suffer the 

same problems as its predecessor (the job-based PEP), and the recommended 

improvements have changed very little from what they were in 1992. In effect, the 

framework has changed, but the underlying mechanisms for managing the performance 

management process have not. The core competencies themselves have produced 

disappointing results, but given their intended purpose (to support training and career 

development), these results are not surprising. Staff had difficulty associating most of the 

competencies to their everyday work, and when skill gaps were identified, there was very 

little in terms of training to address them. The following analysis examined the results 

that were used to answer the four research questions. Recommendations for improving 

the PEP will be identified by research question. 



The Primary Objectives of the PEP 

There were three expected findings to determine if the primary objectives of the 

PEP were being supported: 

Expected Finding #I. Staff and supervisors should both have identified the following 

objectives as among the most important of the PEP: 

1. to help drive training and development initiatives, and 

2. to support employee career development. 

This held true for the first objective, but not for the second - career development 

is clearly not as important as others such as identifjing staff strengths and weaknesses 

and identifiing skill gaps. This means that the PEP is not doing what is purported to be 

doing and that the intent of the program should be reassessed to possibly downgrade the 

importance of career development as a key objective of the PEP (if that is the desired 

intent). 

A significant part of the staff population were 'plateaued' employees (i.e., they 

had reached the top of their career band and pay band), and this may explain why career 

management was not perceived as important as other factors. Had the surveys identified 

staff tenure as a variable, it might be expected that new staff would have identified career 

development as a key objeciive of the PEP (since this process would be more relevant to 

their circumstances), while mature staff would have identified it as irrelevant (as 

explained above). Because the latter represent the majority, it is understandable that 

career development was identified as a less important objective. This result suggests that 

an organization's audience and culture are important considerations in deciding the main 



objectives for a performance management system. The competency management 

literature (see Chapter 2) identified that a key factor supporting a competency-based 

performance management system was a developmental culture. As this was not relevant 

to the majority of the library's employees the value of the PEP was compromised. 

Expected Finding #2. There should be little difference between staff and supervisor 

perceptions of the primary objectives for the PEP. 

Staff and supervisors had similar rankings for many of the IDEAL PEP 

objectives, but the rankings differed for CURRENT PEP objectives. Staff felt SatisfLing 

Administrative Needs was the most important objective while IdentzfLing StafPromotion 

Readiness was the least important. The former result suggests that staff were not 

convinced of the value of the PEP - that it was a necessary bureaucratic process. This is 

understandable given the limitations of the existing competency-based PEP that were 

identified earlier in Chapter 3. The ranking of ZdentlfLing StaflPrornotion Readiness as 

least important suggests that promotional opportunities were not a common occurrence at 

the library, and this was certainly supported by the interview comments of both staff and 

supervisors (see Chapter 5). 

The similarity in the rankings, for staff and supervisors, for the DEAL PEP 

objectives suggests that they shared similar preferences for the purpose of the PEP. This 

is a good starting point, however the desired objectives are not entirely consistent with 

those of upper management (i.e., to support career development). This inconsistency 

should be addressed further, perhaps through focus group sessions with representation 

from all stakeholder groups. The following top four IDEAL objectives held in common 

by both staff and supervisors should be discussed in these sessions: 



1. 'identifjmg staff strengths and weaknesses', 

2. 'identifjmg skill gaps for PDPs (Personal Development Plans)', 

3. 'clarifymg job expectations', and 

4. 'reinforcing job related successes' 

These objectives should be considered by the University of Calgary Library as key 

objectives for the PEP - particularly since they come fiom the key stakeholders of the 

PEP. 

Expected Finding #3. The CURRENT and IDEAL perceptions of the primary objectives 

of the PEP should be similar for both staff and supervisors. 

This was not the case, particularly for staff members, suggesting the need to better 

align the current PEP objectives with the IDEAL objectives. 

Final Comments: 

"The primary reason why performance evaluation is so difficult and why almost 

every appraisal system is flawed is that performance appraisal serves many different 

purposes, which are rarely well-served by the same methods of performance evaluation." 

(Baron & Kreps, 1999, pp.211). This quotation summarizes one of the key problems 

with the University of Calgary Library's PEP program - there were too many purposes 

for the PEP, and because the intended purposes were not well-supported, the 

effectiveness of the PEP was compromised. 

The library should reevaluate the intended purpose of the PEP as it is misaligned 

with what the key stakeholders feel are the most important. One of the keys to a 

successful performance management system is to reduce perceptual barriers around the 

purpgse ef evz!l~itior! i~fcrrr~ztior! (Fa!ker!berg, et. z!., 1999). Due tc the c c ~ f  ictir!- a 



information that staff and supervisors were exposed to - that the system was intended to 

support staff development and yet skill gaps were not actually linked to training (i.e., 

development) - the purpose of the evaluation information was in question. 

Problems with the PEP 

The results of the 2000 PEP survey revealed one significant problem associated 

with the need for more regular feedback (this was a problem identified in 1992 as well), 

and both staff and supervisors recognized this. In addition, a number of significant 

differences between staff and supervisor responses were identified: 

the PEP continued to be perceived by staff as too subjective and evaluations 

varied by evaluator (the latter was identified as a problem in 1992 as well) 

staff felt an appeal process was still needed 

staff felt the feedback was not very constructive 

I staff felt they ,had .little opportunity to  discuss the PEP comments .(this was a 

problem identified in 1992 as well) 

These results clearly indicated that staff were less impressed with the PEP than were 

supervisors. 

Staff and supervisors also identified several problems with the Performance 

Assessment document that echoed similar problems. There were not enough job-specific 

behavioural descriptors and deliverables (objectives); staff with good performance 

reviews gained little if any value from the PDP function; training was not directly linked 

to the skill gaps; the performance terminology required more clarity; and the proficiency 

scale required definitions for each level of proficiency. 



Chapter 3 detailed a number of flaws inherent to the current competency-based 

PEP that can certainly account for some of these problems. Core competencies are high- 

level strategic capabilities of an organization that help distinguish and differentiate 

competitive advantage (i-e., Honda's small engine expertise and Sony's expertise in 

miniturization). Basing an employee performance management system on such a model 

does not provide the skill granularity that is required to evaluate individual performance. 

The 10 point proficiency scale (as discussed in Chapter 3) was not 'observable 

and measurable' (Catano, 1998) nor did it support any of the reliability or validity 

measurement standards identified by Fallcenberg et. al. (1999). According to staff and 

supervisors the Performance Assessment document (where the 10 point scale is used) 

could have been enhanced if more behavioural descriptors were used. This could have 

contributed to staff perceptions that the evaluations were 'inconsistent'. Staff and 

supervisors were also critical of the job profiles (and consequently the Performance 

Assessment document) for missing job-specific behaviours and deliverables. Again this 

could have contributed negatively to how constructive the feedback was perceived. 

This performance management system was intended to support the developmental 

needs of stafT. In the case of the PEP this meant identifying skill gaps and supporting 

staff to address them through training and on the job opportunities to develop them. 

Unfortunately, the training links to the skill gaps are not in place and supervisors are not 

equipped with the time and skill to support the career management processes that appear 

to be important according to both the purpose of the system and the comments from staff. 

According to Falkenberg, et. al. (1999), developmentally-focused performance 

management systems require supervisors to play a coaching role - this was not the case 



As discussed in Chapter 2, the developmental needs assessment of a performance 

management system provides the knowledge, skills and attitudes that employees require 

in order to do their work well. This information is used to assist employees and their 

managers to identify skill gaps which, in turn, provide the basis for training and 

development planning. The results of this study have shown that a significant amount of 

the developmental needs assessment information is missing. This is quite surprising 

given the intended purpose of the PEP - to support employee training and development. 

In sum, the existing competency-based system is too simplistic and inadequate for 

the intended purpose. However, to augment such as system to the degree that is 

necessary to support the currently intended purpose may expose the library to some of the 

problems associated with competency management systems that were identified earlier in 

Chapter 2. For example, the following new problems might present themselves: added 

complexity for end-users, added developmental costs and higher system maintenance 

costs (Hamum, 1998). The library must evaluate the importance and goodness of fit of 

such a system given current resources and the real intent of the program. In addition, the 

i-esults in Chapter 5 indicated that the PEP requires more standardization and consistency, 

fairness, focus on feedback, and the introduction of a vehicle for managing performance 

evaluation disputes between staff and their supervisors. Ironically, these are many of the 

same problems that precipitated the development of the competency-based PEP in the 

first place. If left unanswered, these problems will continue to undermine the perceived 

value of the PEP by both staff and supervisors. 



Ways to Improve the PEP 

In the 2000 survey a list of possible suggestions for improving the PEP were 

presented to staff and supervisors. Interestingly, both staff and supervisors indicated 

support for the same suggestions. In addition, the first three of these were identified as 

recommended improvements to the PEP in the 1992 survey results. The suggestions 

included: 

providing more staff training in the PEP process; 

providing more supervisor training in the process; 

improving inter-rater consistency; and 

allowing more preparation time for the PEP 

Inter-rater consistency will be better supported if the competency-based PEP 

followed Catano's advice for the inclusion of 'observable and measurable' referents such 

as behaviourally-anchored skill definitions (as shown in Chapter 2 - Literature Review). 

Providing more behaviourally-anchored skills will better support the reliability and 

validity requirements of a performance management system if the appropriate 

methodology is employed. As described earlier in Chapter 2, Spencer and Spencer 

(1993) outline a six-step competency study design that is intended to generate valid and 

reliable competency models. This design includes the identification of Subject Matter 

Experts, data collection methods, data analysis and validation. To satis@ some 

organization's need for 'practicality' however, modified versions of this design have been 

used to develop competency models. 



The results in Chapter 5 indicated that providing more staff and supervisor 

training and allowing more preparation time will better support the implementation of the 

performance management system. These findings are very consistent with the 

implementation strategies for performance management systems that Falkenberg, et. al. 

(1999) recommended (as discussed in Chapter 2). 

In addition to the recommended improvements suggested by staff and supervisors, 

the PEP program may consider implementing a number of competency management best 

practices that were identified earlier in Chapter 2 - particularly: 

r using enabling technology - if the library's competency management system is to 

be expanded, enabling technology, such as skills management software, may be 

use l l  to help with the management of the additional information and complexity 

that will result; 

linking the competency initiative with the organizational strategy - again it is 

important that the system support the strategy (purpose of the PEP) and these two 

must be reconciled immediately; 

a focusing on implementation and ongoing evaluation - as mentioned above, the 

implementation of this system is more complex than was given credit. End-users 

require information and training for this to be successful. In addition, the system 

should be evaluated regularly to ensure its alignment with its intended purpose. 

The PEP program should also consider ways to correct the limitations of the competency- 

based system that were identified earlier in Chapter 3. 



1. A core competency model is not the appropriate basis from which to support the 

performance management of individuals. It provides a starting point, but job- 

specific competencies must ultimately be added to the job profiles. 

2. Assuming the library is striving to improve the general level of employee 

performance (hence the "Performance Enhancement Program"), competency- 

based job profiles must be developed from the input of subject matter experts - 

not average performers. In this way the PEP will be using high performance 

benchmarks - not average benchmarks. 

3. Instead of the 10 point evaluation scale that is currently used to assess employee 

proficiency for each skill (as described in Chapter 3 - Case Background), the PEP 

should use a simpler scale that includes descriptions of what each skill level or 

proficiency means. For example, instead of using ' 1' as the first scale descriptor, 

the library could consider using 'Novice ' -participant has a general 

understanding of the main concepts associated with this skill. 

4. Eliminate the Knowledge and Technical Skills competency and replace it with 

more job-specific skills, knowledge and other work attributes. 

5. Define the work attributes in 4 (above) with behavioural anchors so that all 

evaluators (and staff members) have a clear definition and list of observable and 

measurable criteria from which to assess a person's proficiency for that skill. 

If these recommendations are incorporated into the existing competency model it is 

expected that the problems cited above will be addressed better than they currently are. 



Core Competencies and the PEP 

This research question generated some very interesting results. Staff were as 

consistent with their slightly negative perceptions of the core competencies as supervisors 

were with their slightlypositive perceptions of them. There were significant differences 

between these two group's responses on a number of questions. Supervisors were more 

likely to agree (and staff were more likely to disagree) that the core competencies: 

1 helped to develop personal development plans for s W 7  

1 helped to identify skill gaps; 

a helped to improve the performance evaluation process; 

helped with the giving and receiving of feedback; and 

1 were worth the time and effort that went into developing them. 

These results suggest again that the PEP was more favourable towards the needs of 

supervisors than it was for staff. This is understandable in light of the significant 

differences of opinion that existed between staff and supervisors with respect to the 

Problems with the PEP that were identified earlier (see the bottom of page 93). These 

problems were perceived by staff as being more significant than did supervisors. 

In Chapter 2 a number of common problems with competency-based systems 

were identified. Two seem to be most relevant to the system under study. The results 

clearly indicate that employee buy-in, and to a lesser extent supervisor buy-in, was 

missing. Secondly, a lack of fiscal resources was problematic in that possible employee 

skill gaps were not linked to direct corrective training. Staff were informed about where 



their skills fell short, but could not gain the training they need to address them. This is a 

significant short-coming when the intent of the system is developmental. 

Chapter 2 also identified industry best practices. From the list of practices three 

seem most relevant. First, the library should consider identifjing measures of success for 

the PEP. How will they know if it is successfkl? Employee surveys and skill gap 

closures are two measures to consider. Second, if the library chooses to implement more 

complex competency models that identify more of the job-specific skills, it might 

consider investing in enabling technology (competency management system). Finally, 

given the results of the past two surveys (1992 and 2000), the library would be wise to 

focus more on implementation issues and ongoing evaluation of the system to ensure that 

it does what it is purported to be doing. 

Limitations 

This study is subject to a number of threats that limit both external and internal 

validity. As this is a case study, it was intended to explore and explain current 

perceptions of staff and supervisors towards a competency-based performance 

management system in the context of The University of Calgary library. External 

validity is limited because the results are most relevant to the library itself and therefore 

generalizitlg the results to other orgai~izations is limited. That being said, it can be 

argued that the results have some relevance to other customer service-oriented 

organizations and to organizations with competency-based performance management 

systems. 

Internal validity is also limited. The measurement instrument, the survey, has 

been moditied ti-om the original used in 1992, l'his iimits the comparabiiity of the resuits 



of the two surveys. Also, by moving to a forced response survey style fiom the original 

open-ended style, the results do not include comments and other response options not 

already factored into the survey. The follow up interviews were intended to capture some 

of this information. There is certainly risk that alternative answers to the survey 

questions were missed. In spite of this threat to validity, the modification was deemed 

necessary for two reasons. First, new information related to competencies had to be 

explored. Secondly, open-ended questions allow for greater misinterpretation of the 

question by respondents, the results become highly varied and difficult to interpret, and 

the questions require more work and time on the part of the respondent which can lower 

response rates. It was apparent fiom the 1992 survey results that questions were 

misinterpreted, the results were highly varied, and the response rate was under 35 per 

cent. By introducing closed-ended questions these issues were curtailed. 

Surveys are subject to non-response errors and difficulties associated with their 

design and delivery. Non-response errors occur when responses come from only those 

whom are most interested in the topic and whom tend to respond to surveys in general 

(Cooper and Schindler, 1998). In essence, these errors occur when those who respond 

differ systematically from those who do not. In the case of this research, the 44% of staff 

that did not respond may have been for or against the PEP, and this could have shifted the 

results (had they responded). This error was somewhat offset by the fact that most 

employees were interested in the topic (performance evaluations). In addition, because 

the survey was web-based, problems could have arisen with misinterpretation of the 

instructions (Cooper and Schindler, 1998). To address this, the researcher was available 

to answer questions by phone and by Emaii, and supervisors were aiso avaiiabie to 



support any questions of the respondents. Non-response errors did not appear to have 

been a significant issue in this research as the response rate was favourable, and there 

were virtually no difficulties associated with the approach of the delivery (internet). 

An additional threat to internal validity was that the second survey was 

administered eight years after the first. After eight years, employee attrition and other 

circumstances of time such as aging and workplace changes could be expected to 

influence the perceptions of a workforce. As it turned out, the work population was very 

similar to what it was eight years prior. Nevertheless, staff perceptions of the 

performance management system were subject to the influence of time and some 

attrition. 

Finally, the number of interviews that were conducted represented another limit to 

validity. "The greater the dispersion or variance in the populations, the larger the sample 

must be to provide estimation precision." (Cooper & Schindler, 1998). Arguably the 

variance of perceptions held by the research population was not adequately represented 

by the interview sample. However, efiorts were made to ensure that the sample was 

representative (see Chapter 4 -Research Design). In addition, as the responses from 

interviewees were being repeated (response saturation) it was assumed that the sample 

was representztive of at least the key iss~es of the greater population. 

Conclusions of the Study 

This case study explored the effectiveness of a competency-based performance 

management system and the contributing factors that support it. The University of 

Calgary Library had made several efforts to address problems of the former performance 

management system. They were successful in identitjling problem areas and in 



implementing an initial competency model to help orient the organization towards a skill- 

based approach to organizing work. However, it appears as though the implementation 

of the solution had only just begun and had a lot further to go before it was ready to 

support its intended purpose. This research found that the PEP fell short of its targets 

according to the perceptions of the key stakeholders and according to the following 

guides that were drawn from the literature: 

1. The definition of a competency (Chapter I), 

2. Falkenberg et. al.'s (1999) model of performance management systems (Chapter 

21, 

3. weaknesses and best practices of competency-based systems (Chapter 2), and 

4. limitations of the library's competency-based performance management system 

(Chapter 3). 

According to the survey and interview results, the intended purpose of the PEP - 

to support employee training and development and career development - was only half 

true. Career development was not ef'fectively supported. Staff and supervisors did not 

see eye-to-eye on what each felt the current objectives of the PEP were, but interestingly 

they shared a common perception of the future ideal objectives of the PEP. Curiously, 

the recommendations for improving the PEP produced results that were held in common 

by both supervisors and staff. Not only that, but the results were virtually the same 

recommended improvements that were identified from the original 1992 survey. 

The library PEP program appeared to be supporting the needs of supervisors 

significantly more than it did stafTas evidenced by the fact that staff were much more 



likely to have problems with the PEP and were also more likely to be dissatisfied with the 

core competencies. 

According to the competency management literature, the library's core 

competency model reflected a simplified version of the definition for a competency, and 

as such, it failed to satisfy the measurable, observable and crilerion referenced criteria 

that sound competency definitions were based on. As well, the contextual factors 

(Spencer & Spencer, 1993) that help organizations to justify the use of competency-based 

systems did not appear to be present. This suggested that the value proposition for 

implementing such a system at the library may have not have been present in the first 

place. 

When considering a performance management systems model (Falkenberg, et.al. 

1999), the PEP failed to satisfy key aspects of the five responsibilities: 

1. Identification of the necessary performance information 

2. Identification of performance evaluation method(s) 

3. Applying measurement standards of validity, reliability, practicality and fairness 

4. Implementing the performance management system 

5. Responding to developmental problems 

Finally, according to the research on industry's best practices for coinpetency 

management systems, the design of the PEP did not exhibit very many. 

This research has lead to the identification of numerous opportunities for 

improving the current PEP program. It has shed light on the complexity that is inherent 

in competency management systems and on the importance of tailoring the design and 



implementation of such systems to the intended purpose of the system. One size does not 

fit all. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Competency-based HR applications are very popular in today's workplace, and 

yet with very little empirical research to support their use, the opportunities for original 

research in this field are phenomenal. More testing of competency-based HR models will 

be valuable for organizations in order that they may more effectively evaluate the value 

that such systems can offer. Future research that can build on this current research 

include: 

1. Focus group sessions should be conducted with supervisors and staff to further clarify 

the results of the study, to clarify a common mutually beneficial direction to take the 

PEP, and to evaluate identified recommendations for possible implementation. 

2. Replicate this study with the PEP program once many of the recommended corrective 

actions have been implemented. Enough time will need to transpire for the effects of 

the interventions to be felt throughout the organization (i.e., one to two years 

following the implemented changes). The corrective actions must be documented so 

that they will be readily available to help explain any changes in the subsequent 

survey and interview results. 

3. A comparative study could be conducted on a similar organization that is about to 

implement a competency-based performance management system. The applicable 

portions of the survey (i.e., not the competency-specific questions) could be 

administered to establish baseline perceptions of staff and supervisors of the job- 

based system, and then tihe survey and interview questions could be re-administered 



following the implementation of the competency-based system. The recommenda- 

tions contained in this study should help guide the design of the new competency- 

based system. Differences in the two systems should help explain any differences in 

survey and interview results. Other baseline values to consider measuring include the 

financial, customer, internal process and learning and growth perspectives of Kaplan 

and Norton's (1998) Balanced Scorecard method for evaluation. This approach to 

measurement gathers quantitative and qualitative measures that can help 

organizations to better measure improvements of systems and lend greater empirical 

support to the competency management literature. 

4. Conduct similar research with larger sample sizes - particularly for the interviews. 

5. Conduct a similar study in another city and compare the results to this study. 

6. Conduct a similar study in another service organization (i.e., not a library) and 

compare the results to this study. This should help identi@ the transferability of the 

concepts and recommendations outside of a library environment. 

7. Identifl organizations that are successfully implementing competency-based 

performance management systems and replicate this study. Multivariate analysis 

should be pursued in order to further isolate the factors of such systems that predict 

their success. 



Baron, J. & Kreps, D. (1999). Strategic Human Resources - Frameworks for General 
Managers. New York, New York: John Wiley & Sons, hc.  

Bennett, M. (1 996). Competencies under the microscope: new research examines how 
and why organizations are using them to reshape HR. ACA News, June, 6- 10. 

Catano, V. M., (1998). Competencies: a review of the literature and bibliography. 
CCHRA-Phase 1 Report. 

Chappell, C. (1996). Quality & Competency Based Education and Training. 
Literacv Eauation, Red Hill, Australia: Queensland Council for Adult Literacy. 

Cooper, D., & Schindler, P. (1998). Business Research Methods (Sixth Ed.). New York: 
Irwin McGraw-Hill. 

Copithome, K. (2000). Navigating Uncertainty with Competency Management. HRIPC 
Ouarterlv. 15(2), 9- 13. 

Falkenerg, L.E., Stone, T.H. & Meltz, N. (2000). Human Resource Mana~ement in 
Canada. Harcourt Brace & Company, Canada. 

Franken, R. (1988). Human Motivation - Second Edition. Pacific Grove, California: 
Brooks/Cole Publishing Company. 

Hannum, M. (1  998). 1998 Study Group Annual Report: A Report on The Question 
Regarding Competencies: Implementation. Global Business Culture Study Group, 
convened at the Global Human Resource Institute, November 1998, by Mark Hannum, 
taken from the internet (Sept., 1, 1999) http://www. linkageinc.com/newsletter 1 Slghri. htm 

Hyland, T. (1994). Competence, Education and NVOs: Dissenting Perspectives. London, 
Cassell. 

Jackson, N. (1994). If Competence Is the Answer, What Is the Question? Collection of 
Original Essavs on Cumculum for the Workplace. Geelong, Australia: Deakin 
University . 

Kaplan, R., & Norton, D. (1998). The balanced scorecard - measures that drive 
performance. In Harvard business review on measuring corporate performance, (pp. 123- 
145). Boston MA: Harvard Business School Press. 

Kerka, S. (1 999). Myths and realities competency-based education and training. 
Adult, Career and Vocational Education. Taken from the internet (July 5, 1999). 



h~://www.mapn~.org/libra~/~tafind~~ecifv/cm~hcvs/cmphcvs. htm 

Landale, A. (1999). Accelerating Competency Control, unpublished paper by John 
Matchett Limited. 

Long, R. (1998). Comuensation in Canada: Stratew. Practice and Issues. Scarborough, 
Ontario: ITP Nelson. 

Magee, F., Raphaelian, G., Stewart, B., Rogow, B., McNee, and B., Shipley, T. (1997). 
Creating a Role-Based IS Organization: One Size Does Not Fit All. Strategic Analysis 
Report, Gartner Group. 

Mead, A. (1999). Deming's Principles of Total Quality Management (TQM) 
Taken from the internet August 1999 at: 
http://www. well.com~user/vamead~demingdist. html 

Mottl, J. (1999). IT testing makes the grade. Internetweek. 754,27-28. 

Prahalad, C., & Hamel, G., (1990). The core competence of the corporation. Harvard 
Business Review, May-June, 79-9 1. 

Rauba, D. (1997). Using Computer Technolow to Maximize Performance and Career 
Development. Radio Network Solutions Group - Motorola, Presentation. 

Schoonover, S., Schoonover, H., Nemerov, D., and Ehly, C. (2000). Competency-Based 
HR Applications: Results of a Comprehensive Survey. Taken from the internet 
(December 28,2000). http://www.schoonover.com/surveyresults.htm 

Spencer L. & Spencer S. (1993), Competence at work - models for superior performance. 
New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc. 

Wright, P., & McMahan, G., (1992). Theoretical perspectives for strategic human 
resource management. Journal of Management, l8(2), 295-320. 

Yin, R. (1984). Case studv research - desim and methods. Beverly Hills: Sage 
Publications. 



APPENDICIES 

Appendix 1 - Sample Job Description (Pre-Competencies) 



CIRCULATION SERVICES - LA Ill - DESK COORDINATOR March 1993 

Particular Duties: 

1. To effectively train and supervise Circulation Ssryivices staff. Good communication 
skills, diplomacy, patience, clarii and consideration are very important. 

2. To coordinate the Circulation and Reserve Serwices public senrice functions 
, (schedule) during the week. Good communication and delegation skills are 

required. 

3. To effectively and efficiently record staff timesheets; includes requests for time off 
(vacation, flex, CTO, etc.) Accuracy, speed and good organizalion are required. 

4. Conducts selection interviews and hires the casual staff, Good interviewing and 
communication skills combined with good judgement and the ability to deal with 
confidential information are required. 

5. To accurately and efficiently separate and distribute (to the branch libraries) the 
daily statistic printouts. To accurately maintain the daily circulation statistics for 
MacKimmie Library. 

6. To effectively and efficiently carry out the procedures involved with the processing 
of accounts to be submitted to the collection agency. Accuracy, attention to 
detail and speed are required. 

7. To maintain effective, up-todate manuals for Circulation procedures. Good time 
management and communicafion skills are required. 

8. Responsible for the petty cash fund; must be counted and signed for an a yearly 
basis. Accuracy is vital. 
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OescripUon of Sunrey Process 

Su~eys were returned anonymousiy ta Bill Lebedovich who analyzed the 
responses and summarized them (See Sec. 2). The summary was 
discussed wiih the Supervisors' F O N ~  Agenda Committee in order to 
finalize the agenda for the forum. 

In total, 21 supervisors responded, a response rate of approximately 50%. 
Surveys to staff members were sent to individuals, Support Staff Council 
Representatives and Area Staff Representatives. Twenty-eight staff surveys 
were returned, indicating a fairly high percentage of representation. 

It is 'mportant to note that the language and intent of the survey responses 
were very clear, inditing that accuracy should be quite high from this 
qualitative, information gathering survey. 

It was gratifying to see that needs areas between supervisors and staff 
members matched quite closely. For example, stag suggestions for 
supervisory training in conducting performance appraisals was closely 
matched with supervisory requests for training in this area. 

A detailed description of sunrey results follows. 



2. Detailed Description of Survey Results ~ 
11 Responses - Supervisors 1 Responses - Staff 11 
1. a) What are the main objectives of the current 

performance evaluation process from your 
perspectke? 

Current Main Objective 
- TO SATISFY ADMINISTRATIVE NEEDS. 
- Feedback to staff. 
- Monitor work progress of individuals. 
- Inform staff member of progress to date. 
- Outline strengths, weaknesses, areas for 

improvement. 

1. a) What are the main objectives of the current 
performance evaluation process from your 
perspectke? 

Current Mafn Objective 
- Want clarification what actual obiectives are. 
- Written record of performance - seldom receive 

verbal recognition. 
- Let employee know what supervisor thinks of 

performance. 

b) Ideally, what should those objectives be? b) Ideally, what should those objectives be? 

ldeal Objective ; 

- Determine readiness for ptomotion. 
- Should be ongoing, not just an annual 

formal meeting. 
- Increase morale through positive feedback. 
- Find ways ta provide job enrichment for 

long-term and/or plateaued staff. 
- Should serve as encouragement to staff. 

ldeal Objective 
- Need to have a consistent process. 
- Need a standarctized ex~lanation and detailed 

outline of the Drocess. 
- Frank appraisal of employee/employer relationship 

with equal input from employee. 
- Discuss expectations. 



2, Describe any concerns or problems you currentty 2. Describe any concerns or problems you currentty 
have with: have with: 

a) Preparing for the performance evaluation 
process - Too manv staff, not enouuh t h e  to do a 
prooer iob. - Suaaest worksho~ for suoervisors.and staff 
to DreDare to make R a oroductke ~lannlng 
sessbn. 

- Difficutt for long-term people. 
- Not adequate Job descriptbns or standards 

to compare. 
- Not enough formal Input from staff - shoukl . . 

provide information for evaluation. 
- Often based more on perception than . s 

actual fact. - Need lnput from people that the hdivldual 
interacts with, not just supervkor. - Regular communication with staff helps. 

- .Very t h e  consumkg if to be done effectively - 
otherwise gets postponed. 

b) The process itself, including the evaluatlon 
form used and the evaluation interview - DEPENDS ENTIRELY ON THE EVALUATOR. 

- Unclear what Is ex~ected - ranaes from emDlovee 
evakratlna own lserformance and discussinn to 
g pew is0 r tell' IIIQ e m~bvee  how thev have done. - prni~utt to find time to do them. 

a) Preparing for the performance evaluatlon 
process 

- Emolovee not ancouraaed to participate in 
pre~aration or durina interview. - Manv em~bvess do not receive courtesv of 
adequate advance notice. - Concern with long-term employee going through 
process every year. 

b) The process itself, including the evaluation 
form used and the evnluation interview - ONLY AS ACCURATE AND EFFECTIVE AS THE 
SUPERVISOR DONG IT. 

- NO CONSISTENCY BETWEEN SUPERVISORS. - One of few areas at U. of C. to be evaluated - 
fairness? - Lack of standards - very subjective. 



4 .+ b) (Cont'd) - Perhaps incorporate a checklist as descriptbn 
is dtfficutt. 

- Form not adequate - only headings are used. 
- Are people (supervisor and staff) clear on what 

is expected of them? - Self-evaluatbn by staff must be part of this. 
- 3 to 6 month forms lacking - don't like 

checklist. - Other supervfsors thought this process with 
new employee was the most effective. - Long-term people don't like the process. 

- Tell staff what supervisor thinks - staff 
responds. - The process treats people like children. 

- Staff not comfortabb with interview. 

c) Follow-up to the performance evaluation 
interview - Monthhr meethas used as effecthre follow-UD. 

- NO follow-up. - Very little unless there's a problem. 
- Discussion re: lack of P.D. funding is 

frustrathg for both supervisor and staff. 

d) How the evaluation information is used or 
not used - Staff obiect to neaative comments on 
evaluation because it mav hurt chanaes foc 
move or ~romotbn. - Problem areas generally not addressed. - To formally recognize good work, but shouldn't 
raplace regular contact and feedback. - Evaktatbns often Inconsistent so reduces their 
value - not fair to staff. 

c) Follow-up to the pitrformance evaluation 
interview - Not much or none. - Su~etvisors nerrathre remarks remain on form 
evbn after beha discussed and resolved. - Need some way to discuss the evaluation - 
supervisor's words carved in stone, can't be 
changed. 

d) How the evaluatlon information is used or not 
used - EMPLOYEES WOlJLD LIKE TO KNOW - NOT CLEAR. 

- Sejdom used excecit for transfers. 
- Criticism has a long tife on the forms. 
- Should be reviewed by supsrvisor's boss, not just 

signed. 



I1 Responses - Supervisors I Responses - Staff 

What would you like t o  do immediately to  
improve these parts of the process? 
Staff needs to know reasons for performance 
evaluation and how to DreDare for a Droductive 
and positive interview. 
Train the su~ervisor in the process. 
For long-term people, every two years. 
Make the process more participatory. 
Staff should have opportunity to evaluate 
supervisors. 
No agreement re: 3-6 month evaluations - 
about an even split. 
Tie in career counselling so long-term people 
can pursue changes if desired. 
Supervisors need to be more consistent in 
how they conduct the process and document 
it - several reauests for trainincr in the process. 
Need to know more about Library's overall 
goals in order to help goal setting in unit. 
Need to have more staff input - have them 
prepare a statement of accomplishments 
before the interview. 
Train supervisors - new ones - in the process. 

What would you like t o  do immediately t o  
improve these parts of the process? 
TIE EVALUATION TO SALARY INCREASES. 
ENTIRELY SUPERVISOR DEPENDENT CURRENTLY. 
NEED A CONSISTENT PROCESS. 
Evaluate the evaluators - both from superiors 
and suborclinates. 
Clear statement from manaaement about D u r E B  
and obiective. 
Supervisor could show more interest in staff on 
a dav-to-dav basis. 
More input from others into evaluation - those you 
work with, those you serve. 



I1 Responses - Supervisors I Responses - Staff 

3. Describe how useful the current process is to you as a 3. Describe how useful the current process is to yo11 as a 
supervisor and rate it: (Low) 1 2 3 4 5 (High) supervisor and rate it: (Low) 1 2 3 4 5 (High) 

21 responses Average 3.0 28 responses Average 2.9 

- More useful to new staff than long term. - Who evaluates the supervisor? - Meeting regularly is more useful - annual review is 
for administrative purposes. 

- Changing technology and low attrition means 
supervisors need to know employee strengths and 
weaknesses more. 

- Need more consistency between supervisor in 
how process and evaluation is conducted. 

- Forces supervisor to look at performance at least 
once a year. - Onty serves as evaluation - not future oriented. 

4. Please comment on how effective the current process 4. Please comment on how effective the current process 
is in clearly identifying strengths and areas for is in clearly identifying strengths and areas for 
improvement. improvement? 

- S U D ~ ~ V ~ S O ~ S  tend to avoid discussina areas for - CURRENT FOCUS IS NEGATIVE - ON INADEQUACIES, 
im~rovement in written evaluations. NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT. NEED MORE STRUCTURE& 

- Deoends on amount of interaction. Reaular APPROACH TO POSITIVE REINFORCEMENT. 
feedback allows ~rob lem areas to be discussed. - Good to have a formal discussion with supervisor. 
When there is no reaular contact, discussion of - Need more consistency - suggest checklist 
problem area becomes a ~ rob lem itsetf. approach. 

- De~ends entirehr on who does the evaluation. - Little feedback on strengths. - Reaular meetinas with staff allow onaoinq 
discussion. 

- Currently only reactive - make it a mutual process. 
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N 
Responses - Supervisors I Responses - Staff 

,-I 

5. What parts of process work well? 

- Ogoortunitv for uninterru~ted discussion. 
' , - Chalknae to heb the em~lovee feel 

, -fortable - several reauests for tfalnhlg. 
! - Annual review forces supervisor to do it at 

, least once a year. 
, - Works best for new staff. 

6.  ' How comfortable do you feel as a supervisor with 
your role in the performance evaluatlon process? 

- About half quite comfortable, balance 
moderate to quite uncomfortable. - Mostly with interview, not knowing if it's 

useful to employee. - Want a more collaborative work environment. 

7. Please add any other comments or suggestions 
you wish to make regardlng the performance 
evaluatbn process. 

- MORE TRAINING FOR SUPERVISORS ON HOW TO DO 
EVALUATIONS - IDENTIFIED AS A BASIC PROBLEM. 

- Need more consistent approach - now entirely 
supervisor dependent. - Not taken seriously by staff unless they've had 
problems. - Tie evaluations to reward system. - Too much secrecy - no idea what other 
supervisors do. 

5. What parts of process work well 

- ENTIRELY SUPERVISOR DEPENDENT: INCONSISTENCY 
BETWEEN SUPERVISORS. - Uninterrupted time wlh supervisor. 

6. How comfortable do you feel as a supervisor with your 
role In the performance evaluation process? 

- ENTIRELY SUPERVISOR DEPENDENT. 
- Generallv. Quite uncomfortable. - Some supervisors very uncomfortable tbmselves 

and make the employee very uncomfortable. - Some supervisors not open to input. 
[Moving evaluations to seniority date to spread 
them out has realty improved morale.] 

7. Please add any other comments or suggestions you 
wish to make regarding the performance evaluation 
process. 

- SUPERVISORS NEED TRAWING IN MANAGING PE0Pl.f - 
INTER~ERSONAL SKILLS. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION. 

- . -Treat s u ~ ~ o r t  staff as dedicated and committed 
rofessbnals. - ky eva~uation only in Library? 

- People should have opportunity to correct 
negatives before they become permanent history. 
If no improvement, then note them. - Evaluate the supervisor's performance in 
evaluatbn. 



1 Responses - Supervisors I Responses - Staff 1 
7. (Cont'd) - Process must be part of a continual feedback 

process - Should be no surprises. - Continue annual 'something' for long-term staff, 
but make it more discussion, not evaluation. - More consistency in the evaluation form to ensure 
all areas are looking at the same things. - Get all staff to respond to surveys, not just 
representatives. - Why do a TransferIPromotion interview when there 
is a competition? - Not clear. 

* There is a very clear relationship between 
satisfaction with the process (useful to both 
supervisors and staff members) and regular 
(monthly?) meetings and contact with staff. 
Regular feedback and contact with staff appears 
to be key to current satisfaction with the process. 

7. (Cont'd) 
- Get input from everyone who interacts with 

the person. 
- Some supervisors feel obligated to note 

everything negative. 
- Supervisors need to coach people to help them 

develop - not happening currently. 
- Want to be able to see all personnel files 

- no hassle, no appointments. 
- More opportunity for professional development for 

support staff. 
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3. Some Ideas Regarding Different Types of Performance Appraisals 

Definitions: To "review" is to examine or inspect. 

To "appraise" is to evaluate for a judgment. 

Selectina the Aooropriate Tvoe of Aooraisals 

There are five principal types of appraisal: 

1) Planning Review 

A meeting to study, discuss and update/plan/revise the current 
performance plan. Looks at changes in direction and how current 
performance matches goals. 

2) Coaching Appraisal 

An appraisal of performance to help the employee improve 
performance. Conducted when work results are not meeting 
expectations. 

3) Salary Appraisal 

An appraisal of work results in order to determine suitable 
salary action. 

4) Growth Potential Appraisal 

Evaluates the future potential of subordinates. Recommendations 
and discussions are highly tentative. Most often put into action 
through coaching appraisal or career development discussion. 

5)  Career Development Discussion 

Discussion.of employee's interests, aspirations and questions 
regarding career. 

It is clear from the survey resutts that there is a wide range of perceptions 
and expectations regarding the current performance evaluation process. 
The action plans segment of the forum is intended to begin to look at these 
areas. 



4, Recommendations Based on Survey Resub 

Based on an anatysis of the survey results, attention should be devoted to 
the following: 

a) Develop clear, action-oriented objectives for the performance 
evaluation process. 

b) Define the current process clearly, step-by-step, to ensure agreement 
and understanding of the process. 

c) Ensure a more consistent approach. This could involve redesigning 
the evaluation forms and agreeing on a consistent approach. 

d) Provide training in three areas: 

- Training for supenrisors in how to conduct an appraisal interview 
and ensure a consistent approach. 

- Train staff members in how to participate actively in their own 
appraisal, how to prepare and follow up. 

- Train supervisors in broader management skills. This would 
require discussion to determine what kinds of training are 
required. 

e) Consider .implementing a ,feedback ,process to ensure .work issues 
are discussed on a regular process. Regular staff meetings appear 
to be helping to address this issue in some areas already. 

9 Seek feedback regularly to determine how effectively these plans are 
working. 



Appendix 3 - 2000 Survey Questionnaire 

1s the Performance Evaluation Process Working? 

A Supervisor Survey 

Library Services 

University of Calgary 

Introduction. 

As part of a performance management study, we are attempting to gather staff input from 
the University of Calgary Library. Your input into this study is important. The following 
survey is intended to obtain suoervisor ooinion about the current performance evaluation 
process as used by the University Library for bargaining unit staff at the University of 
Calgary. An initial survey was administered in late 1992 to obtain information. The 
current survey is a follow up to that original survey, and is intended to explore the 
effectiveness of the core competency-based performance evaluation process. 

This questionnaire contains a list of statements pertaining to the performance evaluation 
process to which we would like you to indicate whether you agree or disagree. For each 
question ,please circle the number which best corresponds to ,your answer. 

As the questionnaire is anonymous, none of the information will be used to identifjr who 
you are. The results will be summarized and used for two purposes: to be forwarded to 
Information Resources Administration for consideration, and for use as part of an MBA 
thesis project. The summary results of the survey will be shared with staff and may 
impact the way in which the performance evaluation process at the University of Calgary 
Library is conducted. 

Please answer all the questions, and keep in mind that there are no right or wrong 
answers. We are only interested in your opinion. 

When you have completed the questionnaire, please put it in the envelope provided, and 
seal it. Then put it in campus mail to be sent directly to me. 

If you have questions concerning matters related to this questionnaire, please contact me 
at (403) 242-6355 

Thank you for your participation, 



Kevin Copithome 
Graduate Student 
Masters of Business Administration Program 
University of Calgary 
Cakary, AB 



Staff Performance Evaluation Survey Questions 

For the following Statements, please rate, on a 7  point scale, to what extent you Agree or 
Disagree with the statements. For example, a "1" indicates that you "Strongly Disagree" with 
the statement, a "7" indicates that you "Strongly Agree" with the statement, and a "4" indicates 
that you are "Uncertain" or that you do not have an opinion regarding the statement in question. 
For each of the following statements please circle the number that corresponds best to your 
answer: 

I c) To outline strengths and areas for 11 2  3  4  5 6 7 1  

1.  From your perspective, what are the main objectives of the current staff 
performance evaluation process? 

Strongly Uncertain Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

a) To satisfy administrative needs. 
b) To determine pay levels for eachjob. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
1 2  3 4 5  6  7  

&nprovernent for each staff member. 
d) To provide a written record of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
perforkme only. 
e) To help supervisors do a betterjob of 1 2 3 4 5  6 7  
supervising. 
f) To assist employees with career 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

. 

personal development plan). 
h) To enable the library to develop a 

planning. 
g) To help identify skill gaps so that 
training needs can be planned (i.e., 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
human resource plan for the hture (to 
budget for trainingldevelopment needs). 
i) To help identify selection criteria for 
recruitment purposes. 
j) To clarify expectations for the job role. 
k) To identify readiness for promotion. 
1) To reinforce job role successes. 

1 2  3  4  5  6  7 ,  

1 2  3 4  5 6  7  

1 2 3  4 5  6 7  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  



2. From your perspective, what should the main objectives of the current staff 
performance evaluation process be? 

Strongly Uncertain Strongl] 
Disagree Agree 

a) To satis@ administrative needs. 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
b) To determine pay levels for each job. 
c) To outline strengths and areas for 

1 2  3  4  5  6  7  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

improvement for each staff member. 
d) To provide a written record of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
performance only. 
e) To help supe~sors  do a betterjob of 
supervising. 
f )  To assist employees with career 
planning. 
g) To help identify skill gaps so that the 

1 2  3  4  5  6  7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2  3  4  5  6  7  
library may plan training needs. 
h) To enable the library to develop a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
human resource plan fbr the future. 
i) To help identify selection criteria for 

3. Do you have any concerns when preparing for the performance evaluation process? 

1 2  3  4  5 6  7  
recruitment purposes. -, 

0 To clarifi objectives for the job role. 
k) To identifjl readiness for promotion. 
l) To reinforce job role successes. 

Strongly Uncertajn Strong1 1 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Disagree Agree 
a) Not enough time or encouragement to I 1 2  3  4  5  6  7  

4. Do you have any concerns with the evaluation process itself? 

prepare for a performance evaluation. 
b) I do not have enough training in the 
performance evaluation process. 
c) The job profiles are not adequate for the 
performance evaluation process. 
d) The evaluations are too subjective to be 
meaningful. 

Strongly Uncertain Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2  3 4  5 6  7  

1 2  3  4 5 6  7  

ii) Cepa& m';'rely cii the ev'iihiitci. I I 2 -I -r \ 5 7  



b) There are inconsistent evaluation 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
practices used by different evaluators. I 
c) The time allowed for the evaluation 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

in the evaluation process. - I 
e) Staffare not adequately trained in the 1 2 3  4 5  6 7  

session is not sufficient. 
d) Supervisors are not adequately trained 1 2 3  4  5  6 7  

evaluation process 
f )  The competency-based system only 

without their input. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
confuses the process. 
g) Performance goals are set for staff 

5. Do you have any concerns with the follow-uplfeedback that occurs after the 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

evaluation session? 
Strongly Uncertain Strongly 
Disagree ~gree- 

a) There is no follow up. 
b) It is only provided if there is a problem. 
c) Feedback is not very constructive. 
d) The message in the feedback is not very 
clear or helpful. 
e) Performance feedback should only 
occur once a year. 
f) Performance feedback shouldoccur on 

report, 
6. Do you have any concerns with how the evaluation information is used or not used? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
1 2 3  4 5 6  7  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
1 2 3  4  5  6  7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2 3  4  5 6  7  
ongoing and regular basis. 

g) There is no opportunity to discuss or 
resolve the final comments in the written 1 2  3 4  5  6  7  

Strongly Uncertain Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

a) Negative evaluation comments are not 
useful because they limit opportunities for 
lateral moves or promotions. 
b) There is little or nothing in place which 
allows staff to work on their "areas for 
development" (i.e., little opportunity to 
develop key skills required for the job). 
c) Formal evaluations should not be used 

1 2 3 4 5 6  7  

1 2 3  4  5  6  7  

1 2 3 4 5  6 7  
to replace regular contact and feedback. 
d) Because of inconsistencies between 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  



7. How can the Preparation Phase of the Evaluation Process be Improved? 

valued or acted on. 
e) I am cynical about the performance 
evaluation process because the 
information is not used as it is intended. 
f )  The information from performance 
evaluations is rarely tied to staff training. 

Strongly Uncertain Strong1 j 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Disagree Agree 
a) Train staff to better prepare for the 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

- - 

evaluation process. 
b) Train supervisors to better prepare for 

and supervisors to prepare for evaluations. I 

1  2  3  4  5 6 7 
the evaluation process. 
c) Allow more work time for both staff 

8. How can the Evaluation Process itself be Tmproved? 

1  2 3  4 5  6  7 

Strongly Uncertain Strongly . ~ 

Disagree Agree 
a) Additional training for staff in the 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  - 
evaluation process. 
b) Additional training for supervisors in 1 2  3 4  5  6 7 
the evaluation process. 
c) The process should be more 

more frequently. 
e) 360 degree feedback should be used 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
participatory and collaborative. 
d) Performance evaluations should occur 

(i.e., staff evaiuated by customers, peers, 
supervisors etc ...). 
F) The process should be more 
developmental. For example, tie more 
:weer planning into the process. 
g) Needs to be more consistency between 

1  2 3  4 5 6  7 

- - 
:valuators and how they evaluate others. 
h) Need to have a better understanding of 
the library's goals and direction. 
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9. How can the Follow Up Phase of the Evaluation Process be Improved? 

Strongly Uncertain Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

a) Have more frequent feedback 
opportunities throughout the year. 
b) Tie evaluation results to compensation. 
c) People should be compensated more for 
the skiIIs or competencies they have. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2  3  4  5  6 7  
1 2  3  4 5  6 7  

10. How effective is the current process in clearly identifying strengths and areas for 
improvement of staff! 

Strongly Uncertain Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

a) Supervisors tend to avoid mentioning 
areas for improvement in written 
evaluations. 
b) Areas for improvement are only 
discussed in cases in which regular 
feedback is available. 
c) Not enough emphasis on strenpths. 
d) Staff strenHhs are not being leveraged 
or used as well as they could be. 
e) The discussion regarding areas for 
improvement is very uncomfortable. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
1 2  3  4  5  6  7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

11. What parts of the evaluation process work well? 

Strong1 y Uncertain Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

a) OppituiiiCj f ~ i  
discussions. 
b) Competencies make the evaluation 
process more objective. 
c) Supervisors andstaffleave the process 
with a clear understanding of expectations. 
d) Overall I am satisfied with the 
performance evaluation process. 
e) I feel competent in my part of the 
process. 
f )  I an very comfortable with the process. 
g) The qualityof my work group's work 
has improved over the last year. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2  3  4 5 6  7 
1 2  3  4  5  6 7  



h) In the last year, the performance ofmy 
work group has improved. 
i) The last round of performance 
eval~lations indicated that my work group 
was successful in meeting the goals1 
objectives oftheir respective jobs. 
j) The performance management process 
reinforces the organization's strategy. 

1 2 3  4  5 6  7 

1 2 3 4  5 6  7  

1 2 3 4  5  6  7  

12. The Core Competencies: 
Strongly Uncertain 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Agree 
a) The core competencies are helpful in 
definingwork behaviours and clarifying 
work expectations. 
b) The core competencies help me to 
know what is expected of me as a 
supervisor. 
c) I feel I am more competent in my role 
in the performance evaluation process 
because it is based on core competencies. 
d) Competencies help me to better assist 
my staff in building their personal 
.development plans. 
e) It is easier to identi@ performance gaps 
amongst my staffas they are competency- 
based. 
f) The core competencies have helped 
improve the performance evaluation 
process. 
g) The time and effort required to 
introducethecorecompetencysysteminto 
the library was worth it. 
h) Overall I am satisfied with the core 
competency system of our department. 
i) The core competencies are helpful for 
me in supporting the development needs 
of staff 
j) ) I am comfortable with providing 
feedback to my staff because it is 
competency-based. 
k) The core competencies help integrate 

1 2  3  4  5  6  7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2  3 4  5 6  7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2 3 4 5  6  7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
1 2 3 4  5  6  7 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7  



all human resource activities such as 
recruitment, training and development, 
performance management and planning. 
1) The performance management process 
should be weighted more on competencies 
than on results. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2  3  4  5  6  7  

13. How much professional or career development support is necessary for staff? 

Strongly Uncertain Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

a) Each of my staff have up-to-date 
Personal Development Plan (PDP). 
b) Staff in my unit are aware ofthe career 
options available to them at the Library. 
c) Staff in my unit are aware ofthe skills 
needed to do their jobs well. 
d) I am competent in my ability to support 
staff career planning needs. 
e) Staff in my unit are aware of the skills 
they must develop in order to progress 
into at least one other jobljob role at the 
Library. 
f )  I believe the library takes the career 
development needs of my staff seriously. 
g) Staff have the opportunity to pursue 
their career development needs at the 
Library. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2 3  4  5 6  7  

1 2  3  4  5  6 7  

1 2 3 4  5 6  7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  



Appendix 4 - Interview Questionnaire 

Interview Questions - Follow up to the PEP Survey (Mar. 2000) 
Note: the interview questions are coded in accordance to the survey questions from which 

they were based 

la) Why are employees more likely to feel that Satisfjlng Administrative needs is one of 

the objectives? 

2c) Why do ee's and supervisors feel that identifying employee strengths and weaknesses 

should be a significant objective? (6 and 6,6)? 

2e) Ss: Why do supervisors feel that the PEP will help them to be better supervisors? 

(5.6) How? 

1&2e) Ee: Why do ee's feel the PEP should be used more to help supervisors to be better 

supervisors? 

If) Ss: Why do supervisors feel more strongly that the PEP is used to support career 

planning? How? 

1 &2g) Why do employees and supervisors feel that the PEP should be used to identifjl 

skill gaps? 

1/2h) Ee: 'Why do employees and supewisors feel that the PEP shouid be used more to 

support HR planning? 

11) Why do supervisors feel more strongly that the PEP is used to gather criteria for 

recruitment? How? 

112j) Ss: Why do supervisors feel that the PEP shouid be used more to clarify job 

expectations? What does this say about the current model? 



lk) Why do supervisors and employees feel that the PEP is used determine ee readiness 

for promotion? How? 

21) Ss: Why do supervisors and employees feel that the PEP should be used to reinforce 

job-related successes? How? 

Q3: Preparing for the PEP: Q3a-d 

3d) Ee: Why do employees feel the evaluations are more likely to be subjective? 

44: Concerns with the Performance Evaluation Process: Q4a-g 

4a) Why are employees more likely to feel that the PEP depends entirely on the 

evaluator? 

4f) Why are supervisors less likely to think that the competencies confuse the process? 

Q5: Concerns with Follow up / Feedback afier PEP: QSa-g 

5c) Why are supervisors more likely to think that the feedback is constructive? 

5f)  Ss: Why do supervisors feel more strongly that feedback should be ongoing and 

regular? 

5g) Why are supervisors more likely to feel that there are opportunities to discuss final 

comments? 

46: Concerns with how the Evaluations Results are Being Used: 6a-f 

6b) Why are supervisors more likely to think there are opportlinities for employees to 

develop their skill gaps? 

6e) Why are supervisors more likely to feel that the evaluations are used as they should 

be? 

6f) Why are employees more likely to think evaluations are not tied to training? 

Q7: Eow io I i i i p i ~ ~ e  the Piepaiatioii Phase? 7a-c 



7a) Why do staff and supervisors feel that staff should be trained to be better prepared 

7b) Ss: Why do supervisors feel that they should be trained to be better prepared? 

7c) Ss: Why do supervisors feel more preparation time is required? 

Q8: How the Evaluation Process can be Improved: 8a-h 

8a) Why are managers more likely to feel that, to improve the performance evaluation 

process, &ff should be trained more? 

8b) Why are managers more likely to feel that, to improve the performance evaluation 

process, sunervisors should be trained more? 

Q9: Ways to Improve the Follow up: 9a-c 

Q10: PEP Effectiveness in Identifling EE Strengths & Areas for Improvement: 10a-e 

lob) Why are supervisors less likely to think that only areas of weakness are identified? 

Q11: The Parts of the PEP that Work Well: 1 la-I 

1 1 h) Why are supervisors more likely to think their group's performance has improved 

when employee self-reports are not as strong? 

111) Why do both supervisors and employee self-reports feel that their grouplindividual 

performance evaluations indicated they were successful in meeting the goals & objectives 

of their current jobs? 

I l i) Ee: Why do employees indicate their own performance has not improved and yet 

they indicate that they were successful in meeting the goals/objectives of their jobs? 

Q 12: The Core Competencies: Qa-h 

12a) Ss: Why do supervisors feel that the core competencies help in defining work 

behaviours and clarifying work expectations? 



12d) Why are supervisors more likely to feel that the core competencies help make it 

easier to develop an employee PDP? 

12e) Why are supervisors more likely to feel it is easier to identifl employee skill gaps 

when using the core competencies? 

12f) Why are supervisors more likely to feel the core competencies have helped improve 

the performance evaluation process? 

12g) Why are supervisors more likely to feel that the time to implement the core 

competency model was worthwhile? 

12h) Why are supervisors more likely to feel they are satisfied with the core competency 

system? 

121) Ss: Why do supervisors feel the core competencies help them support their staffs 

development needs? 

123 Why are supervisors more likely to be comfortable giving feedback (because it is 

competency-based) than employees are at receiving it? 

413: How Much ProfessionalICareer Development Support is Necessary for Staff: Qa-g 

13b) Why are supervisors more likely to feel that staff are aware of their career options 

with the library? 

13c) Ss: Why do supervisors and staff feel so strongly that staff are aware of the skills 

required for their current job? 

136) Why are supervisors more likely to feel they are competent in supporting the career 

development needs of their employees? 

13f) Why are supervisors more likely to feel that the library takes the statt'career 

deveiopment needs seriousiy? 



13g) Why are supervisors more likely to feel that staff have the opportunity to pursue 

their career development needs at the library? 

Performance Assessment Doc Questions 

How do you feel about your current performance assessment document? Does it reflect 

what you do? 

Is your performance assessment document missing any key information (i.e., Technical 

Skills)? 

Does the new assessment provide any advantages or disadvantages over the old one? 

Do you agree with the Purpose & Goals of your assessment? 

How effectively does the Personal Development Plan reflect your assessment results? 

(i.e., are your skill gaps directly tied to training?) 

How useful are the 'Development Phase' terms (i.e., Leading, Excelling..?) 

Do you have any recommendations for the PEP? 



Appendix 5 - Performance Assessment Document 



THE UNIVERSITY OF 

Staff Member. 

Unit 

Assessment Period: 

Job Tile: 
(ii appropriate) 

Classification: 

lmmediats Supervisor: 

Manager 
(if different from Immediate 
Supervisof): 

CALGARY 

University Library 
Performance Assessment 

Purpose of Position: 

Co-odinating the public service fundions of the CirculationlReserve desks by a daily schedule, 
responding to Mh slzff and d ied  mncems. 

Provides support for the unlt with particular responsiblity for. recommending approval of requests for 
time off, maintaining staff ume sheets, handling cash float, submitting collection agency accounts, . 
monitoring staff performance and hiring casuaI staff. 

I Trains all new staff and providing ongolng training for curtent staff 

Rewrnrnendlng/testing CLAVIS updates for ~lrculation procedures. 



's - doalsl~ersonal Development F . (from previous performance assessrr. ): 

Goals: 

a Develop a self-check evaluation for CirUResenre processing. 

Learn to do daily accounts deposits.' 

Personal Development Plan: 

Comments on Goals/Personal Development Plan: 

8 

- 
8 



Behaviaur descriptors: 

. - - - - - - - . - 
c - .  

. . 

Provides CIrwIation and referral information to clients and ca-workers that are clear. concise. accurate 
and timely. 

ha- 

Communication 

AbUQ to exzhange inf~4matlon 
effedivety 

Listens carefully. looklng for key points, asks questions and seeks clarification in order to respond 
appropriately to clients and co.workers. 

m Uses appropriate grammar, format and style to explahr'Oimlation.pmcedures to staff that ensures their 
understanding and ability to apply them. 

r 

h-.atiw Weighting 

High 

Coaches and supports co-worker's, encourages open communication in work unit and other departments. 

Demonstrates respect in all interactions by using appropriate body language, tone of voice and maintains 
composure even in difficult situations. 

Comments: . . 

Development P L e  
Required ..' 
Leading 

Development Ph- 
Demonstfated 



Behaviour descriptors: 

r- 

Learns and adapts to frequent procedural organisational and technological changes In a positive . . manner. 

Flexibility 

L 

Abmtybmbchangtrg 
envimnmenls 

8 Adjusts and adapts to intemptions in workflow, staffing level changes and system problems. 

I Listens to ideas and suggestions of co-workers and clients with interest and demonstrates a willingness 
to implement them as appropriak. 

h,.dti~e Weighting 

High 

Recognises and respects differences in ability, personalities and genders and Wllses these diversities 
resourcefully far the benefit of the unit 

= Analyses processes, suggests changes end help implement them. 

Development Ph-e . 

Required 

Excelling 

Interprets polities and guidelines and demonstiate flexiblllty to make effective decisions to ensure the 
satisfaction of cllents. 

Development P h W  
Demonstrated 

.- 

Comments: 



Behaviour descrlpîors: 

Innovation & Initiative 

A#lQ ln demwiarate creatMty 
and self-mothatlon 

ri Is continually developing cimlation. sysiern and other relevant public service skills and knowledge 
through courses or on-thejob experience. 

0 Displays a positive appmach to change and mates a supportive and encouraging environment for 
improvement to occur espedally reIated to challenging situations. 

h-dtive Weighting 

Medium 

' * Takes the time and makesthe effort to ensure that clients needs are met and follows up as required. 

m Exernines current processes to ensure they are still productive or cOst effective and tries new 
appmacheçlideas to inciease effectiveness. 

Development Phb& 
Required 

Excelling 

Comments: 

Developrnent Phase 
Demonstrated 

8 
- - .. . . . . ._ . . 

P I .  

Behaviour deçcnptors: 

Knowledge IL Technical 
Skills 

~ a m y  ta uori wlic 
UIfonn~Ln end demaistrate 
technical cornpetence 

Understands, effectively uses and displays technical cornpetence in library and university systems 
including CLAVIS. One Card, on-line time sheets, communication and office equipment and others as 
required. 

' 
Understands and effectively applies the procedures and standards relevant to Circulation and Rese~e 
Services. 

8 Uses Knowledge and experience to guickly identify, assess and propse solution options ?O fesblv0 
problems and recagnises when to ask for advice or assistance. 

Development ~ h & e  
Dernonstrated 

Relative Weighting 

High 

i Responds to the varied needs of a diverse clientele by pmviding correct information. 

Development Phase 
Required 

Leading 

Cornments: 



Behaviour d-ptors: 

, 0 Respects and is sensitive to the individual views and work styles of diertts and Co-woken and adjusts 
own approach accarrlingly. 

1 
i 

Adlvely contributes to a positive atmosphere in CiffiulationlReserve Services through dired and open 
communications, honest and non-judgmental approaches. 

Leadership 

~itytof~~hie~tposivve 
autcomee by wpp0rD;ng. 
coaching, develdphg or guiding 
0th- 

Knows how and when to negotiate effectively to achieve positive outcomes when dealing with problems. 

a Actually works to improve knowledge and skills by Identifying gaps and seeking out tralning to address 
them. 

Lat ive  Weighting 

Medium 

Comments: 

Development Ph-e 
Required 

Excelling 

Behaviour descriptors: 

Development Phase 
Demonstrated 

= Demonstrates empathy, sensitivity, diplomacy and tact in all dealings with people. 

I 

Development Phase 
Demonstrated 

Demonstrates a high standard of professional ethics by honouring commitments, following procedures, 
edhering 10 standards and maintaining the canfidenttaiiy of clients. 

Development Phase 
Required 

Excelling 

Personal Effectiveness 

Ability ta use pmdudive persona) 
and Interpersonal strategies 

Displays a strong work sic thro~!gh caming to w$?k an time, nspcting sick faava and athe: leaves, 
being on time for desk shifts, and participates fully in Circulation Service team cornmlrnents. 

Relative Weighting 

High 

Able to handle stress effeclively by identifying personal limils and maintaining a balanced personallwork 
iiie and an appropriate personal perspective. 

Comments: 



Behaviour descriptors: 

Teamwork 

~bo#v to workcooperalivefy WI 
others 

Understands the Circuktion team goals and makes a concerted efforf to effectively represent the unit 
and these goals at the service d&. 

8 Accepts and provides feedback from co-workers and clients in e positive, patient and encouraging 
manner. 

= Takes responslb[lHy far cawing a fair share of all the workload, including projects as they arise. 

Development Phase 
Demonstrated 

h,.ative Weighting 

High 

m Looks for opportunities for co-operation rather than competition within the team even when personal work 
styles may differ. 

Development P h d  . 
Required 

Excelling 

8 Recognises and acknowledgeslpraises initiative and risk taking by team members. 

Behaviour descriptors: 

8 Aware of the basic layout of the libraty, campus, and own dcQadrnent hours of operation; s e w i c ~  
available to clients (particularly Campus Card): and when to make appropriate referrals. 

Development Phase 
Demonstrated 

University 
Understanding 

Abili,to-rppIyknowledge ofthe he 

Univedy community 

Keeps curtent on library and university issues and events that have an Impact on service to 
CirculationlReserve clients through attending staff meetings, reading E-mail and campus nwpapers. 

M Understands the prima~y mission and goals of tile library and in particular Circulation. 

Relative Weighting 

LOW 

Comments: 

Development Phase 
Required 

Proficient 



Additional comments, recomrne..,dtions, notes: 

. . 

Reminde~ At this please review and revise the Job Profde 

Goals (for next assessment period): - I 
1. . .. 

. .  - ..-- .- , . -  .. . - .. .-.. 
. -- - -- - 

2. 

Personal Development Plan (for next assessment period): 

- .  .-. . 1. 
. . 

2. 

Staff Member's Signature: - 
I 

Immediate Supervisor's Signature: 
. - 

Manager's Signature: 
(if different fmm immediate 
supervisor) 

/ / 

Date: - 
1 

NOTE: Your signature indicates that you have had the opportunity for input regarding this performance 
assessment. 
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Appendix 6 - Research Results Tables (Surveys and Interviews) 

kist of results tables (by research question) 

Question 1 - Do staff and supervisors share the same understanding of the main objectives of 
the PEP? 
Table 1 

Table 2 
Table 3 

Table 4 

Table 5 

Staff and Supenisor Perceptions of the CURRENT and IDEAL FUTURE Objectives 
for the PEP - results 
Staff and Supervisor Perceptions of the CURRENT Objectives for the PEP - results 
Staff and Supervisor's Perceptions of the IDEAL mrrURE Objectives for the PEP - 
resuits 
Differences Between Perceptions ofCment and Future PEP Objectives (Staff and 
Supervisors) - results 
Staff and supervisor undersWings of the main objectives of the PEP - explanations 

Qttestion 2 - Arc thereany problems with thePEP? 

Table 6 
Table 7 

Concerns Regarding the Performance Evaluation Process - results 
Concerns Regarding the Performance Evaluation Process - explanations 

Question 3 -Are there any ways the PEP could be improved? 

Table 8 
Table 9 

How the Performance Evaluation Process can be Improved - results 
How the Performance Evaluation Process can be Improved - explanations 

Question 4 - How effectively does the PEP identify strengths and areas for improvement? 

Table 10 How effective the current process is in identifying strengths and areas for 
improvement of stat'f- results 

Question 5 - What parts of the PEP work well? 

Table 1 1 
Table 12 

Parts of the PEP that Work Well - results -- -- 
Parts of the PEP that Work Well - Explanations 

Question 6 - How do staff and supervisors feel about the role of the core competencies in the 
PEP? 

Table 13 
Table 14 

How staff and supervisors feel about the Core Competencies - results 
How staff and supervisors feel about the Core Competencies - Explanations 

Question 7 - How well are staff career development needs addressed by the PEP? 

Table 15 
Table 16 

How well staff career development needs are addressed by the PEP - results 
How well staff career development needs are addressed by the PEP - explanat~ons 





QlA: To satisfy adrnin. needs 
Q 1B: To determine pay levels 
Q1C: To id. staff 
strengths/weaknesses 
Q 1 D: To produce performance 
record 
QlE: To help ss to supervise 
QlF: To support ee career planning 
QIG: To id. skill gaps for PDP 
Q1H: To support hture HR 
planning 
Q1I: To id. criteria for recruitment 
QlJ: To clarifjt. job expectations 
Q1K: To id. ee promotion readiness 
Q1 L: To reinforce job-related 
successes 

5.5 (1.3) 
4.0 (1.7) 
5.3(1.6) 

4.0(1.7) 

3.6(1.8) 
4.7(1.6) 
4.7(1.6) 
4.2(1.7) 

4.6(1.6) 
5.2(1.4) 
3.5(1.7) 
4.3(1.6) 

4.4(2.2) 
3.0 (1.9) 
6.1(1.4) 

4.8(1.6) 

4.2(1.6) 
5.9(1.5) 
5.0(1.4) 
4.9(1.5) 

5.7(1.2) 
4.6(1.6) 
5.6(1.4) 
4.5(1.8) 

2.52, pc.017 
2.20, p<.O34 
(-)2.17, F.035 

(-)2.26, p<.029 

(-)1.59, pc.118 
(-)3.39, pc.002 
(-).98, w.33 1 
(-)1.87, p<.068 

(-)3.63, pc.001 
1.62, w.113 
(-)6.16, pc.000 
(-).66,p<.516 

5.2 (1.7) 
3.8 (1.8) 
5.5(1.6) 

4.2(1.7) 

3.7(1.7) 
5.0(1.7) 
4.8(1.6) 
4.4(1.6) 

4.9(1.5) 
5.0(1.5) 
4.0(1.9) 
4.3(1.7) 



Q2K: To id. ee promotion readiness 
Q2L: To reinforce job-related 
successes 

5.2(1.4) 
5.4(1.2) 

5.2(1.5) 
6.1(1.1) 

.15, pc.879 
(-)2.61,p<.O12 

5.2(1.5) 
5.6(1.2) 



Variable (question) 

record 

Staff 
Current 
(mean1 

SD) 

E: To help supe$sors to 3.6(1.8) 5.2(1.3) 
supervise 
F: To support staff career 4.7(1.6) 4.8(1.5) 
planning 
G: To identify skill gaps for 4.7(1.6) 5.6(1.3) 
PDP 
H: To .support .future .HR . 4.2(3 .7$ . 5..0(1.3) 
planning 
I: To identify criteria for 4.6(1.6) 5.0(1.4) 
recruitment 
J: To clarify job 5.2(1.4) 5.6(1.2) 
expectations 
K: To identify staff 3.5(1.7) 5.2(1.4) 
proinotion readiness 
L: To reinforce job-related 4.3(1.6) 5.4(1.2) 
successes 

Staff 
Future 
Ideal 

(mean/ 
SD) 

I Staff T- 
Test 

Scores 
(TI 

Signifi- 

Supervi- 
sor 

current 
(mean1 

SD) 

Supervi- 
sor 

Future 
(mean/ 

SD) 

Supervisor 
T-Test 

Scores (TI 
Signifi- 
cance) 



Variable 
[question) 
4: Why Staff 
;enerally feel 
:he PEP is too 
tdrninistrative 

:: Why staff 
.nd supervisors 
eel the PEP 
hould be used 
nore to identify 
e' s strengths 
.nd areas for 
levelopment 

Staff/Supervisor Explanations 

STAFF: 
- PEP takes a lot of time and is seen as an add-on to the job 
- shouldn't be necessary if staff receive regular feedback throughout the 
performance period 
- shouldn't be so formal, staff should only be required to record any notes 
that THEY feel are important 
- few employees see the value as the results have little or no impact on theil 
jobs 
- feel that their input is not reflected in the PEP; what supervisor says - 
goes 
- staff jobs are primarily public service and so evaluations should be 
coming from the public 
- PEP validates performance, but there is no apparent reward or motivation 
for doing well - is only valuable if staff wish to be reclassified (only way to 
zchieve salary increase); reclassification is almost always initiated by staff 
only 
SIJPERWSORS: 
- staff find self assessments difficult to do and tend to rate themselves 
lower than should 
- time involved (can be 2 hours per staff member) not warranted: there is 
little opportunity to change the job; compensation is not tied to results; it is 
~ n l y  used as a development and communications tool; it is particularly not 
warranted for support staff jobs that are more fixedlstatic 
- PEP keeps changing and this can be frustrating 
university culture is very administrative in the first place 

Staff: 
- Strengths are useful for boosting employee confidence and for knowing 
:hat you are contributing to the library 
- Areas for development provide basis for goal setting and clear direction 
For development 
This feedback is useful to see how others view your performance and to 

mow if you a have conflicting interpretation with your supervisor over 
iour performance 
You can identify (with your supervisor) ways to correct your performance 
This discussion can be used to discuss/resolve/improve your working 

melationship with your supervisor 
It is valuable to know where you are at and where you need to be 
Areas for development are put into concrete terms and can be worked 

jii/cliaiiged by ilie employee 
5upervisors: 



supervisors Feel 
more strongly 
that the PEP is 
being used to 
support career 
planning 

- This information is important for improving productivity and reducing 
employee uncertainty about their work 

a The information that comes from the PEP can be usehl in guiding the 
May supervisors supervise each staff member (they are all unique) 
To improve their relationships with their employees by learning more 

lbout them as 'people' 
It is an o p p o d t y  for supervisors to check their perceptions/asswnptions 

ibout an employee 
This is not applicable for close-minded, dictatorial supervisory styles 
Currently, staff often feel that the PEP is a one-way process and they 
staff) do not feel that they are part of the process 
WPERVISORS: 
The PEP provides supervisors with a clear map of what to assess and 

ocus the evaluation on 
Supervisor's ability to recruit has been improved as a resultof PEP 
improved process and fairer) 
STAFF: 
Career planning not addressed weii by PEP 
Many staff are not interested in changing their careers 
The need for career planning depends on area - for example the work can 

lot change in cataloging area 
NPERVISORS: 
Career planning is primarily the responsibility of the employee 
Supervisors do not have the time allotted to provide this 
Irony: the PEP is intended for developmental purposes, yet career 

levelopment is not supported 
Employees may still be of the mindset that to set one's goals outside of 
~islher current position is disloyal - the library does not effectively promote 
! developmental culture 



3: Why the PEP 
;hould be used 
o identify skill 
gaps 

i: Why the PEP 
hould be used 
nore to support 
IR planning 

: Why 
upervisors feel 
he PEP is used 
0 support 
ecruitment 

STAFF: 
- Staff need to keep pace with changing technology 
- Staff should not be fully responsible for requesting their own training - 
skill gaps and training should be addressed by PEP more effectively - 
should be a joint venture 
- Skill gaps will help employees to do their jobs more effectively, but gaps 
must be supported by training 
- Staff must initiate more to get the skills they need 
- Supervisors must be more encouraging and should identify opportunities 
that fit staff needs (supervisors are in best position to assess an employstaff 
eligibility for opportunities, and employees often don't know about their 
opportunities) 
SUPERVISORS: 
- Skill gaps provide the basis for identifying appropriate staff training 
- Need a better system for identifling more job-specific skill gaps 
- Skill gaps provide the basis for informing staff about their current 
performance and can be used to help them feel competent in their work (fo~ 
example closing a skill gap from an earlier performance period) 
STAFF: 
- PEP is not perceived to be contributing to the HR planning process and 
should be 
- The U of C HR department has access to PEP results, and should be using 
them to advocate on behalf of staff and to help supervisors work more 
effectively with staff 
- PEP information should be used to restructure jobs to be based more on 
job-specific skills 
SUPERVISORS: 
- The focus of training is currently on supervisors - it should be on staff as 
well 
- The PEP should be used for more than developmental purposes - it should 
be considered for recruiting and compensation purposes/applications 
SUPERVISORS: 
- About 90% ofjobs filled internally -this may indicate some support for 
the idea that the PEP is being used for internal recruitment purposes 
- Better people are being hired for positions since they are now based on 
the competency-based profiles 



J: Why the PEP 
should be used 
more to clarify 
lob expectations 

C: Why the PEP 
,hould be used 
o determine 
:m ployee 
eadiness for 
,remotion 

STAFF: 
- Currently staff with the same position often have different opinions of 
what is expected of them 
- Job expectations are more process than results based - staff not aware of 
or measured on job-specific deliverables; senior staff can use this as a loop 
hole to slough of work to less senior staff - for example, if a senior staff ha! 
been previously evaluated as competent, their evaluation is unlikely to 
change in subsequent evaluations, and they are therefore not very 
accountable [two respondents had this comment] 
- Should use skills and knowledge to reduce the confusion about job 
expectations; the existing behaviours do not appear to overlap across 
jobstpositions and are therefore considered less meaningful to staff 
- Current behaviours are too subjective and vague for interpretation, and 
don't tell staff what is required for their positions 
SUPERVISORS: 
- Need more detailed job profiles 
- Behaviours are too generic 
- Job profiles must include more job-specific behaviours and 
accountabilities (two cite this) 
- Need clearer descriptors for evaluation purposes - for example, difficult 
to assess the development phases (proficiency scale) without more explicit 
criteria; this leads to inconsistent evaluations across supervisors 

STAFF: 
- N/A - promotional opportunities do not exist for my area 
- A person's competence .should determine .promotion readiness 
- There are a lot of over-qualified people working in their jobs, but there 
are insufficient internal mechanisms to help their advancement within the 
organization 
- The system favours confident staff members and penalizes staff that give 
themselves low self-evaluations 
- Staff (and even supervisor) resentment because staff must initiate all 
reclassifications; staff must justif) to supervisors; and supervisors must 
provide endorsement - often these endorsements are turned down by HR 
without satisfactory explanations since descriptions too general 
- Promotion readiness - when staff meet PDP goals and are at the top of 
their classification, the expectation is that they are eligible for promotion 
and that they should be made aware of the appropriate opportunities - this 
does not happen 
SUPERVISORS: 
- There are a limited number of vertical opportunities for staff, but lateral 
moves are available and training is provided to do this; there are also 
opportunities to take on projects in other areas in order for staff to 'test the 
waters' 
- Otius is ori iiie etiipioyet: io do iilis (aii r*esponcietiis had iiiis cotiltiieiii), 
but few initiate 



L: Why the PEP 
should be used 
to reinforce job- 
related 
successes 

.. 

- All job profiles are available to staff for their review 
- Supervisors tend to focus the PEP on the skills required by staff only 
- More criteria are needed to determine an employstaff readiness for 
promotion - most reclassifications are based on the employee having the 
majority of skills (i.e., greater than 65%) of the new position before being 
reclassified. 
- Need more knowledge and skills information to determine readiness for 
promotion (7 of the 8 core competencies do not capture the key 
components of the job) 
STAFF: 
- Staff need reinforcement - it validates staff and gives them the motivation 
to try harder; this results in greater competence and then higher self- 
assessments; this in turn will result in increased number of staff self- 
nominations for promotion or lateral opportunities 
SUPERVISORS: 
- Difficult to do this with large staff numbers - supervisors need more time 
in order to do this (2 respondents say this) 
- Reinforcements need to occur more regularly 



Staff 
(mean/ 
SD) 
4.2(1.9) 

Variable (question) Supervisor T-Test 
(mean/SD) Scores (TI Values 

Q3A Preparing for PEP: not enough 
time 
Q3B Preparing for PEP: not enough PEP 
training 

- - 

Q3C Preparing for PEP: job profiles not 
adequate for PEP 
Q3D Preparing for PEP: evaluations too 4.6(1.6) 

m 
Staff 
(mead 
SD) 

4.90 
5.6(1.4) 

E 
Collective 
Values 
(meanlSD) 

Variable (question) 
(&an/s~)  Scores (T/ 

Significance) 

Q4A PEP Concerns: dependent on 
evaluator 
Q4B PEP Concerns: inconsistent 
evaluators 
Q4C PEP Concerns: not enough time for 
evaluation session 
Q4D PEP Concerns: ss not trained 
enough 
Q4E PEP Concerns: staff not trained 
enoueh 
Q4F PEP concerns: competencies 
confusing 

4.4(1.8) 

Staff 
(mean1 
SD) 

Variable (question) Collective 
Values 
(mean1SD) Signifi- 

Q5A Concerns w/ feedback: there is 
none 
Q5B Concerns w/ feedback:only 
provided if problem 
Q5C Concerns w/ feedback: is not 
constructive 
Q5D Concerns w/ feedback: is not 



, 

Variable (question) 

Q6A How eval info used: Negative 
evals are not useful as they limit 
opportunities 
Q6B How eval info used: Little 
opportunity for staff to develop their 
'areas for development' 
Q6C How eval info used: evals should 
not replace regular feedback 
Q6D How eval info used: evals not 
valued due to inter evaluator 
inconsistencies 
Q6E How eval info used: eval info not 
used as intended 
Q6A How eval info used: evals are 
rarely tied to training 

Staff 
(mean/ 

SD) 

3.9(1.7) 

4.1(18) 

6.1(1.2) 

4.5(1.4) 

4.5(1.6) 

4.5(1.6) 

Supervisor 
(mean1SD) 

30(1.1) 

2.8(1.3) 

6.4(1.0) 

3.9(1.6) 

3.2(1.6) 

3.4(1.8) 

T-Test 
Scores (TI 

Signifi- 
cance) 

2.99, pt004 

3.80, pc000 

(-)I .OO, 
pc.322 

1.73, p<.092 

3.27, pc.002 

2.74, p<.009 

Collective 
Values 

(mean1SD) 

3.7(1.6) 

3.8(1.8) 

6.2(1.1) 

4.4(1.5) 

4.3(1.7) 

4.2(1.7) 



Variable (question) 
23D Why evaluations 
lppear to be too subjective 

iariable (question) 
24A Why employees are 
nore likely to feel that the 
'EP depends on the 
rvaluator 

STAFF: 
- Staff feel there is too much subjectivity to the PEP (3 
respondents) and that this is likely due to the newness of the 
program and because positions are not based on measureable 
outcomes 
- Supervisors have ultimate say with the evaluation and too many 
of them are unjust 
SUPERVISORS: 
- First round of evaluations with the PEP were difficult - 
primarily due to a lack of understanding by supervisors and staff 
- The new PEP is a more objective system that the original systerr 

Stafflsupervisor Explanations 
STAFF: 
- Because of the nature of the PEP management styles is very 

influential with the evaluations (but it is still better than the 
original system) 

- Evaluator ultimately makes the final decision about staff 
performance 

SUPERMSORS: 
- There needs to be more objectivity built into the PEP 
- This is especially the case when the supervisor prepares all 

documentation on behalf of staff - this is very demanding on 
supervisors 

- Staff have assumed a very passive role in the process (2 
respondents) - staff should be required to complete their own 
portion of the PEP 

- Key flaw with the PEP is that there is no process for second 
review - 110 process to confer with colleagues about a staff 
member's performance 



' 1. What do you think about (STAFF: 
the current performance 
assessment document? 
Does it reflect what staff 
do? 

- Nothing missing 
SUPERVISORS: 
- Nothing missing 
- Add more behavioual descriptors 
- Need more clarification on 718 competencies (soft ones) - the 
same competency has many different behaviours for different job! 
within the same classification - this will be a big problem iflwhen 

- Yes it does 
- Feel good about the most recent document (one week old) 
SIJPERVTSORS: 
- It does reflect what staff do, and will include deliverablesl 
accountabilities 
- Could be improved by adding more behavioural descriptors 

2. Is the document missing 
any key information? 

- Too generic 
STAFF: 
- Missing job-specific behaviours (SKTs), too generic 
- Staff came up with more descriptors than are available on the 
form 
- Need deliverables 

3. Does it have any 

- 

rewards tied to skills 
ADVANTAGES - STAFF: 

advantages/disadv&ages 
over the old one? 

- New one would be better only if job-specific SKTs were used 
ADVANTAGES - SUPERVISORS: 
- More details to use for the evaluations 
- Can easily key on inappropriate behavious and is less subjectivt 
DISADVANTAGES - STAFF: 

4. Do you agree with the 
- vague, more subjective and open to interpretation 
STAFF: 

purpose/goajs of the 
assessment(s) 

- Purpose line is good - two with this comment 
- Goals are incomplete, unrealistic, or irrelevant 
- Staff will set low goals to ensure success 
SUPERVISORS: 

Purpose line is good 
Goals are not meaningful/useful 



5. How well does the PDP 
portion of the form reflect 
the evaluation results? 

5. How useful are the 
Development Phase' terms 
:I.e., leading, excelling.. . ) 

Variable (question) 
?5C&D Why supervisors 
ire more likely to feel the 
kedback is constructive/ 
~elpful 

STAFF: 
- PDP is irrelevant for staff with good evals - so should really be 
reflecting personaVprofessiona1 goals 
- PDP doesn't reflect eval results - it is not tied to training; 
training support not provided other than for con-ed courses and 
some technical courses 
SUPERVISORS: 
- They do reflect the eval results 
- PDP should be more tied to evai resuits - unciear/unmeaningful 
goals are the problem. Goals should be tied to both closing skill 
gaps (with training) and to long term goals of the staff member 
STAFF: 
- No problem 
SUPERVISORS: 
- They need improvement 
- New ones are better, but put proficiencies and their definitions 
on front page or on page 2 

StaffISupervisor Explanation! 
STAFF 
- It is always difficult to give and receive feedback - perhaps it is 
not being provided for this reason 
- Some management styles not as effective at providing 
constructive feedback as others 
- Feedback is rarely provided, and when it is it's sometimes only 
negative 
- Feedback is offen delivered during meetings and so is not as 
effective as one-to-one 
- Feedback not taken seriously if goal setting from development 
planning phase of evaluation is not taken seriously. Staff often 
set goals that are easy or that they are already capable of because 
pay is tied to achieving goals - the attainment (or lack thereof) of 
challcnging goals is not worth jcopardizing cornpcnsation 
SUPERVISORS 
- Feedback is not constructive if staff are not able to obtain the 
training they require to close skill gaps 
- Staff may not be motivated to change a specific behaviour (that 
requires feedback), and so supervisors must better able to 
communicate the importance of the necessary behaviour change 
- Positive feedback is not always considered as meaningful as 
negative 
- Negative feedback may not be defensible andlor specific enough 
- need more definitive criteria 



should be ongoing and 
regular (rather than once a 

Q5G Why supervisors are 
more likely to feel that 
there are opportunities to 
discuss/resolve the final 
comments of an 
evaluation 

Variable (question) 
Q6B - Why supervisors 
are more likely to think 
there are opportunities for 
staff to develop their skill 
gaps 

- Feedback may not be taken as seriously if it is not tied directly 
to pay - no real consequences 

STAFF 
- No comments 
SUPERVISORS 
- Regular feedback is a requirement of the process for supervisors 
- Regular feedback ensures that there are no surprises for staff 
during performance evaluations and evaluations will be more 
defensible 

STAFF 
- Some management styles prevent staff from providing final 
comments 
- Very little can be done with supervisor's final comments - there 
needs independent 3rd party to ensure the opportunity is there to 
discuss final comments 
SIJPERVTSORS 
- Staff are encouraged to provide their comments by writing the 
first draft of their performance review, however most decline this 
opportunity (2 had this comment) 
- The power differential often leads to staff deferring to their 
supervisor's opinion - a second reviewer would help this process 

StaffISupervisor Explanations 
STAFF: 
- Staff feel there isn't enough training provided to close skills gaps 
- Supervisors are privy to the opportunities whereas employees 
are not 
- The vehicle that delivers the opportunities on to employees is 
not working (two staff wl this comment) 
- Supervisors have transfered responsibility for closing skill gaps 
to employees - courses are offered 
SUPERVTSORS: 
there is limited training available for employees -but it is getting 

~etter 
- lateral moves in org'n are available to staff 
supervisors are not given enough time to initiate opportunity 

identification for stat'f 
supervisors have Inore training opportunities 

- in some cases staff must be cajoled into taking courses - for 
;ome courses staff may not see the direct conndction of it to their 
ass 



36E - Why supervisors 
ire more likely to feel that 
:valuations are used as 
hey should be 

26F - Why staff are more 
ikely to think evals are 
lot tied to training 

STAFF: 
- Supervisors make final judgement on evaluations and so are 
more likely to feel that the results are used as they should be 
SUPERVISORS: 
- staff expect that high performance always results w/ increased 
pay - when in fact, results of evals do not have a great impact on 
pay - limited by narrow pay bands, high proportion of mature 
staff means many staff havelare topping out their pay bands 
- evals should be used for career development, but staff are 
reluctant to approach their supervisors for career development 
- linking training to staf'f'is considered administrative 
- some staff prefer opportunities to develop and progress their 
careers while other are not - this degree of motivation or talks 
about staff long term goals are not recorded in the performance 
evals 
STAFF: 
- there is not enough training provided 
- training is not explicitly identified in the performance 
evaluation; no career planning discussed during the perf eval and 
so is not transferred to PDP 
- staff find themselves in the same job for the subsequent 
performance period therefore PDP irrelevant 
- training is never tied to other jobs - only for current job, 
therefore career progressions not supported 
- staff need to know how training can be tied to other jobs 
- not aware of access to other job profiles - these would be useful 
if skills, knowledge and requirements were indicated, so then 
would know skills gaps and would be able to plan PDP 
accordingly 
- supervisors would be better able to link opportunities to staff if 
PDP reflected career (long term) goals 
SUPERVISORS: 
- long term staff are not always looking for training 
- appropriate training may not currently be available 





Variable (question) 
Why staff should be trained 

1 why supervisors should be 
trained more 

StaffJSupervisor Explanations 
STAFF: 
- Original training was 2-3 years ago 
- Staff felt training was a waste of time - they didn't learn about 
process 
- Perf evals only occur oncelyear and so eval processes/skills 
forgotten 
- Perfevals are not part of staffs every day consciousness 
- Profiles and core comps are too general -jobs are too diverse 
to be supported by this 
- A training session just prior to the eval would be useful 
SUPERVISORS: 
- Staff need to be more involved in the PEP process 
- Staff need training with new perf system aid new culture 
STAFF: 
- Supervisors need training because the perf system is new and 
they don't necessarily have the skills they need (two responses 
with this) 
- Supervisors are not equipped to deal with differences of 
opinion - need 3rd party if staff feels is necessary 
- Supervisors may not have enough training - lacking comfort 
with the process, may not fully understand or like it 
SUPERVISORS: 
- Supervisors need training - there is a lot to learn 
- the results of evals are too important and have too much 
impact on staff to not be able to do them well 
- Evals need more consistency, Ss need more comfort using the 
tool 
- Should be able to use the profiles as a guide, but should only 
have to write a one page eval suinmary 
SIJPERVTSORS 
- Current job demands reduce available prep time - usually have 
:o take evals and work at home on them 
Ss don't and can't take the time - poor timing as they occur at 

fear end and end of semester 
Should stagger evals so they occur quarterly, or could be 
based on staff start dates 



previous evals (two with this comment) 
> Get more representative behaviours for differing jobs 
> Provide better criteria for development phase definitions 
> Provide a second evaluator for performance evals as a quality 
assurance measure 
> Improve the clarity for the 718 competencies (the non- 
technical competencies 
> Include more explicit guidelines to supervisors re: PEP and 
the role of the union, upper management, handling appeals 
> Simpler eval process should be used for support staff - the 
effort required is not justified for these staff 



Variable (question) 

1 Q 1 OA Areas for improve. missing in 
evals 
lQlOI3 Areas for improve. only 
mentioned when feedback is regular 
QlOC Not enough emphasis on 

I~;;eo"f!~aff strengths not being used as 
should be 
QlOE Areas for improve. Is difficult to 

1 discuss 

Staff l~upervisor I T - T W ~  
(mean1SD) (mean1SD) Scores (TI lco1leCtive Values 

Significance) (mean1SD) 
3.9(1.4) 4.4(1.6) (-)1.31, pC.20 4.1(1.5) 

I I 

I I 

lost data 3.1(1.6) /lost data 3.1(1.6) 

lost data 14.7(1.4) /lost data 14.7(1.4) 



Q11A - the opportunity for uninterrupted 
/discussions w/ supervisors 
Q11B - competencies make the PEP 

(meanISD) 

5.2(1.4) 

more objective 
QllC - Supervisors and staff leave the 
PEP with a clear expectations 
Q1 ID - I am satisfied with the 
performance evaluation process 
Q11E - I feel competent in my part of the 

4.4(1.5) 

Iprocess. 
Q11F - i am very comfortable with the 
process 
Q11G - the quality of our group's work 
has improved over the last year 
Q 1 1H - the performance of my group has 
improved over the last year 
Ql 11 - staff are able to meet their 
professional goals (?) 

( r n e a n l ~ ~ )  

5.1(1.3) 

5.1(1.6) 

4.3(1.4) 

3.5(1.7) 

4.3(1.8) 

Ql lJ - The performance management 14.2(1.3) 
process reinforces the organization's I 

3.5(1.8) 

4.2(1.4) 

4.2(1.3) 

. 7 (11 )  

Scores (TI 
Significance) 
.35, pc.74 

pc.064 
(-11-83, 
pc.076 
(-)I -48, 
p<. 146 
(-).89, pc.376 

4.9(1.5) 

4.1 (1.8) 

4.6(1.4) 

Values 
(mean1SD) 
5.2(1.4) 

(-11 -90' 

4.4(1.5) 

3.7(1.7) 

4.4(1.7) 

4.0(1.5) 

5.0(1.5) 

5.4(1.3) 

6 ( 1 1 )  

4.5(1.5) 

(-)1.47, 
p<. 149 
(-)2.09, 
p<.044 
(93.97, 
pc000 
.58,p<563 

I 

3.6(1.8) 

4.4(1.4) 

4.5(1.4) 

5.7(1.1) 



Variable (question) IStaffISupel-visor Explanations 
Ql lh -  Why 
supervisors more 
likely than their staff 
to think their group's 
performance has 
improved 

STAFF: 
- Ss's own performance is likely impacted by their group's 
performance, and so are biased to score this higher 
- Ss likely have a false sense of performance of the organization since 
the focus of performance is process (ie., competencies) not 
deliverables (outcomes). Staff are actually feeling over-worked 
SUPERVISORS: 
- Staff tend to give themselves lower performance evaluations (self- 
assessments) than their supervisors (2 similar responses) 

? l l i  - Why 
~erformaace evals in 
zeneral indicated staff 
Mere successful in 
neeting their 
;oals/objectives 

STAFF: 
- Because there was a general lack of clarity around goals [first attempl 
with the new eval system], both staff and Ss errored on the side of 
kindness 
- Objectives were not really being assessed - there were no real 
measures of performance deliverables; behaviours are the only things 
that indicate performance. This produces a concern that staff and Ss 
have a false sense of accomplishment 
- Staff are likely setting low goals for themselves so that they aren't 
really required to increase their performance - only to maintain it 
- Staff asked to do more so adopt a 'maintenance attitude' to 
performance 
SUPERVISORS: 
- Goals are too easy or vague - this needs attention 
- Fuzzy interpretation of goals - some fuzzy and some specific 
- Need guidelines - what is a goal? 
- It is easier to set goals for new recruits, but not so for the more 
'plateaued' employee 



behaviours & expectations (Ss 
onlv) 
Q12B - CCs help me to know what 
is expected of me in my work 
Q12C - I get more out o h  more 
competent in the performance 
evaluation process because it is 
CC-based 
Q 12D - CCs help to build personal 

when they are CC-based p<.005 
lQl2F - CCs have helped improve /3.7(1.5) 15.1(1.4) I(-)4.12, 14.0(1.6) 

development plans for staff 
Q12E - Easier to identi@ skill gaps 3.8(1.5) 

the perf eval process 
Q12G - the time and effort required 
to introduce the CC system was 
worth it 
Q12H - I am satisfied with the CC 
system 
Q12I - CCs are helpful in 

4.9(1.6) 

2.9(1.6) 

3.5(1.6) 

(SS only) 
supporting staff development needs I 

I 

receivinglgiving feedback because 1 I 1 p<.002 
1 I 

l 
it is CC-based 1 

p<.008 
(-)3.01, 

4.2(1.9) 

4.8(1.6) 

N/A 

4.1(1.6) 

pC.001 
N/A 5.5(1.6) 

'4125 - Comfortable 4 .  ( 1 . 5  lS.l(l.2) 

4.4(1.7) 

3.0(1.5) -7 I 
! 

Q12K - CCs help integrate all HR 
activities (Ss only) 

p<.OOO 
(-)2.83, 
pc.008 

(-)3.46, 

5.1(1.6) 

(-)3.27, 14.3(1.5) 

N/A 
pe4(ls7) IN/* 

3.2(1.8) 

3.9(1.6) 

Ql2L - Perf mgmt process should N/A /3.0(1.5 
be weigted more on CCs (Ss only) 1 

NIA 



feel the CCs help define - The profiles are detailed and contain objective referents (two with this 
and claritjr work I response) 
behaviours/ / -  CCs help organize and categorize behaviours in natural way 

Variable (question) 
Q 12A: Why supervisors 

StaffISupervisor Explanations 
SUPERVISORS: 

expectations 
Q 12D: Why supervisors STAFF: 
are more likely to feel 
the CCs help for 
developing staff 
Personal Development 
Plans (PDPs) 
I 

- Yes the CCs help identify skill gaps, but the required training for those 
gaps are not assured to staff 
- PDPs rarely get attention and so CCs not really relevant 
- Ss simply have a better understanding of CCs and how they relate to 
PDPs; staff find it difficult to apply CCs to their everyday with the 
exception of the technical skills 
SUPERVISORS: 
- Staff not provided with enough training (rendering PDPs less 
meaningful) - * Need a Training Officer 
- Library can't afford to send staff on courses 
- For 75% of staff the PDP is not useful 
- Staff may find that the non-technical competencies are difficult to tie 
to PDPs 
- Dif'ficult to translate the non-technical competencies (7.8) into training 



Q12E: Why supervisors 
are more likely to feel 
the CCs help identify 
skill gaps 

STAFF: 
- Skill gaps are not that relevant as there is nothing that will be put in 
place to address the gaps 
- The wording surrounding the skill gaps are too vague 
- Ss have received more training in skill gap identification 
- Staff are aware of other staff members that have serious skill gaps thal 
are not identified by the CCs 
- Staff t h t  have unidentified skill gaps leave an evaluation with the 
impression that they don't have skill gaps as these are not identified 
- Ss eval'n leniency for poor performers - some gaps are ignored when 
several are obvious; too much concern about the evals having a negativt 
impact on staff members. Over time these issues should smooth out as 
earier gaps get addressed 
- Staff not sure why new eval model introduced - need mgrnt to be 
honest about the plans for PEP - is it eventually to be tied to 
compensation? 
- Many staff at the top of their pay bracket and so evals and skill gaps 
have no impact 
SUPERVISORS: 
- Staff have a general dislike for the eval process - they see gaps as a 

Q12F: Why supervisors 
are more likely to think 
that CCs have helped 
the performance 
evaluation process 

I 
I 

i 

negative 
STAFF: 
- Ss have final say 
- CCs must be more specific and related to individual jobs 
- Ss are justifying the extra effort that is put into the process 
-'Staff see the new system as useful as the old, 'but taking more time 
- Ss have a better training and understanding of the process 
SUPERVISORS: 
- Ss have used the old system and find this one to be much better 
- Staff have a dislike for self assessments 
- CCs enable greater diplomacy - the focus of the eval is on skills not 
the person 
- CCs help eval process get done with the participation of the staff 
member 

I- CCs problem - need more tools to help turn a problem employee 
around 
- Old system was not defined enough - it was more subjective 



Q12G: Why supervisors 
are more likely to think 
the time to implement 
the CC model was 
worthwhile 

Q 12H: Why supervisors 

STAFF: 
- The process has changed, but the perceived results are the same 

, -  It's too early to tell if it was worthwhile - right now there is not enougl 
improvement over the old system 
- Ss playing politics 
SUPERVISORS: 
- Staff don't like to be taken away fiom work and they need to see 
'positive results first 
- Process is time consuming - should have kept original 
- Having the tool is better than nothing 
STAFF: 

system 
Q 121: Why supervisors 
feel the CCs help them 
support their staffs 

are more likely to be 
satisfied with CC 

- As covered above 
SUPERVISORS: 
- They help Ss to find staff gaps and link to training 
- They help only when training is available 

devel needs (Ss only) 
4125: Why supervisors STAFF: 
are more comfortable 
giving CC-based 
feedback than staff are 
at receiving it 

- Staff uncomfortable as they are not used to the competency-based 
system 
- Self assessments are the hardest because thcy do not want to be 
inconsistent with their supervisors 
- Staff tend to be hard on themselves making it a negative experience 
- Staff tend to view the CCs as more personal than technical skills - 
being told you are not good at these personal skills is hard for anyone tc 
take 
- Ss not trained well enough to deliver negative feedback to staff 
- Human nature explains this 
SUPERxflSORS: 
- Human nature 



support staff career planning needs - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - . - -- - .- .. . - 
p~.l)T) I 

(213E: Staffare aware of the skills they 4.3(1.9) 4 5(1.5) (-) 59, p<..556 '4.3(1 8) 

Variable (question) /~upervisor /T-'l'est Collective 1 

must develop in order to progress into 
another librarv Job 

-.2. -- -- .- -- - -. . -- 
Ql3F: 'l'hc library takes the career ( 1 7 )  4.3( I .6) (-)3.91, 3.2(1.Y) 
develop~nerlt needs of staff seriously - - - - .- - -- .- - - - .- . . . . p<.ooo 
Q 13G: Staff have the opportunity to pursue '3.3(1 .S)- 4.5( 1.5) (-)3.15, 3.6(1.5) 
thelr career development needs at the p<.003) 
Library . - 

(~oean/SD) ,(~ncmlSD) /scores (T/ 
i l~i~nificance) 

Iralucs 
(mean1SD) 1 

Q13A: staff have an up-to-date Personal 3.5(1 8) ( I  9 (-).99- p<.32Y 3.6(1.8) 
Development Plan (PDP) 
a1 3f3: staffare aware of the career options 3 9(2 0) 5 3( 1 3) (-)3.56, 4 2(1 9) 
available to them at the Llbrary - - - .-- - . . . - - - - -- p<001 
Q13C Staff are aware of the skills needed -5.8(1.1) 5.7(1.0) 60.11.: 5 5  1 -5.8(1.0) 
to do the~r jobs well - - - - - -- . - . - . - -. - - -- 
Q 13D: Supervisors are competent to 3 . 0 ~  1.8) 4 . 4  1.5) (-)3.67, 3.41 1.8) 



-- - -- - - - 

l~ariahie (cluestion) I ~ t a f f / ~ u ~ e r ~ i s o r  Explanations 1 I 
Q l3B: Why supen:isors STAFF: 
are tnore likely to think - There are vely few options 
staff are aware of their - Ss are the people who are aware of the options, but don't aiways 
career options inform staff of them (2 with this comment) 

SIJPERVISORS. 
- Staff are given the ~ n f o  they nccd on opt~ons, but thc onus is on them 
to act on them. 
- Staffmeet~ngs are held to d~scuss carccr ~ssucs 
- It is difficult to get ahead in the I~brary glven that there are lim~ted 
options 
- Ss are Inore aware of options. however. jobs are posted on job board 
and on internet (some staff don't have good lnet access) 
- Ss must bc aware of options, but staff can't be spoon-fed - - - -- - -- - . - - - - . - , - - - - - . - . - - - - - - - - - - 

Ql3C: Why supervisors STAFF: 
& staff feel staff are - Because of core colnpetencles 
aware of the skills SUPERVISORS: 
needed for their current - Because of competencies ( 2  wiih this comment) 
jobs - Skills are always stressed wlth job postlngs. t ra~n~ng. manuals and 

evaluatiol~s 
Q 1 3D: Why Ss are more 'STAFF: 
l~kely to think they are - Ss are not presenting CD i n h  in ways that art: understandable or 
competent in supporting obvious 
the CD nccds of staff - C1) ~nSo 1s not pcrsonal~zcd to cach ind~v~dual statl'n-tc~nbcr 

SUPERVISORS: 
- It IS hard to support staffCD - can't traln them In ccrtaln sk~lls - 
financial restraints 
- Need Inore formal processes for supporting CD of staff 

Ql3FIG. Why STAFF: 
supervirorc are Inore - No evidence of thic  (two wtth thic recponce! 
likc~y to fcel the library - Limited opportunities - cspcc~ally lilr.support staff 
takes staff CD needs SUPERVISORS 
scr~ously and supports - Littlc time available to dcllvcr CD to staff and l l~n~ted  opporti~n~t~es 
them available 

- Staff offered free university courses 




