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When a technical person first en-
counters the supervisory task of
employee performance evaluation,
they are faced with the dilemma of
bridgingthe gap between their ob-
jective technical background and
their subjective management re-
sponsibility. They attempt to con-
vert the evaluation criteria involv-
ed in any appraisal process into a
numerical basis with which they
feel comfortable.

Many employing units, in view
of recent affirmative action legisla-
tion, converted their salaried em-
ployee assessment process to a
system which involves terms such
askey elements, performance stan-
dards, actual performance and per-
formance deficiencies. Since these
authors were technical in back-
ground and experience, the "at-
taboys," "aw shucks," "warm fuz-
zies," "cold pricklies' and "touchy
feelies" in addition to the terms
listed previously associated with
the appraisal process was a real
blow to their technical sensiti-
vities. Obviously, when "apprais-

als conducted" is a key element of
one'sjob, and one's own evaluation
will in part be based on the conduct
of performance appraisals on one's
subordinates, thiskey element will
not be ignored.

Problem Definition

Key elements can be defined as
those duties which contribute sig-
nificantly to the accomplishment of
the job purpose or completion of
the job objectives. In order to
determine whether a person is ac-
complishing the purpose of their
job, asupervisor must examinethe
worker's key elements in view of
some yardstick.

The yardstick (performance
standard) of a key element is
tailored to the job, and every job
with the same key elements for
similar employees with the same
grade have the same performance
standards for satisfactory comple-
tion of that key element. An
employee who has an overall " stan-
dard" rating is a satisfactory
employee. However, for most
salaried employees: 1. Some key
elements are more important than
others; 2. Actual performance for
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the various key elements vary
with the same employee, i.e., some
key elements will be performed
above standard, some at standard
and some below standard. The su-
pervisor not only has to rate the
actual performance in view of the
performance standard for each key
element, but must give each key
element aweighing factor to arrive
at an overall rating for the relative
accomplishment of the job purpose
by the employee.

With these boundaries imposed
on an already difficult and subjec-
tive evaluation, the responsibility
of being fair and objective to each
employee is significant.

Attack!

Consider assigning a numerical
value to each key element reflect-
ing its relative importance to the
job purpose. Assign also a number
to the performance standard and
one to the actual performance
based on the relative difficulty of
accomplishing the particular key
element and percentage of accom-
plishment of that key element. The
resolution of the problem will then
be as shown in Figure 1.



In equation form:

1. If AP - PS>0; then AP - PS
= AS

2. If AP - PS<O0; then AP - PS
= BSo D

Since, in theory, one's per-
formance is what gets him/her
somewhere, performance should
be expressed as a vector quantity.
(A vector quantity is one that has
both magnitude and direction.) Re-
writing equations one and two in
vector notation yields the fol-
lowing:

3. AP —PS = ASt (arrow! re
presents upward mobility) when
AP -PS>0

4. AP — PS = D1 (arrow | repre-
sents downward mobility) when
AP -PS<0
Theresolution of the overall per-

formance can then be obtained by

calculating the Root Mean Square

(RMSJ_df the mobility vectors ASt

and DU Therefore, for "k" key

elements, wherei + j < k;*

5. RMS = V(Djl .Djl) - (ASH .
ASjt)
where i = 0—njkey elements

where a deficiency exists and |
= O”nijkey elements where the
performanceis above standard.

Since most key elements have a
variety of respective degrees of
importance to the accomplishment
of the job purpose, equation 5 can
be re-written reflecting this flex-
ibility as:

6. RMS = VPCEj Dj 1'KEJDJI +
KE; D,1*KEg D,J - ...] - [KE,
ASjt»KEzAS,!

+ke4

as; t-KE4

Solution

After plugging in the respective
numerical values for the various
key elements where the employee
has an actual performance other
than standard, the (RMS)2 value
can be determined. If the (RMS)2
is positive (where the employee's
overall performance is less than
standard) the RMS can be calcu-
lated yielding an overall perform-
ance factor which can be used to
rank relative deficiencies of the

AS;t + ’q

"Key elements which are being
performed at "standard" have an
ASjt = 0 and/or a DjI = O, there-
fore, do not need to be considered.

Figure 1.
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various employeesrated. These
deficiencies which are tied to the
key elements can be examined by
the supervisor and corrective ac-
tion can be planned to get the
employeeuptostandard. If (RM SN
=0, the employee'sperformanceis
standard because RMS is also O.
However, if (RMS)”" is negative,
taking the squareroot of that num-
ber yields iRMS which is mathe-
matically an imaginary number
since no real number times itself
can possibly be negative.

This isn't all bad, because this
square root of a negative number
fitsacriteria of the over perform-
ing employee. The over perform-
ing employee state is also imagin-
ary or at most an unstable or
transientary state, because in
reality, either the under perfor mer
getsto the over performer, or the
supervisor recognizes the over
performer, gives him more work
coupled with "atta-boys" and
"warm fuzzies' until the employee
rebels and gives the supervisor an
"aw shucks" and a "cold prickley"

(PS) is ID-

PERFORMANCE
STANDARD (PS)
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thereby developing deficiencies.
Once the employee develops defi-
ciencies, he lowers his
[KEs ASjte KE; ASjt+
AS;t.KEJAS,I+ ....]
(above standard) total, and is no
longer eligible for those extra
assignments which was his reward
for above standard performance.
Seriously, the new appraisal
process is a large step forward in
the direction of reducing the
subjectivity of performance ap-
praisals. While the evaluation of
the performance of human beings
will always retain subjectivity
because of the uniqueness of the
creature much work can be and has
been donetoinsure that appraisals
are fair, objective and represent
the employee's singular output.
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