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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Of all the resources of an organisation, the human resource is probably the most
critical and important. Only those organisations can progress that have the ability to utilise
the human resource to the maximum potential. It could be stated that the success or failure
of any organisation primarily depends upon its human resource. Thus, human efficiency
and integrity are key elements of any organisation. Manpower and organisational
behaviour are the major factors responsible for work output and performance. Every
organisation has heterogeneous groups of employees with different levels of their output.
What should be the yardstick to classify their performance? It is a common experience that
employees perform differently with the same job description. Among employees, there
may be some who are devoted workers and sincere in their work but their performance
may not be up to the mark, some may be efficient whereas some may not be that efficient.

There may be others whose performance remains much below the expected output.

Every job has its own requirements and demands that needs to be filled and
accomplished by the employee or the person who has been assigned that job. Therefore

every organisation must adopt some performance appraisal method and should evaluate



each aspect of jobs qualitatively and quantitatively for effective management of its human
resources. A Job dimension that fails to measure important aspects of job performance

would be viewed as deficient (Anthony et al., 1993).

Before research process is initiated, certain terms used in this study are required to

be defined and understood, which are given below:

1.1. Job performance Assessment

For effective management of its human resources, every organisation devises
means to know the output of its employees. The output is measured using certain norms
and standards. Performance of the employees may be evaluated using varipus methods,
such as performance appraisal, job performance, merit rating performance management,
job appraisal, employees assessment, character roll and annual confidential reports etc.
These terms have been interchangeably used in the present study. Performance
management is a new term being used in American business. It gives two meanings
namely (i) Performance appraisal or evaluation process and (ii) behaviour analysis in
organisational settings (Slottje, 2000). It may be concluded that performance evaluation or
performance appraisal or performance assessment are the common terms used to measures

employee’s performance.



1.2. Evaluation and Measurement Standard

Evaluation is often done comparing the performance with some set standards or
norms. Depending upon the job description, some standards are required to be set up for
work measurement. Performance standards are defined as means of measuring the quantity
of work produced by a person working at a normal pace under normal conditions
(Dougherty and Heinrts, 1966). Performance evaluation is a method for formally
measuring the output of an employee against a pre-established set of criteria, whether these
criteria are dictated by a supervisor or are mutually agreed upon by the supervisor and the

employee (Kroll, 1983).

The process deals with evaluating the performance and skills of the employee in

terms of requirement of the job for which he / she is employed.

It has to be worked out with objectivity as to how much time a particular job would
take to be completed successfully. Evaluator/observer must have clear vision regarding rate
at which a worker having necessary physical and mental attribute and skill would

satisfactorily carry out the task under observation (Lockyer, 1974).

A good performance standard describes, what an employee should have produced
or accomplished or achieved by working for a specific period and in a particular situation
(Anthony et al., 1993). For setting such standards, each job has to be thoroughly analysed.

Job evaluation or appraisal follows after the work analysis is completed.



1.3. Performance Appraisal

Performance appraisal is an important tool of management and is an interesting and
provocative topic. Various scholars in the field of management have written emphatically
about the pros and cons on the performance appraisal question (McGregor, 1957). One
new system of appraisal was developed at United Air Force Lines based on three years
study. The study concluded that personnel appraisal is capable of being used successfully
as a supervisory tool. It is considered a “tool of control” instead of a ‘measuring stick’. The
performance evaluation system is equally helpful to the employer as well as to the

employees.

Every individual is an integral part of the organisation, therefore, he shouid be
evaluated by the degree to which he accomplishes specific results contributing to the
departmental and organisational achievement (Gagne, 1962). It helps in planning and

directing employees to perform the job assigned to them.

In the context of library management, Kroll (1983) concludes that performance
evaluation program has been an effective tool for future planning provided the people
involved are aware and anxious of achieving better results. We believe assisting an
employee to maintain satisfactory performance on his present job is a worthwhile objective
in itself, and have other program for administering salary and appraisal potential (Richards,
1959). Further, without such evaluation, salary and promotion policies can not be

administered sensibly (McGregor, 1957). There is remarkably little evidence that this



highly touted, widely used and much researched process actually improves performance
(Semke, 1991). This process is liked much neither by the manager nor by the subordinate.
Appraisal report, the way it is communicated, may cause both positive and negative effects
on employees morale. Even then neither of them can help escaping it. Some managers feel
odd when they are put in the position of ‘Playing God’ over their subordinates. However,
its potential benefits can only be derived if this system of job performance evaluation is
logically designed and implemented. Every organisation, small or large, applies some or
the other system of performance evaluation as means to get maximum output from its
employees. According to McGregor (1957) formal appraisal serves three needs of an

organisation and of an individual which are given below:-

(a) It provides systematic judgment to support salary increase, promotion, transfer and
some times demotions & termination etc.

(b)  Performance Appraisal is a means of teiling a subordinate how he is doing and
accordingly suggests needed changes in behaviour, attribute, skills or job
knowledge. It also lets the employee know where he/she stands in the eyes of boss.

(c) The Performance Appraisals are being increasingly used as a basis for the

coaching and counseling of an individual employee by his superior.

According to Dick Grote (1996), there are only two fundamental expectations for a

performance appraisal system namely,



1. That it will substantially aid managers in short term by improving employees
performance and over the long term by contributing to employees development
2. That it will serve as an effective and efficient bookkeeping system for compensation

and industrial relations departments.

Basic and fundamental objective of any kind of evaluation is to improve the
performance. This is also used as a tool to assess the level of achievement of employees to
various purposes like reward, punishment, remedial methods to improve upon the
performance. How far this objective is achieved is an unanswered question. One of those
wonderfully simple obvious questions that the literature does not address, says David
L.De Vries, former Vice President of Center for Creative Leadership. How far this system

has been successful in improving the performance? (Zemke, 1991).

In practice, there would a few organisations that could take its benefits. In fact, one
might almost say that every body talks and writes about it, but nobody has done any real
scientific testing of it. This statement of Meyer et al. (1965) made as early as in 1965, still
holds good even today, in spite of the fact that some employees make some interesting

observations as reproduced by Wendell L. French (1977).

“My boss rates us all excellent so he does not have to explain poor rating to any

one”. “Why should I work harder than others when we are all rated the same”?



Some makes such observation as “my boss gives us all low rating. I bet he thinks

that motivates us to work harder.”

“My boss and I are fraternity brothers. As long as [ cooperate with him during the

year, 1 get excellent”.

It should be noted that an effective appraisal system provides management with
information that can be used to take decision on the employee’s training, promotion,

transfer, pay, discipline and discharge (Martey, 2002).

1.4. Split Role and Controversy

Therefore, performance appraisal is a major subject of controversy in management
circle In spite of continuous research on the topic particularly in business and management
fields, benefits of performance appraisal is yet to be fully achieved. Goodson (1997) has
identified certain criteria to design Performance Appraisal System which can withstand
many challenges being faced in its implementation. Even the best designed system of
appraisal is likely to fail if it is not implemented well. DeCotiis (1977) had remarked that
investigation of most of the possible types of rating formats has probably been pushed to
the limits of its usefulness, while study of organisational factors surrounding the appraisal
process is still rudimentary. This statement made during 70’s is also true in 21 century

also. It is quite rare that one comes across managers who are very comfortable and happy



with performance appraisal. In such circumstances, why one should continue with it?

Because it is also not quite happy situation, if it is discontinued.

There are qualitative jobs to be performed which cannot be easily measured.
Performance Appraisal System should be capable of measuring both qualitative as well as
quantitative jobs which seems to be quite difficult. Management theorists have a divided
opinion on Performance Appraisal. Some believe that it does not give any benefit and its
objectives are hardly achieved due to its inherited weaknesses. Eminent management
consultant like Deming (1982) argues that performance evaluation is generally harmful to

the organisations. He has given his arguments against evaluation as:

Basically what is wrong is that the PA or merit rating
Jfocuses on the end product, at the end of the stream, not on
leadership to help people. This is a way to avoid the
problems of people. A manager becomes, in effect, the
manager of defects....the idea of a merit rating is alluring.
The sound of the words captivates the imagination: pay for
what you get, get what you pay for; motivate people to do
their best, for their own good. The effect is exactly the
opposite of what the words promise. Every one propels
himself forward, or tries to, for his own good, on his own

life preserver. The organisation is the loser.

Nevertheless, there are thinkers who support performance appraisal system and

oppose the ideas of Deming. Johnson (2004) states that Deming’s answer is typically terse;



eliminate work standard, eliminate MBO, eliminate management by numbers or numerical

goals, substitute leadership.

According to Berkner (1979) performance appraisal is applied for a variety of
goals:

e 710 improve performance in the present job,

¢ 1o provide a basis for recommending promotion, salary increases, or dismissal,

e to give the employee a chance to “know where he or she stands”. In the
supervisor’s estimation,

¢ 1o develop an inventory of human resources for the use of management- a record of
the available talents and potential among the present staff,

e 1o provide a method of counseling and encouraging staff members to grow and to

plan for future development.

There are some managers (supervisors) who express their resistance to the system
even while admitting its merits. McGregor (1957) has attributed the following causes

behind the resistance:

e A normal dislike of criticising of a subordinate (and perhaps having to argue
about it).

e Lack of skill needed to handle interviews.



e Dislike of a new procedure with its accompanying changes in the ways of
operating.

e Mistrust of the validity of appraisal instrument.

Serious objection to this process is subjective approach of the supervisor while
evaluating his subordinates. McGregor suggests shifting responsibility to the subordinate
for setting goals and appraising his own progress towards them. The boss ceases to play
God and becomes a counselor, advising the subordinate on the validity of his goals and his
appraisal in terms of the facts of organisation life as superior sees them (Whisler, 1958).
Unfortunately, when man was substituted for God in the evaluation process, doubt was
built in. Man is fallible- the evaluations are open to question (Whisler, 1958). About
seventy five years ago, a formal appraisal plan instituted in the civil service system of New
York City was abandoned because it was found in effective. This experience has been
repeated continuously in American management practice since then Whisler (1958)
performance appraisals inherently threaten employment, even as they are intended to
improve performance, upward performance appraisal can similarly be threatening to
employees as well as manager (Turrentine et al., 2004). These authors feel that this process

is mostly used as developmental tool rather than performance or compensation evaluation.

1.5. Job Analysis
Before evaluation process begins, the requirement of the every job to be performed

must be identified and described. Every job has its own requirement of Knowledge, Skill

10



and Ability (KSA) which should be laid down. It is considered as a cornerstone to every
administrative and employment decision. In depth study of Job analysis provides base for
Job description and proves helpful aid in staff structuring as well as allocation of work. In
fact, it is the procedure through which you determine the duties of these positions and the
characteristics of the people who should be hired for them. It covers duties,
responsibilities, description of work to be performed and also personal requirements of a
particular job. Data has to be collected on exactly what is expected to be performed on a
specific job. Job analysts is to apply qualitative as well as quantitative methods to analyse
library operations and services. Following steps in conducting Job Analysis has been

suggested (Anthony et al., 1993):

Step I Determine the purpose for conducting JA

Step 2 Identify the jobs to be analysed

Step 3 Explain the process to employees

Step 4 Determine Data collection method

Step 5 Process the JA information

Step 6 Review and update frequently

11



Jones and Jordan (1987) have identified the following stages of Staff Management

in relation to library work:

Job Analysis

Job Description

Job Evaluation

Personnel Specification

Selection Method

Staff Appraisal (Evaluation)

1.6. Job Description

A job description is a written statement of what the job holder actually does, how
he or she does it, and under what conditions the job is performed (Dessler, 1997). It covers
job identifications, job summary, relationship, responsibilities, and duties, authority of
incumbent, standards of performance, working conditions and job specifications. Formats
are to be developed under these headings to cover all the activities associated with the job.
Livy (1975) has rightly observed that job description or job information-sheet constitutes
the fundamental starting point. Hodge (1983) had reiterated that Performance Appraisal
System should be devised using analysis and enumeration of critical elements defined in
terms of job descriptions performance standards or requirements for both critical elements

and other important job aspects are set, either separately or within position descriptions.



The objectives of each library is to increase efficiency in technical processing of
documents and improve the services to the utmost satisfaction of it readers. This
presupposes proper job description and evaluation. No system of routine, however
carefully prescribed, will produce desired results, unless its details are faithfully performed
by the staff (Ranganathan, 1959). Therefore, in view of the objectives of the institutions,
every detail of the work to be performed has to be well listed so that accountability and
responsibility could be fixed on the under-performer of the tasks. Since library scenario
has been changing fast and will undergo further changes, therefore, it becomes essential to
modify the job from time to time. All functions to be performed by the staff are to be fully
analysed and divided among different sections or divisions. There would be very small
number of libraries that have analysed their functions in detail with proper assignment of
every work to be performed by the individual employee or group of employees. Many jobs
remain unassigned to any one. So it is important that job responsibilities must be recorded
and communicated to the employee. If the employee is not fully aware as to what is

expected of him, one can not expect much from him.

Job description may also serve as important instrument to match qualities, abilities
and skills of individual with the job requirement. Mismatch of knowledge, skills,
personality traits and other requirements of the job with the individual may affect upon the

performance.

13



1.7. Inter-disciplinary relevance

Every organisation has objectives and targets to achieve. It is its manpower, which
is solely responsible for low or high output. Ultimate aim remains high productivity
through high performance. The process of performance evaluation is carried out in ail
types of organisations irrespective of their nature of profit-making or non-profit. Basics of
performance appraisal / evaluation remain the same. However, there can not be single
instrument for the purpose due to difference in job description and knowledge required to
perform the assigned duties. Nevertheless, model of performance evaluation could be the
same with difference in job description, responsibilities of the job etc. needless to elaborate

further that the project has interdisciplinary relevance.

The present study aims at evaluating the job performances of various library
personnel in university library system with a view to suggest suitable and effective
performance evaluation methods so that efficiency of these libraries could be improved and

human resources could be appropriately utilised.

1.8. Performance Appraisal Methods

Many methods of performance appraisal have been experimented all over the world
with different approaches. It has also been observed that what significantly matters is not
the method but the top management which executes the method. Many rating errors can be

avoided if rater is well qualified and trained. It is believed that rater without any training

14



‘having the potential of doing more harm than good (Nathan Winstanley, 1972). More

commonly used methods are:

1.8.1. Graphic Rating Scale: This method is one of the conventional rating methods.
Printed format is used to evaluate the performance of the employees. The characteristics
related to the job are included but unrelated characteristics with the job like “loyalty”
respectability, cooperativeness are normally excluded from evaluation and are looked upon
unfavorably in management. However, trait measures continue to be most widely used
appraisal method (Friedman and Cornelius III, 1976) A variety of traits may be used in
these types of rating devices, the most common being the quantity and quality of work.
The rating scales can also be adapted according to the nature of the job. Level of

performance could be included in this method.

1.8.2. Behaviorally Anchored rating Scales (BARS) are descriptions of various degrees of
behavior relating to an aspect of performance dimension. The performance dimensions are

derived and described from an analysis of job content and work behavior.

1.8.3. Trait Appraisal: Individual traits include several distinguishing characteristics
firmly anchored in human behavior as described by (Ratnam and Srivastava, 1997). These

traits are listed below:
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Ability for sustained hard work Drive ;
Acceptance of responsibility Effort |
Adaptability Efficiency |
Analytical ability Honesty |
Appearance Industrious ‘
Attendance Initiative }
Attitude towards criticism Integrity !
Capacity to train Intelligence |
Commitment to task Judgment |
Communication Leadership |
Conduct Loyalty

Confidence Planning ‘
Courtesy Punctuality {
Creativity Resourcefulness

Crisis Management Self Control

Decision-making Sense of responsibility !
Delegation Tactfulness ‘

1.8.4. Weighted Checklists: A checklist represents a set of objective or descriptive
statements about employee and his behavior. If the rater believes strongly that the
employee possesses a particular listed trait, he checks the item, otherwise, he leaves the
item blank. A more recent, variation of the checklist is weighted list. The following are
sample questions which may be in the checklist:

- Is the employee really interested in task assigned?
- Is he respected by his colleagues?

- Does he follow instructions properly?

- Does he give respect to his superiors?

- Does he make mistakes frequently?

- Can he expected to complete the work on time

- Reluctant to ever work over time

- Does not accept positive criticism
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Each statement in the check list receives a weighted value on the basis of its
importance. The precaution to be taken in this method is that statements in the check list

must be relevant to the job assigned to the employee.

1.8.5. Essay Evaluation: Under this method, the appraiser writes essay describing the
subordinate’s performance under various categories like overall performance, employees
strength and weaknesses, need for training, behavior. This technique is normally used with
combination of the graphic rating scale, because the rater can elaborately present the scale by
substantiating an explanation for his rating. The supervisor may consider the following
factors in addition to the above:

i) Job knowledge and potential of the employee.

ii) Employee’s understanding of the organisation’s programs
policies, objective, etc.

iii)  The employee’s general planning, organising and controlling ability.
v) The employee’s relations with co-workers and superiors.

v) The attitudes and perceptions of the worker.

1.8.6. Critical Incidents: The manager records the statements of very effective,
ineffective, usually favorable or unfavorable occurrences of an employee. These critical
incidents or events represent the outstanding as well as poor behavior of employees.
Manager prepares records of the critical incidents of the worker’s behavior. At the end of
the rating period, the recorded critical incidents are used in the evaluation of the worker’s

performance. This method was developed by (Flanagan, 1954).
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1.8.7. Ranking Techniques: Ranking techniques encourage superior or peers to rank-order
all their subordinates or peers as the case may be. This is a form of comparative
measurement. Supervisor normally ranks all his employees in some order like from better to

the poorest or some other similar scale. Three major techniques are:

1.8.71. Simple or straight ranking: This technique provides for an ordinal scoring; first,
second, third and so on. This technique requires the rater to rank from the best to the poorest

all the subordinates in the same work unit doing the same job.

1.8.72. Forced distribution ranking: In this technique the raters are required to allocate a
certain percentage of ratees to certain categories e.g. superior above average, average etc. or
percentiles, e.g., top 10%, bottom 20%, etc. Both the number of categories and percentage of
employees to be allotted to each category are a function of the performance appraisal design

and format.

1.8.73. Forced choice method: It was developed to eliminate bias and the preponderance of
high ratings that might occur in some organisations. Its primary purpose is the correct

tendency of a rater to give consistently high or low ratings to all the employees.

1.8.74. Paired-comparison: This technique requires the rater to appraise which of the two
employee is superior, instead of having to rank-order all the employee in the same work unit

doing the same job.
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1.8.8. Confidential Report: This is a traditional form of Performance Appraisal. A
confidential report is a report on the subordinate by the immediate superior and covers a
limited range of aspects like the candidate’s strengths, weaknesses, achievements, failure and

behavioral aspects. This system is usually a descriptive one and permits a lot of subjectivity.

1.8.9. Appraisal by Clientele: The appraisal by the clientele or the end users, for whom the
services are being provided. Their satisfaction or feeding should be paramount and guiding
factors to assess the quality of service. The customers know better whether they are being
served properly or not, keeping in view the objectives of the organisation and expectations of

the users. The appraisal seems to be more rationale and realistic.

1.8.10. Self Assessment: Various variables can be framed and listed in the Proforma, which
should be completed by the employee himself. Questions pertaining to innovations,
improvements, achievements, output, skills professional growth, publications, refresher
courses attended, seminars and conferences attended, lectures delivered and similar other
landmarks in the preceding year can be asked.. This would help the employee to know for

himself about his good or weak points.

1.8.11. Management by Objective: It is a modern method of evaluating the performance of
personnel. The concept of MBO is actually the outcome of the pioneering work of Drucker,
McGreger and Odioine in management science. MBO can be described as a process whereby

superior and subordinate manager of an organisation jointly identify its common goals,
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define each individual’s major areas of operations, responsibility and use these measures as a
guide for operating the unit and assessing the contributions of each of its members. The idea
behind this is that the performance, which is expected from an organisation, must be derived
from the performance goals of the business, and the results must be measured by the
contribution that the employees make to the success of enterprise. The manager must know
the goals of the organisation and the employers must be told about the expectations from
them. In fact MBO is a process whereby the superiors and subordinates of an organisation
jointly identify its goals, defines each individual’s major area of responsibility in terms of
results expected. MBO is a process that converts organisational objectives into individual
objectives. It consists four steps; Goal setting, Action planning, Self control, Periodic

review.

1.8.12. Result-oriented performance appraisal system: Result oriented performances
appraisal system is an extension of the principle of “Management by Objectives” operates
in the broader context of organisational, management milieu to the areas of appraisal of
individual performance, more in a participative spirit and collaboration style personality

traits that help or hinder the attainment of sect oral or corporate goals.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0. Introduction

The process of performance review must have been in use estimated to be since the
inception of organisational structure of any institution where employees are assigned duties
in one or the other form. Every organisation strives to get maximum output from its
employees. Therefore, some or the other method of evaluation of performance has always
been in existence. Some authors in personnel management believe that appraisal schemes
have been in existence since World War 1, when W D Scott invented the man to man
comparison scale. Armstrong (1977) points out that various schemes of merit rating were
developed, mainly in USA between the Wars. Crane (1986) traces the history of
performance appraisal since 1813 when efficiency report of officer under the command of
Brigadier Lewis came out. It is difficult to trace the history of performance evaluation with
exact year. But it could be believable fact that process might have started in every work
place as soon as employees were assigned certain duties to perform. However, the topic
has been always interesting and challenging among the management professionals. It has
been considered as most problematic component of human resource management. Enough
has been written on this topic and there is widespread literature scattered in different

discipline as appraisal is being applied in all types of institutions engaged in performing



different jobs. This process of performance evaluation is considered useful both to the
employees as well as employers. Even then, all involved in appraisal process: supervisors,
employees and administrators are dissatisfied with their organisational performance
appraisal system. Nevertheless, every manager is reluctant to abandon it. Instead, it is still

regarded as an essential tool of human resource management (Meyer, 1991).

Today, all type of organisations are facing the challenge of how to develop and
manage their employees strategically in order to achieve more and more with less and

make optimum use of their potential (Jain, 2006).

Some performance criteria such as leadership and creativity can not be quantified
or quantitatively measured. It should be obvious that combination of objective appraisal
with objective criteria is most desirable for conducting fair performance evaluation. People
are egotistic and have their own preferences thus can never be rational in making decision.
A person’s ability to interact smoothly with other people is a necessary condition, but it is
not sufficient condition for achieving organisational goals. Some people who are loyal to
their superiors and work in harmony with them; yet many such person are mediocre or
inferior in performing their jobs. Promoting these individuals to upper echelons of the
organisational hierarchy will only lead to a lower level of organisational performance.
Chung (1969) suggests objective appraisal processes with objective and/or subjective
criteria which are related to organisational effectiveness; a person’s ability interact

smoothly is only one of these criteria. Simmons (2002) attempted to identify the
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performance criteria to academic staff for effective performance management of
professionals. Author collected the views on the subject from the expert group formed for
the findings of this study that the objectives of Performance Appraisal could be better
achieved by giving awards for a team for goal achievement. This is being suggested to
integrate appraisal with total quality process (Hemmings, 1992). Abraham et al., (2001)
raised the question whether competencies are being considered as a part of performance
pg}cess. Based upon their survey, they found that many of the organisations are not
appraising these competencies (six in number) in their managerial processes. They
conclude that failure to appraise the competencies reduces the effectiveness of
competencies and managerial performance appraisal programs. All seem to be dissatisfied
with the system of appraisal being followed in their organisations. Very few organisations
have been successful in achieving the objectives for which the process is being continued.
Wiese Danielle and Buckley, M Ronald (1998), Cook, Mark (1995), Nevling (1992),
Analoui and Fell (2002), Cuttts and Schneider (2004), Harrison and Goulding (1997)
and many more believe that present methodologies are not giving effective results. Hence,
needs further research. All systems in use have some or the other limitations. These
systems have universally failed and emphasis has turned to improve the managers’ skill
suggesting various measures to encourage employees to give improved performance
(Armstrong, 1977). McGregor (1957) suggests that the superior instead of finding
himself in the position of a psychologist or therapist, can become a coach helping the
subordinate to reach his own decision on the specific steps that will enable him to reach his

targets. Whisler (1955) believes that fault lies in the notion that a rating plan is basically a
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measuring stick whereas it should be used as tool of control. Richards (1959) tries to give
new concept to performance appraisal and considered it as supervisory tool - not a
management tool. On the basis of survey conducted Richards inferred that most employees
are anxious to get their supervisor’s evaluation so that they can improve their performance
on the job. Mixed reaction to this process continues right from the introduction of this
concept. In one of the earlier studies conducted at the university of Minnesota reported that
out of 22 firms studied 12 showed dissatisfaction with their present system (Mahoney et
al., 1957). It was W. Edwards Deming who has been challenging the effectiveness of
traditional performance appraisal systems used by American managers. According to him
managers should always focus on quality and long term improvement. His management
approach has been successfully implemented in many organisations. Supporting Deming’s
approach Elmuti, Kathawal and Wayland (1992) states that such actions will not only
help to strengthen these companies’ market position, but will also help to improve the
overall competitiveness of American industry. Deming believes that scientific methods
should be used to improve the performance of the organisations. Basically what is wrong is
that performance appraisal or merit rating focuses on the end product... not on leadership
to help people (Moen, 1989). ‘Personal rating has created tension, defensiveness, and
avoidance on the part of both managers and employees and usually do not improve
performance.” In business, major surveys have found that not only do less than 10% of
companies believe that they have successful programs. In short, performance appraisal
does not improve performance instead, it is proxy measure of the relationship between

reviewer and the employee (Bowman, 1994). The situation becomes worst when
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employees perceive that evaluation is manipulated because of raters’ personal bias and
intention to punish subordinate. In such circumstances employees expressed less job
satisfaction (Poon, 2004). Evaluation or rating also suffer from central tendency theories or
the halo and pitchfork effects either every one is rated average because of reluctance on the
part of the manager to criticise (Harrison and Goulding, 1997). This is the opinion of
many. Adverse remarks or rating an employee below average may create problems to the
rater. Therefore, he wants to escape inviting troubles. Bowman (1994) suggests to replace
performance appraisal with Total Quality Management (TQM) and reviews the barriers
performance appraisal has posed to TQM. Comparing Performance Appraisal with TQM
Bowman affirms that traditional management attempts to improve performance by
controlling employees; it confuses fear with discipline. TQM ensures that planning
organising, staffing, and directing take place by promoting team work, coaching, listening
and leading, processes are measured instead of people, and performance measurement are
integrated into daily activities to meet real needs. Every one is expected to assume
responsibility for problem solving to ensure quality and productivity. Some leaders of

management prefer MBO (Management by Object).

Drucker (1954) and McGregor (1957) are some of the famous names who believe
in MBO to achieve specific goals within a specified time. In a study of appraisal systems
in General Electric, it was found that when specific quantitative goals were mutually
established, the average accomplishment was 65%, whereas specific goals were not set,

performance was estimated to be 27% (Meyer et al.,, 1965). MBO has gained favour
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because it is more objective by nature, relying not on opinion of the supervisors but on the
evidence of whether or not the targets have been reached (Harrison and Goulding, 1997).
However, some don’t believe in MBO. Levinson (1970) commented that a man may do an
excellent job by objective standard of measurement but may fail miserably as partner,
subordinate, superior or colleague. He called MBO as one of the illusions and
recommended that an MBO program includes consideration of individual’s motivation and
personal goals avoidance of the static job description, which is so often a basis for the
objectives.” Latham and Yukl (1975) confirm through research findings that challenging
objectives lead to greater accomplishment only if subordinate truly accepts the goal as
reasonable. Bowman (1994) suggested TQM as an alternative as personnel rating have
created tension, defensiveness, and avoidance on the both managers and employees and
usually do not improve performance. Patel (2005) made a systematic study in Gujarat

Electricity Board. Its findings revealed the following results;

1 The periodic orientation programmes are not at all conducted to explain the
objectives of the appraisal system.

2. Managers do not spend time to discuss with their subordinate about their
performance and

3. The manager does not take performance appraisal seriously.

Meyer et al. (1965) while conducting survey of employees of General Electric
Company excluded personal characteristics for evaluation and study was based upon job

responsibility. However, McGreger (1965) observed that a program utilising rating of
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personal characteristics of subordinate would not be suitable, but one which emphasises
behavior might be. This means that behavioral aspects should form the part of evaluation.
There is no such method of evaluation which can achieve the objectives of this process.
Most of the organisations particularly government or semi-government in India hardly give

any importance to evaluation though being followed as routine work in every organisation.

Meyer et al. (1965) while discussing traditional as well as some innovative methods of
performance evaluation concluded with the following problems being faced by traditional

methods:

1. Appraisal interviews attempt to accomplish the two objectives of providing a
written justification for salary action; motivating the employee to improve his work
performance.

2. The two purposes are in conflict, with the result that the traditional appraisal
system essentially becomes a salary discussion in which the manager justifies the
action taken.

3. The appraisal discussion has little influence on future job performance.

4, Appreciable improvement is realised only when specified goals and deadlines are
mutually established and agreed on by subordinate and his manager in an

interview split away from the appraisal interview.

McGregor (1957) in a new concept condemns the conventional appraisal because
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it places the manager in the untenable position judging the personal worth of his
subordinates and acting on these judgments. The respect we hold for the inherent value of
individual leaves us distressed when we must take the responsibility for judging the

personal worth of a fellow man.

Meyer et al. (1965) made a survey at the G E company to determine the

effectiveness of our traditional performance appraisal program and found that:

o Criticism has a negative effect on achievement of goals.

¢ Praise has little effect one way or the other.

e Performance improves most when specific goals are established.

o Defensiveness resulting from critical appraisal produces inferior performance.

¢ Coaching should be a day to day, not once a year, activity.

e Mutual goal setting, not criticism, improves performance.

o Interviews designed primarily to improve a man’s performance should not at

the same time weigh his salary or promotion in the balance.

2.1. Performance Appraisal in the Academic Library

Library profession is no exception to the problems associated with the system.
There have been many performance evaluation systems developed by many university
libraries. However, all such systems also have some or the other limitation at

implementation level. Therefore, proper analysis of instruments/systems being used is
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required so as to develop appropriate one which may help both individual as well as
organisation. There are as many methods as the institutions, but none of them could be
found to achieve the objectives for which these have been designed. Dalton (1988) stated
that the professional literature of 1970°s and 1980’s indicates that topic has become hotbed
for discussion. Today public sector accountability gives added impetus. The desire to
reduce government expenditure has led to an increasing pressure on higher education and
its libraries to justify their performance in terms of efficiency and comparison with other
libraries. University of Northern Colorado developed a single system for University
librarians and teaching faculty. This was subsequently revised several times but the latest
one also can not be presumed without limitation. Since job description is varied, therefore
a single instrument can not be effective to different categories of staff. The system was
developed on- two levels of standard; standards for satisfactory performance and standards
for excellent performance (Patricia, 1986). Initially the system had only three levels of
evaluation such as wunsatisfactory, needs improvement, meets expectation, or exceeds
expectation. It would be worthwhile to reproduce the rating system evolved by the

University:

Level 1: Unsatisfactory: The individual fails to meet the Minimum Standards in the

instruction area.

Level 2: Needs Improvement: The individual meets the Minimum Standards in the

Instruction area and fails to meet the Minimum Standards in at least one of the
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Level 3:

Level 4;

two remaining performance areas.

Meet Expectations: The individual meets the Minimum Standards in the three

performance areas.

Exceeds Expectations: The individual achieves the Standards for excellence in
at least two of the three performance areas, and meets at least the minimum

standard in the third.

The revised instrument moved to a system whereby individuals are evaluated as

unsatisfactory, satisfactory, or excellent in each of the performance areas, then given an

overall rating into one of four levels, defined below:

Level 1:

Level 2:

Level 3:

The individual fails to meet the standards for satisfactory performance in at

least two of the three performance areas.

The individual meets the standards for satisfactory performance in two areas
and fails to meet the standards satisfactory performance in the third area; or
meets the standards for excellent performance in either professional activity or

service, meets the standards for satisfactory performance in instruction.

The individual meets the standards for satisfactory performance in all three
performance areas; or meets the standards for excellent performance in one area
and meet the standards for satisfactory performance in two areas: or meets the
standards for excellent performance in two areas and fails to meet the standards
for satisfactory performance in the third area; or meets the standards for
excellent performance in one area, meets the standards for satisfactory

performance in one area, and fails to meet the standards for satisfactory
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performance in the third area, provided that third area is not instruction.

Level 4: The individual meets the standards for excellent performance in at least two
performance areas and meets the standards for satisfactory performance in the

third area.

This study also finds that there is a strong opinion that duration of evaluation
should be three years as one year duration is a short period for evaluation of professional
achievements. However, matter is debatable having its advantages as well as
disadvantages. The system further was considered for repeated reviews, revision and

analysis so that it could achieve its objectives for which it is designed.

2.2. Potential Pitfalls to Performance Evaluation
Before introducing the goals-based system, the following potential pitfalls to
performance evaluation were reviewed and adapted from “8 Ways to Ruin Performance

Review” (Lowe, 1986).

1. Halo Effect- the supervisor gives a favorable rating to all position responsibilities
based on impressive performance in one job function.

2. Pitchfork Effect- the opposite of the “halo effect,” the supervisor gives a poor rating
to all position responsibilities based on poor performance in one job function.

3. Central Tendency- The supervisor rates everyone as average, thereby avoiding
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making judgments.

Loose Rater- the supervisor rates Everyone highly (this type of rater can also be
called spineless or lenient). The supervisor thus avoids conflicts by not pointing out
weaknesses.

Tight rater- The supervisor rates everyone poorly because he feels no one can live
up to his standards.

Recency Error- The supervisor relies on recent events to determine a staff member’s
performance rating rather than the full period under review.

Length of service Bias- the supervisor assumes that a tenured staff member is
performing well because of his experience.

Competitive Rater- The supervisor determines a staff member’s rating based on

how he has been evaluated by his own supervisor.

Evaluation of superior is not quite common. In one of the surveys of companies

found that nearly 3 out of 4 had formal evaluation program for lower level managers and

over half of them extended appraisal to top management studies. In view of this certain

writer have pleaded that personal traits of the employees should be excluded from the

appraisal process. They recommend that personal traits should be avoided. Performance

evaluation must find something objective to evaluate. (Ben Johnson, 2004). Problem is

more complex when evaluation is considered in library environment where most of the

jobs are beyond measurement. In this context Aluri and Reichel (1994) have discussed

Deming’s idea in the context of library administration. The authors have concluded that
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there is bias towards an uncritical acceptance of Performance Appraisal due to the fact that
most contributors of the literature are practitioner who themselves administer performance
evaluation. There are many personality traits which can not be easily measured and
evaluated such as dependability, loyalty, attitude, judgment, sincerity etc. Participation by
the employee in the goal setting procedure helps produce favorable results. Johnson
Marjorie (1972) conducted a survey on all university libraries in the United States having
more than fifteen librarians on the staff to compile information on performance appraisal.
He concluded that the best yardstick for measuring librarians is a form specifically

designed to consider the special competencies of librarians.

Hodge (1983) suggested that the manager may develop PA instrument. The
behavioral observation rating scale was selected for the development. The appraisal form
was developed for the technical services at the library. He further suggested the criteria to
use in developing / assessing and applying a performance appraisal system .Guidelines and

recommendations based on current criteria are provided.

Kroll (1983) discussed in his article, how Performance Appraisal is becoming
increasingly common for library faculty and professional staff. He focused specially, on
the uses of the evaluation process as a means of planning for the future while reviewing the

past and as a means of stimulating the library faculty to develop their talent.

The first International conference (1999) on “Performance measurement in libraries
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and Information services: value and impact” was held during August 27-31,1999 in the
Longhirst management Training and Conference Centre, Longhirst Hall, Northumberland
(England), which was being organised by the department of information and Library
management unit of Northumbria at Newcast, England. All papers were presented by the
Library professionals, concerning the findings, suggestions, recommendations and

concerning methodology for performance appraisal of the library professional.

There is no doubt that there are mixed feelings about the merits and demerits of this
system and literature is full of this controversy, nevertheless, this process continues. It is
also established fact that performance appraisal has both negative as well as positive
effects on employees. It is the methodology adopted which is responsible for its good and

bad effects.

Elliott (1983) has given good literature review from 1975-1982. Tyckdson (1992)
suggested that reference service should be measured on the basis of accountability to
library users, colleagues, library administration based upon behavioural factors. (Ford and
MacDougall (1992) worked out assessment techniques for academic libraries which was
published as BLRD Report. Jordan (1992) described appraisal system for Metropolitan
University li\brary while examining the problems of existing conventional staff appraisal
system. Verrill (1993) emphasised the need for performance appraisal system for staff
development and enhancing their performance. He further suggested that it should be

considered as an integral part of staff development not any threat from the management.
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Barker (1993) feels that evaluation by the peer review system is the only suitable for
dispersed staff structure. Green (1993) conducted survey of chief librarians and concluded
that appraisal is well established and well received. This is effective tool of reviewing and
communicating feedback on performance. Rubin (1994) criticises the performance
evaluation of a supervisor based on observation and judgment and suggests more valid and
reliable instrument based upon variety of sources like opinion of subordinates of
supervisor. There are thinker like Aluri and Reichel (1994) quoting W Edwards Deming
who condemned performance evaluation as deadly disease afflicting American
management and nourishing fear, encourages short term thinking, stifle teamwork etc.
Another critic{sm of appraisal system is that employees do not perceive the appraisal
(evaluation) process as appropriate format for bringing up difficulties with other
employees, though these issues are frequently key factors in determining employees
success (Lanza, 1985). Some are also in the opinion that annual practice of appraisal is
not to be encouraged rather it should be seen as natural event in course of managing
organisations (Jordan, 1992). There are others who feel that group evaluation is better
than individual. Participative management which is possible through group evaluation may
yield better results. It may also cultivate team spirit among staff members. Some may also
argue for the combination of the two without any conflict between the two. Stuert and
Moran (1998) and Stuert and Sullivan (1991) identified tasks and duties to be included
in job description. Chan (2006) described core competencies that characterise the qualities
for super performance of library staff and suggested the way these competencies could be

used in performance evaluation. Boyatsis (1982) defines competency as an underlying

35



characteristics of person which results in superior and/or effective performance in a job.
Core competency should be possessed by all professionals in addition to other

requirements of different jobs.

2.3. National Status

Many private organisations like Voltas Limited, Larsen and Tourbo Limited and
State Bank of India and many more institutions have developed their own systems of job
performance evaluation. Rao (1986) has given detailed account of these systems. There are
large numbers of studies conducted in the field of performance management, but no
significant work has been done in the field of library and information science in India
which could be applied for evaluation of library professionals. However, some studies

have been conducted in India which are being briefly reviewed here below:

In 17" All India Conference of IASLIC held at Jaipur from 27-30 December, 1989
some papers were presented on the topic and issues were discussed. Seetharama (1989)
while discussing the objectives of Performance Appraisal identified factors of job
evaluation like Job knowledge, integrity, communication and cooperation and made some
suggestions for manpower development. Vashnav (1989) also suggested planning for
manpower development. Chakraborty (1989) discussed the advantages and disadvantages
of performance appraisal and suggested the criteria and format for performance evaluation.
Gopinath (1899) discussed the factors affecting performance and argued that the norms

of performance appraisal could be based upon 5 laws of Library Science. Seetharama
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(1989) in another paper discussed various performance standards in India. Maharana and
Panda (2001) worked out some criteria for Job Performance Evaluation like primary
responsibilities, professional development, scholarly activities by developing evaluation
format. Chopra (2001) made a survey of rating of performance being followed in various
librarimcmndigarh and found that majority of the employees are
being rated in B grade (Very Good) i.e. falling in the point scale of 60-79. Least rating 2("
was E grade (Poor). A grade (Excellent) was mostly awarded to professionals working in ~ * A
special and university libraries. On methodology of job performance evaluation, a variety
of rating scale have been developed on the various experimental studies conducted in
different organizations. Some of the managerial and behavioral dimensions have been

identified and used by many organizations (Pareek and Rao, 1981).
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0. Introduction

The process of performance review must have been in use estimated to be since the
inception of organisational structure of any institution where employees are assigned duties
in one or the other form. Every organisation strives to get maximum output from its
employees. Therefore, some or the other method of evaluation of performance has always
been in existence. Some authors in personnel management believe that appraisal schemes
have been in existence since World War 1, when W D Scott invented the man to man
comparison scale. Armstrong (1977) points out that various schemes of merit rating were
developed, mainly in USA between the Wars. Crane (1986) traces the history of
performance appraisal since 1813 when efficiency report of officer under the command of
Brigadier Lewis came out. It is difficult to trace the history of performance evaluation with
exact year. But it could be believable fact that process might have started in every work
place as soon as employees were assigned certain duties to perform. However, the topic
has been always interesting and challenging among the management professionals. It has
been considered as most problematic component of human resource management. Enough
has been written on this topic and there is widespread literature scattered in different

discipline as appraisal is being applied in all types of institutions engaged in performing



different jobs. This process of performance evaluation is considered useful both to the
employees as well as employers. Even then, all involved in appraisal process: supervisors,
employees and administrators are dissatisfied with their organisational performance
appraisal system. Nevertheless, every manager is reluctant to abandon it. Instead, it is still

regarded as an essential tool of human resource management (Meyer, 1991).

Today, all type of organisations are facing the challenge of how to develop and
manage their employees strategically in order to achieve more and more with less and

make optimum use of their potential (Jain, 2006).

Some performance criteria such as leadership and creativity can not be quantified
or quantitatively measured. It should be obvious that combination of objective appraisal
with objective criteria is most desirable for conducting fair performance evaluation. People
are egotistic and have their own preferences thus can never be rational in making decision.
A person’s ability to interact smoothly with other people is a necessary condition, but it is
not sufficient condition for achieving organisational goals. Some people who are loyal to
their superiors and work in harmony with them; yet many such person are mediocre or
inferior in performing their jobs. Promoting these individuals to upper echelons of the
organisational hierarchy will only lead to a lower level of organisational performance.
Chung (1969) suggests objective appraisal processes with objective and/or subjective
criteria which are related to organisational effectiveness; a pérson’s ability interact

smoothly is only one of these criteria. Simmons (2002) attempted to identify the
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performance criteria to academic staff for effective performance management of
professionals. Author collected the views on the subject from the expert group formed for
the findings of this study that the objectives of Performance Appraisal could be better
achieved by giving awards for a team for goal achievement. This is being suggested to
integrate appraisal with total quality process (Hemmings, 1992). Abraham et al., (2001)
raised the question whether competencies are being considered as a part of performance
process. Based upon their survey, they found that many of the organisations are not
appraising these competencies (six in number) in their managerial processes. They
conclude that failure to appraise the competencies reduces the effectiveness of
competencies and managerial performance appraisal programs. All seem to be dissatisfied
with the system of appraisal being followed in their organisations. Very few organisations
have been successful in achieving the objectives for which the process is being continued.
Wiese Danielle and Buckley, M Ronald (1998), Cook, Mark (1995), Nevling (1992),
Analoui’ and Fell (2002), Cuttts and Schneider (2004), Harrison and Goulding (1997)
and many more believe that present methodologies are not giving effective results. Hence,
needs further research. All systems in use have some or the other limitations. These
systems have universally failed and emphasis has turned to improve the managers’ skill
suggesting various measures to encourage employees to give improved performance
(Armstrong, 1977). McGregor (1957) suggests that the superior instead of finding
himself in the position of a psychologist or therapist, can become a coach helping the
subordinate to reach his own decision on the specific steps that will enable him to reach his

targets. Whisler (1955) believes that fault lies in the notion that a rating plan is basically a
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measuring stick whereas it should be used as tool of control. Richards (1959) tries to give
new concept to performance appraisal and considered it as supervisory tool - not a
management tool. On the basis of survey conducted Richards' inferred that most employees
are anxious to get their supervisor’s evaluation so that they can improve their performance
on the job. Mixed reaction to this process continues right from the introduction of this
concept. In one of the earlier studies conducted at the university of Minnesota reported that
out of 22 firms studied 12 showed dissatisfaction with their present system (Mahoney et
al,, 1957). It was W. Edwards Deming who has been challenging the effectiveness of
traditional performance appraisal systems used by American managers. According to him
managers should always focus on quality and long term improvement. His management
approach has been successfully implemented in many organisations. Supporting Deming’s
approach Elmuti, Kathawal and Wayland (1992) states that such actions will not only
help to strengthen these companies’ market position, but will also help to improve the
overall competitiveness of American industry. Deming believes that scientific methods
should be used to improve the performance of the organisations. Basically what is wrong is
that performance appraisal or merit rating focuses on the end product... not on leadership
to help people (Moen, 1989). ‘Personal rating has created tension, defensiveness, and
avoidance on the part of both managers and employees and usually do not improve
performance.” In business, major surveys have found that not only do less than 10% of
companies believe that they have successful programs. In short, performance appraisal
does not improve performance instead, it is proxy measure of the relationship between

reviewer and the employee (Bowman, 1994). The situation becomes worst when
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employees perceive that evaluation is manipulated because of raters’ personal bias and
intention to punish subordinate. In such circumstances employees expressed less job
satisfaction (Poon, 2004). Evaluation or rating also suffer from central tendency theories or
the halo and pitchfork effects either every one is rated average because of reluctance on the
part of the manager to criticise (Harrison and Goulding, 1997). This is the opinion of
many. Adverse remarks or rating an employee below average may create problems to the
rater. Therefore, he wants to escape inviting troubles. Bowman (1994) suggests to replace
performance appraisal with Total Quality Management (TQM) and reviews the barriers
performance appraisal has posed to TQM. Comparing Performance Appraisal with TQM
Bowman affirms that traditional management attempts to improve performance by
controlling employees; it confuses fear with discipline. TQM ensures that planning
organising, staffing, and directing take place by promoting team work, coaching, listening
and leading, processes are measured instead of people, and performance measurement are
integrated into daily activities to meet real needs. Every one is expected to assume
responsibility for problem solving to ensure quality and productivity. Some leaders of

management prefer MBO (Management by Object).

Drucker (1954) and McGregor (1957) are some of the famous names who believe
in MBO to achieve specific goals within a specified time. In a study of appraisal systems
in General Electric, it was found that when specific quantitative goals were mutually
established, the average accomplishment was 65%, whereas specific goals were not set,

performance was estimated to be 27% (Meyer et al.,, 1965). MBO has gained favour
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because it is more objective by nature, relying not on opinion of the supervisors but on the
evidence of whether or not the targets have been reached (Harrison and Goulding, 1997).
However, some don’t believe in MBO. Levinson (1970) commented that a man may do an
excellent job by objective standard of measurement but may fail miserably as partner,
subordinate, superior or colleague. He called MBO as one of the illusions and
recommended that an MBO program includes consideration of individual’s motivation and
personal goals avoidance of the static job description, which is so often a basis for the
objectives.” Latham and Yukl (1975) confirm through research findings that challenging
objectives lead to greater accomplishment only if subordinate truly accepts the goal as
reasonable. Bowman (1994) suggested TQM as an alternative as personnel rating have
created tension, defensiveness, and avoidance on the both managers and employees and
usually do not improve performance. Patel (2005) made a systematic study in Gujarat

Electricity Board. Its findings revealed the following results;

1 The periodic orientation programmes are not at all conducted to explain the
objectives of the appraisal system.

2. Managers do not spend time to discuss with their subordinate about their
performance and

3. The manager does not take performance appraisal seriously.

Meyer et al. (1965) while conducting survey of employees of General Electric
Company excluded personal characteristics for evaluation and study was based upon job

responsibility. However, McGreger (1965) observed that a program utilising rating of
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personal characteristics of subordinate would not be suitable, but one which emphasises
behavior might be. This means that behavioral aspects should form the part of evaluation.
There is no such method of evaluation which can achieve the objectives of this process.
Most of the organisations particularly government or semi-government in India hardly give

any importance to evaluation though being followed as routine work in every organisation.

Meyer et al. (1965) while discussing traditional as well as some innovative methods of
performance evaluation concluded with the following problems being faced by traditional

methods:

1 Appraisal interviews attempt to accomplish the two objectives of providing a
written justification for salary action, motivating the employee to improve his work
performance.

2. The two purposes are in conflict, with the result that the traditional appraisal
system essentially becomes a salary discussion in which the manager justifies the
action taken.

3 The appraisal discussion has little influence on future job performance.

4, Appreciable improvement is realised only when specified goals and deadlines are
mutually established and agreed on by subordinate and his manager in an

interview split away from the appraisal interview.

McGregor (1957) in a new concept condemns the conventional appraisal because
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it places the manager in the untenable position judging the personal worth of his
subordinates and acting on these judgments. The respect we hold for the inherent value of
individual leaves us distressed when we must take the responsibility for judging the

personal worth of a fellow man.

Meyer et al. (1965) made a survey at the G E company to determine the

effectiveness of our traditional performance appraisal program and found that:

e Criticism has a negative effect on achievement of goals.

e Praise has little effect one way or the other.

e Performance improves most when specific goals are established.

¢ Defensiveness resulting from critical appraisal prqduces inferior performance.

e Coaching should be a day to day, not once a year, activity.

e Mutual goal setting, not criticism, improves performance.

o Interviews designed primarily to improve a man’s performance should not at

the same time weigh his salary or promotion in the balance.

2.1. Performance Appraisal in the Academic Library

Library profession is no exception to the problems associated with the system.
There have been many performance evaluation systems developed by many university
libraries. However, all such systems also have some or the other limitation at

implementation level. Therefore, proper analysis of instruments/systems being used is
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required so as to develop appropriate one which may help both individual as well as
organisation. There are as many methods as the institutions, but none of them could be
found to achieve the objectives for which these have been designed. Dalton (1988) stated
that the professional literature of 1970’s and 1980’s indicates that topic has become hotbed
for discussion. Today public sector accountability gives added impetué. The desire to
reduce government expenditure has led to an increasing pressure on higher education and
its libraries to justify their performance in terms of efficiency and comparison with other
libraries. University of Northern Colorado developed a single system for University
librarians and teaching faculty. This was subsequently revised several times but the latest
one also can not be presumed without limitation. Since job description is varied, therefore
a single instrument can not be effective to different categories of staff. The system was
developed on two levels of standard; standards for satisfactory performance and standards
for excellent performance (Patricia, 1986). Initially the system had only three levels of
evaluation such as wunsatisfactory, needs improvement, meets expectation, or exceeds
expectation. It would be worthwhile to reproduce the rating system evolved by the

University:

Level 1. Unsatisfactory: The individual fails to meet the Minimum Standards in the

instruction area.

Level 2: Needs Improvement: The individual meets the Minimum Standards in the

Instruction area and fails to meet the Minimum Standards in at least one of the

29



Level 3:

Level 4:

two remaining performance areas.

Meet Expectations: The individual meets the Minimum Standards in the three

performance areas.

Exceeds Expectations: The individual achieves the Standards for excellence in
at least two of the three performance areas, and meets at least the minimum

standard in the third.

The revised instrument moved to a system whereby individuals are evaluated as

-

unsatisfactory, satisfactory, or excellent in each of the performance areas, then given an

overall rating into one of four levels, defined below:

Level 1:

Level 2:

Level 3:

The individual fails to meet the standards for satisfactory performance in at

least two of the three performance areas.

The individual meets the standards for satisfactory performance in two areas
and fails to meet the standards satisfactory performance in the third area; or
meets the standards for excellent performance in either professional activity or

service, meets the standards for satisfactory performance in instruction.

The individual meets the standards for satisfactory performance in all three
performance areas; or meets the standards for excellent performance in one area
and meet the standards for satisfactory performance in two areas: or meets the
standards for excellent performance in two areas and fails to meet the standards
for satisfactory performance in the third area; or meets the standards for
excellent performance in one area, meets the standards for satisfactory

performance in one area, and fails to meet the standards for satisfactory
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performance in the third area, provided that third area is not instruction.

Level 4: The individual meets the standards for excellent performance in at least two
performance areas and meets the standards for satisfactory performance in the

third area.

This study also finds that there is a strong opinion that duration of evaluation
should be three years as one year duration is a short period for evaluation of professional
achievements. However, matter is debatable having its advantages as well as
disadvantages. The system further was considered for repeated reviews, revision and

analysis so that it could achieve its objectives for which it is designed.

2.2. Potential Pitfalls to Performance Evaluation
Before introducing the goals-based system, the following potential pitfalls to
performance evaluation were reviewed and adapted from “8 Ways to Ruin Performance

Review” (Lowe, 1986).

1. Halo Effect- the supervisor gives a favorable rating to all position responsibilities
based on impressive performance in one job function.

2. Pitchfork Effect- the opposite of the “halo effect,” the supervisor gives a poor rating
to all position responsibilities based on poor performance in one job function.

3. Central Tendency- The supervisor rates everyone as average, thereby avoiding
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making judgments.

Loose Rater- the supervisor rates Everyone highly (this type of rater can also be
called spineless or lenient). The supervisor thus avoids conflicts by not pointing out
weaknesses.

Tight rater- The supervisor rates everyone poorly because he feels no one can live
up to his standards.

Recency Error- The supervisor relies on recent events to determine a staff member’s
performance rating rather than the full period under review.

Length of service Bias- the supervisor assumes that a tenured staff member is
performing well because of his experience.

Competitive Rater- The supervisor determines a staff member’s rating based on

how he has been evaluated by his own supervisor.

Evaluation of superior is not quite common. In one of the surveys of companies

found that nearly 3 out of 4 had formal evaluation program for lower level managers and

over half of them extended appraisal to top management studies. In view of this certain

writer have pleaded that personal traits of the employees should be excluded from the

appraisal process. They recommend that personal traits should be avoided. Performance

evaluation must find something objective to evaluate. (Ben Johnson, 2004). Problem is

more complex when evaluation is considered in library environment where most of the

jobs are beyond measurement. In this context Aluri and Reichel (1994) have discussed

Deming’s idea in the context of library administration. The authors have concluded that
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there is bias towards an uncritical acceptance of Performance Appraisal due to the fact that
most contributors of the literature are practitioner who themselves administer performance
evaluation. There are many personality traits which can not be easily measured and
evaluated such as dependability, loyalty, attitude, judgment, sincerity etc. Participation by
the employee in the goal setting procedure helps produce favorable results. Johnson
Marjorie (1972) conducted a survey on all university libraries in the United States having
more than fifteen librarians on the staff to compile information on performance appraisal.
He concluded that the best yardstick for measuring librarians is a form specifically

designed to consider the special competencies of librarians.

Hodge (1983) suggested that the manager may develop PA instrument. The
behavioral observation rating scale was selected for the development. The appraisal form
was developed for the technical services at the library. He further suggested the criteria to
use in developing / assessing and applying a performance appraisal system .Guidelines and

’

recommendations based on current criteria are provided.

Kroll (1983) discussed in his article, how Performance Appraisal is becoming
increasingly common for library faculty and professional staff. He focused specially, on
the uses of the evaluation process as a means of planning for the future while reviewing the

past and as a means of stimulating the library faculty to develop their talent.

The first International conference (1999) on “Performance measurement in libraries
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and Information services: value and impact” was held during August 27-31,1999 in the
Longhirst management Training and Conference Centre, Longhirst Hall, Northumberland
(England), which was being organised by the department of information and Library
management unit of Northumbria at Newcast, England. All papers were presented by the
Library professionals, concerning the findings, suggestions, recommendations and

concerning methodology for performance appraisal of the library professional.

There is no doubt that there are mixed feelings about the merits and demerits of this
system and literature is full of this controversy, nevertheless, this process continues. It is
also established fact that performance appraisal has both negative as well as positive
effects on employees. It is the methodology adopted which is responsible for its good and

bad effects.

Elliott (1983) has given good literature review from 1975-1982. Tyckoson (1992)
suggested that reference service should be measured on the basis of accountability to
library users, colleagues, library administration based upon behavioural factors. (Ford and
MacDougall (1992) worked out assessment techniques for academic libraries which was
published as BLRD Report. Jordan (1992) described appraisal system for Metropolitan
University library while examining the problems of existing conventional staff appraisal
system. Verrill (1993) emphasised the need for performance appraisal system for staff
development and enhancing their performance. He further suggested that it should be

considered as an integral part of staff development not any threat from the management.
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Barker (1993) feels that evaluation by the peer review system is the only suitable for
dispersed staff structure. Green (1993) conducted survey of chief librarians and concluded
that appraisal is well established and well received. This is effective tool of reviewing and
communicating feedback on performance. Rubin (1994) criticises the performance
evaluation of a supervisor based on observation and judgment and suggests more valid and
reliable instrument based upon variety of sources like opinion of subordinates of
supervisor. There are thinker like Aluri and Reichel (1994) quoting W Edwards Deming
who condemned performance evaluation as deadly disease afflicting American
management and nourishing fear, encourages short term thinking, stifle teamwork etc.
Another criticism of appraisal system is that employees do not perceive the appraisal
(evaluation) process as appropriate format for bringing up difficulties with other
employees, though these issues are frequently key factors in determining employees
success (Lanza, 1985). Some are also in the opinion that annual practice of appraisal is
not to be encouraged rather it should be seen as natural event in course of managing
organisations (Jordan, 1992). There are others who feel that group evaluation is better
than individual. Participative management which is possible through group evaluation may
yield better results. It may also cultivate team spirit among staff members. Some may also
argue for the combination of the two without any conflict between the two. Stuert and
Moran (1998) and Stuert and Sullivan (1991) identified tasks and duties to be included
in job description. Chan (2006) described core competencies that characterise the qualities
for super performance of library staff and suggested the way these competencies could be

used in performance evaluation. Boyatsis (1982) defines competency as an underlying
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characteristics of person which results in superior and/or effective performance in a job.
Core competency should be possessed by all professionals in addition to other

requirements of different jobs.

2.3. National Status

Many private organisations like Voltas Limited, Larsen and Tourbo Limited and
State Bank of India and many more institutions have developed their own systems of job
performance evaluation. Rao (1986) has given detailed account of these systems. There are
large numbers of studies conducted in the field of performance management, but no
significant work has been done in the field of library and information science in India
which could be applied for evaluation of library professionals. However, some studies

have been conducted in India which are being briefly reviewed here below:

In 17™ All India Conference of JASLIC held at Jaipur from 27-30 December, 1989
some papers were presented on the topic and issues were discussed. Seetharama (1989)
while discussing the objectives of Performance Appraisal identified factors of job
evaluation like Job knowledge, integrity, communication and cooperation and made some
suggestions for manpower development. Vashnav (1989) also suggested planning for
manpower development. Chakraborty (1989) discussed the advantages and disadvantages
of performance appraisal and suggested the criteria and format for performance evaluation.
Gopinath (1899) discussed the factors affecting performance and argued that the norms

of performance appraisal could be based upon 5 laws of Library Science. Seetharama
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(1989) in another paper discussed various performance standards in India. Maharana and
Panda (2001) worked out some criteria for Job Performance Evaluation like primary

responsibilities, professional development, scholarly activities by developing evaluation

format. Chopra (2001) made a survey of rating of performance being followed in various /

libraries of Union Territory of Chandigarh and found that majority of the employees are
being rated in B grade (Very Good) i.e. falling in the point scale of 60-79. Least rating
was E grade (Poor). A grade (Excellent) was mostly awarded to professionals working in
special and university libraries. On methodology of job performance evaluation, a variety
of rating scale have been developed on the various experimental studies conducted in
different organizations. Some of the managerial and behavioral dimensions have been

identified and used by many organizations (Pareek and Rao, 1981).
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.0. Introduction

The main objective of the present study was to ascertain the main factors that are
responsible for good and bad performance of library professionals working in different
academic libraries and suggest suitable measures to improve performance. At the same, it
was also thought appropriate to evaluate the effectiveness of the present systems of
performance evaluation being followed in the universities forming the sample of this study.
Every university library has been found to have performance rating system having least
concern about the output of the said system. It has become almost a ritual which is
performed annually not giving due consideration by the supervisory staff as well as
subordinate staff accountable to give their maximum output. The system of such evaluation
can only emerge out of the job analysis and description. Job responsibilities and duties
could only be derived from the nature of jobs assigned to the employees. Any error or bias
or omission in choice and presentation of factual evidence of functions being done may
affect the reliability of the system as being observed in the existing system. Therefore,
proper care has to be taken to derive criteria of evaluation from the job description of
employees working in a particular position. Thus, job description format has to be

developed for the purpose. Johnson (1972) also after studying performance appraisals of



librarians in colleges and university libraries concluded that performance appraisal must be
for performance in a specific position while still allowing credit for scholarly achievement
beyond the call of the duty. This aspect was duly taken care of while designing the
questionnaires. However, libraries were not found not to have formal job description

format.

Key Performance Areas (KPA), duties and responsibilities and other qualities,

associated with the job forms the basis for evaluation.

3.1. Statement of Problem

Is Job Performance Evaluation (JPE) useful? This could be a debatable issue. There
are different views on the subject. Some management experts feel that it does more harm
than good. Unless handled with consummate skill and delicacy, constitute something
dangerously close to violation of the integrity of the personality. Managers feel
uncomfortable while writing JPE report as it may create administrative problems rather
than giving solutions Longenecker (1988). W. Edwards Deming claimed that appraisal is
devastating to individuals and destructive to organization which demolishes team work and
nourishes rivalry and politics. It leaves people bitter, crushed, bruised, battered, desolate,
despondent, dejected, feeling inferior, some even depressed, all unfit to work for weeks
after receipt of rating, unable to comprehend v;hy they are inferior Latham (1993). This
criticism can not be accepted as such. But it warns the evaluators or supervisors that

evaluation system must be improved one which should not have negative affect on the
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employees. Every organization wants maximum output from its employees and takes
necessary steps to improve their performance levels. It is only possible if employees get
incentives / rewards and recognition of their good work. In this context, JPE are viewed
primarily as mechanism for increasing employees commitment or motivation to task
accomplishment (Heneman III, Herbert G). The evaluation process may have some
limitation but its advantages outweigh its demerits. Therefore, importance of job
performance measurement cannot be undermined and some or the other method is to be

adopted for rating the performance of employees.

3.2. Objective of the Study
The focus of the present study has been mainly on the following objectives:
1. To study and evaluate the existing systems of Job performance Evaluation in use

based upon opinion survey of supervisory as well as subordinate staff.

2. To identify the factors that are responsible for good and bad performance.
3. To recommend and suggest the measures to improve performance of library
personnel.

3.3. Hypotheses

The following hypotheses were formulated for the purpose of this study:

Hypothesis # H1: Present system of Job Performance Evaluation being followed in

University libraries does not serve any significant purpose.
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Hypothesis #H2: Job performance and job satisfaction are interrelated.
Hypothesis # H3: There is improved performance if target / goal are fixed or set to
be achieved.

Hypothesis # H4: Supervisory staff rarely gives adverse remarks to their subordinate staff.

3.4. The Research Site
The sample has been drawn from all libraries of general universities and technical

universities located in Himachal Pradesh, Punjab, Chandigarh and Haryana, namely:

i) Panjab University, Chandigarh

ii) Punjabi University, Patiala

ii) H.P. University, Shimla

iv) CSK Kirishi Vishav Vidyalya, Palampur

V) Punjab Agricultural University, Ludhiana

vi) Dr. Y.S. Parmar University of Horticulture and Forestry Solan, and

(g) Haryana Agricultural University, Hissar

3.5. Population
All the professional staff working in the above mentioned libraries constitutes the
sample for the study. The population has been divided into following two categories of

staff:

Supervisory staff who in addition to their own job have the responsibility to

supervise the performance of their subordinate. Hence, they participate in the evaluation of
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their subordinate staff periodically. Second category is the subordinate staff who are
accountable to show their out put to their immediate boss as well to the chief
Librarian/University Librarian. The detail of the population is given in the following
Tables:

Table 3.1: Questionnaire Distributed and Received from Subordinate Staff

Sr. Name of the Institution Questionnaire Questionnaire % Responses

No. distributed responded

1 C.S.K.K.V. Palmpur 20 16 80%

2 H.P.U. Shimla 20 15 75%

3 PAU. Ludhiana 25 12 48%

4 Panjab University, Chandigarh 20 15 75

5 Dr. Y.S. Parmar U.H.F. Nauni 15 15 100%

6 Punjabi University, Patiala 20 16 60%

7 H.A.U. Hissar 25 11 44%
Total 144 100 69.4%

Fig. 3.1: Graphic presentation of questionnaire distributed and received from
subordinate staff
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Out of 144 questionnaires distributed amongst subordinate staff, the questionnaires
of 100 respondents were received back thereby giving the overall response rate as 69.4%
as presented in the table abovg. Another questionnaire was designed for the supervisory
staff to get their opinion on the subject so that findings emerging out of analysis of both the
questionnaires could be combined to draw inferences and conclusions of the findings.
Since number of supervisory staff in each of the library is less in number, therefore only 76
questionnaires were distributed, out of which 55 questionnaires were received. Detail is

given in following table:

Table 3.2: Questionnaires Distributed and Received from Supervisory Staff

Sr. Name of the Questionnaire Questionnaire % of
No Institution distributed Responded Responses
1 C.S.K.K.V. Palmpur 04 03 75%
2 | H.P.U. Shimla 08 06 75%
3 | DAU Ludhiana 15 10 66.6%
4 | Panjab  University, 15 11 73.3%
Chandigarh
5 |Dr. Y.S. Parmar 13 13 100%
U.H.F. Nauni
6 | Punjabi  University, 06 05 83.3%
Patiala
7 | H.A.U. Hissar 15 07 46.6%
Total 76 55 72.3%
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Fig. 3.2: Graphic presentation of Questionnaire Distributed and Received from
Supervisory Staff
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The rational for uneven distribution of questionnaires was based upon number of
supervisory staff available in these libraries. In some libraries as shown above have less
number of supervisory staff, therefore, these libraries were sent as many questionnaires as
number of staff working in supervisory positions. Nevertheless, the response from 55
questionnaires were received out of 76 questionnaires distributed having response % of

72.3.
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Table 3.3: Responses Received from Different Categories of Staff

Sr. No. Job Title Frequency Percentage

1. Librarian/Deputy Librarian 07 07.00
2. Assistant Librarian 22 22.00
3. Professional Assistant 17 17.00
4. Jr. Prof. Assistant 29 29..00
5 Semi-Prof. Assistant 11 11.00
6. Library Assistant 14 14.00

Total 100 100%

Fig. 3.3: Pie chart indicating designation-wise break-up of responses
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Table 3.4: Institution-wise Break-up of Responses
Sr. No. | Name of Institution Frequency Percentage

1. CSKKVV, Palampur 16 16.00
2. HPU, Shimla 15 15.00
3. PAU, Ludhiana 12 12.00
4. PU, Chandigarh 15 15.00
5. Punjabi Univ. Patiala 16 16.00
6. YSPUHF, Solan 15 15.00
s HAU Hissar 11 11.00

Total 100 100.00
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Fig. 3.4: Pie Chart Institution-Wise Break-up of Responses
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In all there were 100 respondents from seven universities forming the sample.
There was equal representation of 16% from CSKKV Palampur and Punjabi University
Patiala, followed by Dr. YS Parmar University Solan, Punjab University Chandigarh, H.P.
University Shimla, and HAU having 15% each. Responses from PAU Ludhiana and HAU

have been lower as compared to other universities having 12% and 11% respectively.

3.6. Data Collection
Data has been collected as discussed in the sample above mainly through

questionnaire method, followed by interviews.

3.7. Questionnaire Method

Two separate questionnaires were designed, one for the supervised staff
(questionnaire 1) i.e., the subordinate staff whose job performance was being evaluated by
their seniors/peers, and another i.e., (Questionnaire I1) was designed for supervisory staff

i.e., those who are responsible for evaluating the performance of subordinate staff.
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3.7.1. Questionnaire I
The questionnaire 1 designed for supervised staff has mainly following five

elements besides individual background information of the employees:

1. Job description, job analysis and their relationship with evaluating factors.
2. Factors inhibiting performance.

3. System of performance evaluation and critical comments about it, and

4. Impart of adverse remarks on future performance.

3.7.2. Questionnaire 11

The questionnaire II designed for supervisory staff has following elements such as:

1. Performance monitoring.

2. Degree of satisfaction from job & performance.

3. Reasons for under performance.

4. Measures for performance improvement.

S. Objectives achieved by evaluation process.

6. Impact of evaluation.

7. Need of an improved performance evaluating system; and

8. Reaction of supervisors to the present system of performance evaluation.
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Both these questionnaires have been given in as appendix II (a) and 1I (b). Data
collection on the topic has really been a Herculean Task, though in every social science
research, this has been and continues to be a main hindrance in conducting research.
However, in the present research, some peculiar problems were encountered because of the
unfamiliarity of the participants from the process of performance evaluation. It is
interesting to note that in one of the participating libraries, all the staff were requested to
assemble at one place where every question was explained to them so that appropriate
answers could be obtained. After reading and understanding the questions, participants
unanimously refused to fill up the questionnaires on the pretext that performance
evaluation to them has no meaning and relevance. They are not even asked to write about
their annual performance. It is only their head/supervisor who himself fills up the
prescribed format about the performance of his subordinate staff, may not be based upon
factual output of his subordinates. Their performance reports are kept in the administration
which may be opened up while processing the promotional cases after the span of 5-10
years. In some of the cases, these reports are only kept for records not even referred while
deciding promotional cases. However, in spite of many such difficulties, data was collected
through these questionnaires and interviews. After distribution of these questionnaires
personally, the participants were fully explained each and every question along with the
purpose behind this exercise. After giving them sufficient time, the participants were once
or twice approached again personally to receive the filled up questionnaires. Informal
discussion was also done with the population of the sample to gather certain additional

data relating to the present research topic.
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3.8. Data Analysis

Both the questionnaires were designed based upon 5 point Likert Scale. Every
question was assigned value from 1-5; S having highest value. The main issue of data
analysis was to determine the cumulative assigned value so that most and least affecting
factors could be determined and arranged in the definite hierarchy. Certain factors that
hinder or facilitate performance were conceived. Opinions were gathered to establish as to
what factors predominately influence upon the output of an employee. The possible
answers; for example, were least, much more and most and maximum giving value 1, 2, 3,

4 and 5 respectively. The cumulative value of every question thus was to be determined.

3.9. The Statistical Method

Various methodologies were experimented to obtain the results. Finally, Chi
Square method was found appropriate for data analysis and proving and disapproving
hypothesis. SPSS and Excel statistical packages were used for the purpose. Data after
analysis has been presented in tables and figures wherever found appropriate to support the

findings.

3.9.1. Chi-Square

The Chi-Square test is an important test amongst the several tests of significance
developed by statisticians. It is a statistically measure used in the context of sampling
analysis for comparing a variance to a theoretical variance. As a non-parametric test, it can

be used to determine if categorical data shows dependency or the two classifications are
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independent. It can also be used to make comparisons between theoretical population and
actual data. The test is a technique is used to: (i) test the goodness of fit; (ii) test the
significance of association between two attributes, and (iii) test the homogeneity or the

significance of population variance (Kothari, 1990).

3.10. Significance of Study

Nonprofit organization faces a special dilemma in appraisal process not ordinarily
found in business sectors. The study of appraisal process is an attempt into tremendously
complicated behavior. Literature review shows that there is a little positive impact of

performance appraisal.

Most of the libraries including University libraries in India don’t have any
standards neither for quantitative work nor qualitative. Therefore, proper evaluation in
such situation obviously becomes subjective and ad-hoc. There are many routine
quantitative jobs to be performed in the library by professional and para-professional staff.
In the absence of standards and norms, performance level remains unascertainable. When
staff does not have any specific target to achieve, their performance is just average or
below average. It also becomes difficult for the supervisor to give proper rating of the work
in the absence of such norms. Needless to emphasize that there is a need to evolve some
norms/standards for its staff as a unit of measurement at least for quantitative jobs.
Standardisation can be applied with advantage to all the functions of the library. It is yet to

be established as to how much output is expected from an average professional engaged in
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different library operations. In the absence of such standards/norms, there are other criteria
that could be taken into account for evaluation of performance. The standard for
performance evaluation in different libraries varies significantly. No serious thinking has
been given in this direction. It is considered to be a routine work without any significance
which is done after every year as a routine job having least impact on the performance of
the professionals. The only method of performance evaluation is writing of Annual
Confidential Report by the senior professionals. In view of this, it was felt that the present
system in operation in different academic libraries be reviewed based upon job description

and job analysis of each category of staff.
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CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

4.0. Introduction

There is a common agreement among management personnel that there should be
some techniques to measure and evaluate the performance employees to get feedback and
make improvements in their performances. The process can review the past work and plan
for present and future. It can also enable the manager to identify inhibiting as well as
facilitating factors to improve and reinforce performance.. By identifying such factors
modification factors may emerge out which may help the organisation to achieve its
objectives in a better and effective way. Every employee is likely to face some or the other
problem in her/his day to day works. Their feedback by way of appraisal interview,
discussion could give positive results. Every organisation is adopting one or the other
method of rating their employees mainly to increase their output and give some incentives

for good performers and motivate others to give their best to the organisation.

The present study was undertaken to identify mainly the factors that inhibit and
facilitate the performance and evaluate the existing systems in use in various academic

libraries. The same are being analysed as below:



4.1. Factors Responsible for Inhibiting Better Performance

There could be number of factors whic':h come on the way of employees to give their
best in day to day work. It is not possible to identify and analyse all of them. The
performance of library professionals varies from person to person and various factors are
responsible for their under performance such as lack of work culturé, lack of team spirit,
lack of interest in their job, lack of necessary qualifications and training facilities, lack of
motivation, competence, skill and desired aptitude as well as lack of infrastructural
facilities. Data from the supervisory staff was collected to find out as to what factors are
responsible for undér performance of your staff. These factors have been tabulated in the
following tables and ranked statistically applying Chi-square method:

Table 4.1: Factors Responsible for under-Performance of Sub-Ordinate Staff
according to Supervisory Staff

Sr. | Factors Does not Affects Affects Affects Affects most | Total
No. effect little much more
F % F % F % F % F %
1 Lack of work 04 | 073 (21| 382 | 21 | 382 | 07 12.7 02 03.6 55
culture

2. Lack of team spirit | 07 | 12.7 [ 08 | 14.5 | 17 | 309 | 19 | 345 04 | 073 55

3. Lack of interest in 04 | 073 (10| 182 | 24 | 436 | 12 | 21.8 05 09.1 55
job :

4, Don’t possess 06 | 109 | 13 | 236 | 23 [ 41.8 | 08 | 145 05 09.1 55
required
qualifications

5. Lack of motivation | 05 | 09.1 | 13} 23.6 | 14 | 255 | 20 | 364 | 03 05.5 55

6. Lack of 07 | 127 107|127 | 131236 | 19| 345 09 16.3 55
infrastructure
facilities

7. Lack of training 04 | 073 112|218 | 11 | 200 | 20 | 364 08 14.5 55
facilities

8. Lack of 05 | 09.1 [ 14| 255 | 08 | 145 | 25 | 455 03 05.5 55
competence & skill

9. Lack aptitude for 03 ) 055 (1730908 | 145 |21 ) 382 | 06 | 109 55
professional work
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As shown in the above table no.4.2, supervisory staff feel that majority of the
subordinate working under them to the extent of 69% is not performing at the level of their

expectation. The reason for the same was determined in the following table:

Ho = The average effect of responsible factors of under-performance are the same
H,- The average effect of responsible factors of under- performance are not same.

Table 4.2: Possible Reasons for Under- Performance

Sr. Factors Observed and Expected Frequency
Does not | Affects Affects Affects Affects Cal, Ranks
No. effect little much more most Value
of 2
fo fe fo [fe (fo |fe | fo [fe (fo | fe
1 Lack of work 04 ) 05 {21 )12 )21 )16 7 |17 ] 02]) 05 17.39 1
culture
2. Lackofteamspirit | 07 | 5 |08 {12 | 17 |16 |19 (17 [ 04 ] 5 2.62 8
3. Lack of interestin | 04 | 5 10|12 |24 |16 |12 17 [05] 5 6.2 6
job
4. Don’t possess 06 | 5 13112 ({23 |16 {08 |17 [05])] 5 8.1 4
required
Qualifications
5. Lack of 05 5 1312141620 |17 03] § 1.85 9
motivation
6. Lack of 07 | 5§ (0712|1316 (19|17 ]09 ]| 5 6.87 5
infrastructure
facilities
7. Lack of training 04| 5 12 (1211 (1620|1708 5 438 7
facilities
8. Lack of 05 5 14 (12108 (1625117 |03 ] § 9.69 2
competence &
skill
9. Lack aptitude for 03 5 171121081621 |17 }06] 5 8.02 3
professional work

n=155 fo =frequency Observed, fe = frequency expected

Degree of Freedom = 4

Table value of 2 = 9.49
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Calculated value of 3* (degrees of freedom=4) for reasons for under-performance

are as under:

1.4 =17.39
2.¢% -2.62
3.42-62
4.%% - 8.1
5. 9% 1.85
6. % - 6.87
7.4 - 4.8
8. x%- 6.69
9. y%. 8.02

As shown in the above table the significant reason for under performance are:
1. Lack of work culture

2. Lack of competence and skill

Remaining factors may be responsible for low performance but these are not
significant ones. However, hierarchy of these non-significant factors are:

1. Lack of infrastructure facilities

2. Lack of aptitude for professional work

3. Lack of infrastructure facilities

4. Lack of interest in the job

5. Lack of training facilities

6. lack of team spirit and

7. lack of motivation.
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Relative Frequency

Fig. 4.1

Relative Frequency

Fig.4.2

x2: Lack of work culture

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

x? crit = 9.49

x? cal=17.39

Location of the caiculated value of x2 related to the expected
distribution of x2; d.f. = 4, for lack of work culture

x%: Lack of competence and skill

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

xZcal =969

Location of the calculated value of y2 related to the expected
distribution of y2 d.f. = 4, for lack of competence and skill
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2: Lack aptitude for professional work
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Fig.4.3 Location of the calculated value of y? related to the expected
distribution of x2 d.f. = 4, for lack aptitude for professional work

x2: Don't possess required qualifications

Relative Frequency

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

x2crg =949

x2cal=810

Fig. 4.4 Location of the calculated value of y2 related to the expected
distribution of x2 d.f. = 4, for don’t possess required qualifications
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Relative Frequency

x2: Lack of infrastructure facilities

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

¥2 grit = 9.49

x? cal =6.87

Fig.4.5 Location of the calculated value of ¥2 related to the expected

Relative Frequency

distribution of x2 d.f. = 4, for lack of infrastructure facilities

x2: Lack of interest in job

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

x2cal=6.20

Fig.4. 6 Location of the calculated value of x? related to the expected

distribution of 2 d.f. = 4, for lack of interest in job
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¥2: Lack of training facilities

Relative Frequency

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

0 I I i [ ?

y2crit=9 49
x? cal = 4.80

Fig.4.7 Location of the calculated value of y2 related to the expected
distribution of x2 d.f. = 4, for lack of training facilities

x2: Lack of team spirit
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y2cal=262

Fig.4.8 Location of the calculated value of 2 related to the expected
distribution of %2 d.f. = 4, for lack of team spirit
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¥2: Lack of motivation

Relative Frequency

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

x2 crit = 9.49

x? cal = 1.85

Fig.4.9 Location of the calculated value of x2 related to the expected
distribution of x2 d.f. = 4, for lack of motivation

60



4.2. Hindering Factors in the Performance of Subordinate Staff

There are number of factors that affect upon the performance of individual

employees. Thirteen such factors were identified which are likely to obstruct the desired

A

output. Among these thirteen factors, hierarchical order in the sequence of most affecting

factor to the least one was determined using chi-square method. Thus calculated value of

each factor was determined to arrange these factors in the order of most affecting to the

least affecting. The subordinate staff was asked about the obstructing factors in their

performance. These hindering factors were determined based upon the data collected from

the employees working in academic libraries forming the sample.

Table 4.3: Key factors affecting the performance of employees from least to

maximum
Sr. | Factors Least Little More Much | Maximum | Total
No. F* 1% | F % | F % | F % | F %
1 Lack of guidance 37 137422 (2221 218 8§ |12 12 100
2 Non- cooperation from Senior 30 [30)25 j25¢21 j20 )11 11413 13 100
colleagues
3 Non-cooperation from junior colleagues 34 344015 [15]33 133]10 J10]8 8 100
4 Lack of motivation for good work 31 {31113 [13}133 13311 11]12 12 100
5 Lack of freedom to work 38 138113 [13]20 120118 |18 11 Ii 100
6 Lack of training facilities 39 139118 1816 [16[15 |15] 12 12 100
7 Lack of required facilities to work 28 128125 (25116 (16|16 |16 IS 15 100
(infrastructure)
8 Disliking for the present job 48 [ 48118 | 18| 15 1518 8§ |11 i1 100
9 Low Salary 27 127013 113115 [ 15])17 [ 1728 28 100
10 | Stagnation in same scale 27 12749 9 (17 (17116 {16131 31 100
11 | Lack of work culture in the organisation 33 £33 )21 [21(23 {23114 1419 9 100
12 | Lack of adequate expertise required forthe | 40 {40 | 21 21 {21 ;21 ({11 |11 |7 7 100
job
13 | Due to domestic responsibilities 50 150021 {211 1118 8§ |10 10 100
Total 462 234 262 163 179 1300

To find out the significant factor, expected frequencies of each factor was

determined to calculated value of % Since there are five classes of answers to each
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question ranging from least affecting to the maximum, as such degree of freedom comes to

4. Table value of %? is 9.49 at level of .05%.

Testing of Hypothesis

Ho = the average effect of the hindering factors in performance is the same.

H, = the average effect of each factor is not same.

Table 4.4: Calculated %’ value of Observed and Expected Frequencies of Hindrance
factors affecting upon Performance of the Subordinate Staff

Observed and Expected Frequency

Sr. | Hindering Factors Least Little Much More | Maximum | Cal. | Ranks
No. Fo |Fe|Fo |Fe| Fo |Fe| Fo |Fe| Fo | Fe | X2
value

1. { Lack of guidance 37 {36 22 {1821 |20] 8 112] 12 14 2.81 12

2. | Non- cooperation 361 25 | 18] 21 20 ) 11 j12} 13 14 411 10
from Senior
colleagues 30

3. | Non-cooperation from | 34 |36 15 | 18] 33 J 20| 10 | 12 8 14 [ 11.66 4
junior colleagues

4. | Lack of motivation for | 31 [ 36 | 13 33 120 i1 (12 12 | 14 | 10.67 5
good work 18

5. | Lack of freedom to 38 136 13 20 120 18 12 11 14 438 9
work 18

6. | Lack of training 39 136 18 J 18316 |20} 15 112} 12 | 14 1.77 13
facilities

7 | Lack of required 28 |36 25 | 18] 16 |20) 16 | 12| 15 14 6.60 7
facilities to work
(infrastructure)

8. | Disliking for the 48 | 36) 18 | 18| 15 20| 8 |12 11 14 7.38 6
_present job

9. | Low Salary 27 {36 13 (18 { 15 (20| 17 [ 12| 28 14 217 2

10. | Stagnation in same 27 136 9 (18] 17 {20 16 12| 31 14 | 30.31 1
scale

11. | Lack of work culture 33 136 21 (18123 [20( 14 (12| 9 14 297 11
in the organisation

12. | Lack of adequate 40 136 21 (18| 21 120} 11 {12 7 14 4.42 8
expertise required for
the job

13. { Due to domestic 50 (361 21 {18) 11 {20 8 {12] 10 14 | 12.46 3
responsibilities
Total 462 234 262 163 179
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n= 100, fo = frequency observed, fe = frequency expected
Degree of Freedom = 4

Table value of %2 at .05% significant level = 9.49

Calculated value of x* for hindering factors in performance are as follow:

2.81
4.11
11.66
10.67
4.38
1.77
6.60
7.38
21.7
30.31
2.97
4.42
12.46

Nk W=
WS e
= 32 52 52 R R R R R RN
I I
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Looking at the value of calculated x? for various factors that cause hindrances to
the performance, it has been observed that the factors such as ‘Stagnation in same scale”
followed by “low salary”, Domestic responsibilities’, “Non cooperation from Juniors”,
“Lack of motivation for good work” had much higher chi square value as compared to
table values. The result is significant. This means that views of individual respondent
varies distinctively in terms of various performance hindering factors. Hence it is
concluded that the main hindering factors in order of most effecting to least ones are as

given below:
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1210 - Stagnation in same scale

Relative Frequency

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

xZcnt=949

¥2 cal = 30 31

Fig.4.10 Location of the calculated value of y2,, related to the expected

distribution of (2 d.f. = 4, for stagnation in same scale

x%q: Low salary
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yZcrt=9.49 x*cal=2170

Fig. 4.11 Location of the calculated value of ¢, related to the expected

distribution of (%, d.f. = 4, for low salary



Relative Frequency

x?45: Domestic responsibilities

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

x2 crit .

¥2 cal = 12.46

Fig.4.12 Location of the calculated value of %2, related to the expected

Relative Frequency

distribution of (2,, d.f. = 4, for domestic responsibilities

x%5: Non-cooperation from junior

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

x2 crit = 9.49

x? cal=11.66

Fig.4.13 Location of the calculated value of 2, related to the expected

distribution of )2, d.f. = 4, for non-cooperation from junior
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Relative Frequency

x24. Lack of motivation for good work

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

x2cnt=9.49

¥2 cal = 10.67

Fig.4.14 Location of the calculated value of y2, related to the expected

distribution of (2, d.f. = 4, for lack of motivation for good work
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x2g: Disliking for the present job
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Fig.4.15 Location of the calculated value of x?; related to the expected
distribution of (2, d.f. = 4, for disliking for the present job
x%,: Lack of required facilities to work
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Fig. 4.16 Location of the calculated value of yZ, related to the expected

“stribution of (%, d.f. = 4, for lack of required facilities to work

A7



%24, : Lack of adequate expertise required for the job

Relative Frequency

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

0 U ] I 1 1

y2cal=442 x2crit=9 49

Fig.4.17 Location of the calculated value of x2,, related to the expected

distribution of (2,, d.f. = 4, for lack of adequate expertise required for

the job

*%5: Lack of freedom to work

Relative Frequency

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

"\ | | T T

x% cal = 4.38 x2 crit = 9.49

Fig.4.18 Location of the calculated value of 2, related to the expected

distribution of (2, d.f. = 4, for lack of freedom to work
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%21, - Non-cooperation from senior
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x2 cal = 4.10 x2crit = 9 49

Fig.4.19 Location of the caiculated value of x2,, related to the expected

distribution of (2., d.f. = 4, for non-cooperation from senior.

x1;- Lack of work culture in the organization

Relative Frequency

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

0$| T T T I

x? cal=2.97 x? crit = 9 49

Fig.4. 20 Location of the calculated value of x2,, related to the expected

distribution of (2, d.f. = 4, for lack of work culture in the organization
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Relative Frequency

x2," lack of guidance

Relative Frequency

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

x2cal =2 81 x2cnt =949

Fig.4.21 Location of the calculated value of 2, related to the expected

distribution of (2, d.f. = 4, for lack of guidance

X% Lack of training facilities

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

x2 cal = 10.67

Fig.4.22 Location of the calculated value of %2, related to the expected

distribution of (2, d.f. = 4, for lack of training facilities
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Factors Calculated value of chi square

Stagnation in same scale 30.31
Low salary 21.7
Domestic responsibilities 12.46

Non cooperation from junior staff  11.6

A

Lack of motivation for good work  10.67

Maximum difference in ranking the classes is observed at Sr. No.l proving that
employees have been found not giving their best due to stagnation in the same scale. It
mear:s that employees are not being promoted to the next post. Hence they seem to loose
interest in their job. This is followed by low salary, domestic circumstances and lack of
motivation. While comparing the ranking of remaining hindering factors, the calculated
value of x* was noted to be less than table value, which indicated a minimum difference
between observed and expected frequency of individual ranking. It means the result is non-
significant and all are having the same views for the other hindering factors of

\
performance. These are:

Factors Calculated value of chi square
1. Disliking for the present job 7.38
2. Lack of required facilities to work (infrastructure) 6.60
3. Lack of adequate expertise required for the job 4.42
4. Lack of freedom to work 4.38
5. Non cooperation from seniors 4.10
6. Lack of work culture in the organisation 297
7. Lack of guidance 281
8. Lack of training facilities 1.77
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Performance hindering factors of different universities

Table 4.5: CSKVYV, Palampur

Sr. | Hindering Factors Observed and Expected requency Cal.x® | Ranks
No Least Little Much More | Maximum | value
Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo [ Fe | Fo | Fe
1. | Lack of guidance M"ml7z 1 2 1 31012 3 2 6.61 6
2. | Non- cooperation from Senior 717121213 {310f{?2 4 2 4 9
colleagues
3 | Non-cooperation from junior 517 1 211003 ]01}2 0 2 214 2
colleagues
4. | Lack of motivation for good work 6 17131213 131112 3 2 1.6 11
5. | Lack of freedom to work 6 1712 [2]12]3]5]2 1 2 5.47 8
6. | Lack of training facilities 1 714 (23 13]51]2 3 2 12.14 3
7 | Lack of required facilitiestowork [ 9 { 7 | 2 | 2 { 2 | 3 1] 2 2 2 0.90 13
(infrastructure)
8. | Disliking for the present job 1217 [13]12]01]3 1 ]2 0 2 9.57 5
9. | Low Salary 517121213 [3]41}2 2 2 2.57 10
10. | Stagnation in same scale 217101212 [316]|2 6 2 21.9 1
11. | Lack of work culture in the 871222 (3(|2]2 2 2 6.43 7
organisation
12. | Lack of adequate expertise 7(3(2]4]|3]0]2 0 2 1.8 12
required for the job
13. | Due to domestic responsibilities 131 7 1 2 2 3 012 0 2 9.97 4
Total 94 26 37 25 26
Table 4.6: HPU, Shimla
Sr. | Hindering Factors Observed and Expected Frequency Cal.y’ | Ranks
No. Least ‘Little Much More Maximum | value
Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe { Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe
1. | Lack of guidance 4 5 2 4 5 3 2 2 2 1 3.53 7
2. | Non- cooperation from 5 7 4 3 3 1 2 0 1 3.95 5
Senior_colleagues 4
3. | Non-cooperation from 3 5 7 4 4 3 0 2 1 1 5.38 4
junior colleagues
4. | Lack of motivation for 4 5 0 4 6 3 2 2 3 1 11.20 1
good work
5. | Lack of freedom to work 5 5 3 4 4 3 3 2 0 1 2.08 11
6. | Lack of training facilities 7 5 6 4 0 3 0 2 1 6.30 2
7 | Lack of required facilities 4 5 5 4 3 3 2 2 i 1 0.40 13
to work (infrastructure)
8. | Disliking for the present 8 5 3 4 2 3 1 2 1 1 2.88 9
job
9. | Low Salary 4 5 2 4 3 3 3 2 3 1 5.70 3
10. | Stagnation in same scale 6 5 1 4 4 3 2 2 2 i 3.28 8
I1. | Lack of work culture in 7 5 3 4 3 3 1 2 1 1 1.55 12
the organisation
12. | Lack of adequate expertise | 6 5 5 4 3 3 0 2 1 1 245 10
required for the job
13. | Due to domestic 8 5 4 4 2 3 1 2 0 1 3.63 6
responsibilities
Total 70 48 42 18 17
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Table 4.7: PAU, Ludhiana

Sr. | Hindering Factors Observed and Expected Frequency Cal.x* | Ranks
No. Least Little Much More Maximum | value
Fo |Fe |Fo |Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe
1 Lack of guidance 2 1 6 4 3 4 1 2 0 2 375 7
2 | Non- cooperation from 1 5 4 4 4 2 2 0 2 125 11
Sentor colleagues 1
3 Non-cooperation from 1 1 1 4 6 4 4 2 0 2 625 2
Jumor colleagues
4 | Lack of motivation for 0 1 7 4 3 4 2 2 0 2 450 6
good work
5 Lack of freedom to work 1 1 4 4 5 4 1 2 1 2 075 12
6 | Lack of traming facilines 1 1 3 4 3 4 5 2 0 2 6 3
7 | Lack of required facilities 0 1 5 4 5 4 2 2 0 2 25 9
to work (infrastructure)
8 Disliking for the present 1 1 4 4 5 4 | 2 1 2 075 13
Job
9 | Low Salary 1 1 1 4 5 4 5 2 0 2 800 1
10 Stagnation 1n same scale 2 1 7 4 2 4 1 2 0 2 575 5
11 | Lack of work culture in 0 1 6 4 2 4 4 2 0 2 6 4
the organisation
12 | Lack of adequate expertise | 2 1 4 4 5 4 0 2 1 2 215 10
required for the job
13 | Due to domestic 0 1 5 4 4 4 1 2 2 2 275 8
responsibilities
Total 12 58 52 29 5
Table 4.8: Panjab University, Chandigarh
Sr. Hindering Factors Observed and Expected Frequency Cal. | Ranks
No.' Least Lattle Much More Maximum | ¥*
Fo | Fe | Fo [ Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo Fe Fo | Fe | value
1 Lack of guidance 10 | 11 3 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 59 11
2 Non- cooperation from 11 3 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 59 12
Senior colleagues 10
Non-cooperatton from 11 {11 1 2 3 2 0 0 0 0 ! 9
junior colleagues
4 Lack of motivation for 10 | 11 3 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 109 7
good work
5 Lack of freedom to work 13 | 1 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 136 6
6 Lack of training facilities 13 | 11 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 236 4
7 | Lack of required facihities | 11 | 11 3 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 10
to work (infrastructure)
8 Dishking for the present 11 | 11 4 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 4 1
job
9 Low Salary 10 | 11 3 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 59 13
10 | Stagnation in same scale 10 | 11 0 2 3 2 1 0 1 0 259 2
11 Lack of work culture in 8 11 3 2 3 2 1 0 0 0 181 5
the organisation
12 | Lack of adequate expertise [ 10 | 11 3 2 1 2 0 0 1 0 109 8
required for the job
13 | Due to domestic 12 | 11 3 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 259 3
responstbilities
Total 139 30 21 3 2
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Table 4.9: Punjabi University, Patiala

Sr. | Hindering Factors Observed and Expected Frequency Cal.x® | Ranks
No Least Little Much More Maximum | value
Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe

1. | Lack of guidance 5 6 5 3 3 3 3 2 0 2 3.99 9

2. | Non- cooperation from 6 6 3 6 3 2 2 0 2 10.66 4
Senior colleagues 2

3. | Non-cooperation from 8 6 2 3 3 3 1 2 2 2 1.49 12
junior colleagues

4. | Lack of motivation for 8 6 0 3 5 3 3 2 0 2 7.49 6
good work

5. | Lack of freedom to work 7 6 0 3 3 3 0 2 6 2 13.16 2

6. | Lack of training facilities 9 6 2 3 3 3 1 2 1 2 2.83 10

7 | Lack of required facilities 1 6 7 3 4 3 4 2 0 2 12.74 3
to work (infrastructure)

8. | Disliking for the present 6 6 0 3 2 3 4 2 4 2 5.33 7
job

9. | Low Salary 3 6 3 3 2 3 2 2 6 2 9.83 5

10. | Stagnation in same scale 5 6 0 3 1 3 4 2 6 2 13.49 1

11. | Lack of work culture in the 6 6 3 3 1 3 2 2 4 2 233 11
organisation

12. | Lack of adequate expertise 7 6 4 3 3 3 1 2 1 2 1.49 13
required for the job

13. | Due to domestic 9 6 4 3 0 3 2 2 1 2 5.33 8
responsibilities
Total 76 36 36 29 31

Table 4.10: YSPUHF, Solan

Sr. Hindering Factors Observed and Expected Frequency Cal.x} | Ranks
No. Least More Maximum | value
Fo Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe
1. { Lack of guidance 3 3 0 2 3 3 2 3 7 4 4.58 9

2. Non- cooperation from 3 0 2 2 3 5 3 4 4 3.99 10
Senior colleagues 4

3. | Non-cooperation from 5 3 2 2 6 3 2 3 0 4 8.66 4
junior colleagues

4. | Lack of motivation for 1 3 0 2 7 3 4 3 3 4 9.24 3
good work

5. Lack of freedom to work | 4 3 3 2 0 3 6 3 2 4 7.83 5

6. | Lack of training 0 3 2 2 5 3 2 3 6 4 5.66 6
facilities

7 Lack of required 1 3 2 2 { 3 4 3 7 4 524 8
facilities to work
(infrastructure)

8. Disliking for the 3 3 3 2 5 3 1 3 3 4 3.49 11
present job

9. Low Salary 2 3 2 2 0 3 1 3 10 4 13.66 2

10. | Stagnation in same scale 1 3 1 2 1 3 1 3 il 4 15.57 1

11. | Lack of work culturein | 2 3 4 2 4 3 4 3 1 4 3.24 12
the organisation

12. | Lack of adequate 4 3 2 2 1 3 5 3 3 4 291 13
expertise required for
the job

13. | Due to domestic 5 3 3 2 1 3 4 3 2 4 5.66 7
responsibilities
Total 35 24 36 41 59
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Table 4.11: HAU, Hissar

Sr. Hindering Factors Observed and Expected Frequency Cal. | Ranks
No. Least Little Much More Maximum | o?
Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | value
1. | Lack of guidance 2 3 5 1 3 3 1 2 0 2 18.83 1
2. | Non- cooperation from 3 2 1 1 3 1 2 5 2 7.66 10
Senior colleagues 2
Non-cooperation from 1 3 1 1 1 3 3 2 5 2 7.66 11
junior colleagues
4. | Lack of motivation for 2 3 0 1 8 3 1 2 0 2 12.16 4
good work
5. | Lack of freedom to work 2 3 0 1 8 3 1 2 0 2 12.16 5
6. | Lack of training facilities 8 3 1 1 2 3 0 2 0 2 | 12:66 3
7 | Lack of required facilities 2 3 1 1 0 3 3 2 5 2 8.33 8
to work (infrastructure)
8. | Disliking for the present 7 3 1 1 1 3 2 2 0 2 8.66 7
job
9. | Low Salary 2 3 0 1 2 3 7 2 0 2 {1616 2
10. | Stagnation in same scale 1 3 0 1 4 3 1 2 5 2 7.66 12
11. | Lack of work culture inthe | 2 3 0 1 8 3 0 2 1 2 12.16 6
organisation
12. | Lack of adequate expertise | 2 3 0 1 4 3 5 2 0 2 8.16 9
required for the job
13. | Due to domestic 3 3 0 1 2 3 1 2 5 2 6.33 13
responsibilities
Total 36 11 44 26 26

While looking at the various performance hindering factors of different universities

and analysing them individually, it was found that different factors are responsible for

under performance in different university libraries which are to be taken care of by the

respective library. In library Chaudhary Charan Singh Krishi vishva Vidayala, the most

dominating hindering factors were stagnation in the same scale with %2 value at 21.90

followed by non-cooperation from junior colleagues with 2 value 21.40 and lack of

training facilities whereas in case library (B) Haryana Agricultural University, Hissar, the

most dominant performance hindering factors were found lack of guidance with %2 value

at 18.83 followed by low salary and lack of training facilities.
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In library HPU, Shimla, situation was quite different where lack of motivation was
found only significant factor with %2 value as 11.70 whereas in library of Punjabi
University stagnation in the same scale was the most significant factor with x2 value as
13.49 followed by another factor i.e. lack of freedom to work with %2 value as 13.16

followed by lack of infrastructural facility having %2 value at 12.74.

In case library Dr. Y S Parmar University of Horticulture and Forestry most
significant factor of performance hindrance was stagnation in the same scale with %2
value as 15.57 followed by low salary as the second significant factor and lack of
motivation was ranked third. However, in case of library (F) and (G) Punjab University as
well as Punjab Agricultural University none of the performance hindering factors were of

any significance.

While looking at the performance hindering factors in totality i.e. for all the

universities it was found that stagnation at the same scale was the most significant one
with 2 value at 30.31 as against 21.7 for low salary and the factor pertaining to domestic
responsibilities was the third most significant one having %> value at 12.46 where as the

tabulated value of y* at 4 degrees of freedom at .05% level of significance was 9.49. Every

factor has its own reasons to be effective or non-effective which are to be analysed.
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4.3. Job Satisfaction

Performance is also affected by job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. If employees
are satisfied with their job, they are likely to give better performance. Data was collected
about job satisfaction from the respondents which have been presented in the following

table:

Table 4.12: Satisfaction from Present Job

Sr. No. Scale of Satisfaction with Present Job Frequency Y%
1, Not at all 06 06.00
P Almost satisfied 29 29.00
3. Satisfied 39 39.00
4. Much satisfied 05 05.00
3. Highly satisfied 21 21.00
Total 100 100.00

Fig. 4.23: Pie Chart indicating extent of satisfaction from present job

B Not at all B Almost satisfied B Satisfied
B Much satisfied B Highly satisfied

6%

,///////////,,Il”lll'-- —

As evident from the table and the pie-chart above, 21% of the employees were
highly satisfied whereas 5% of the respondents were much satisfied. 39% respondents were

satisfied with their present job whereas 29% expressed that they are almost satisfied. Only
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6% of them were not at all satisfied with their present job. Majority of staff seems to be

satisfied with their job proving that job dissatisfaction is not the factor responsible for

under performance.

4.4. Performance Satisfaction

As proved above that disliking the job is non-significant factor in performance.

Data was also collected to prove that how far the employees are satisfied with their

individual. The findings arrived at are given in the following table performances:

Table 4.13: Satisfaction with Performance

Sr. No. | Extent of Satisfaction Frequency Percent
1. Not at all 03 03.00
2. Almost satisfied 25 25.00
3. Satisfied 41 41.00
4. Much satisfied 08 08.00
5. Highly satisfied 23 23.00
Total 100 100-00

Fig. 4.24: Pie Chart indicating level of satisfaction from individual performance

@ Not at all
Bl Much satisfied

B Almost satisfied B Satisfied
B Highly satisfied

23%

U —

3%

41%
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As shown in the above table and figure, only 3% of the employees don’t seem to be
satisfied with their performance. However, majority seems to be satisfied i.e. 41%,
whereas, 8% and 23% are much and highly satisfied respectively. The inference is that
employees are satisfied with their jobs as well as their performance. Therefore, their
individual performance and job satisfaction are not much responsible for their under
performance but their relationship can not be denied which has been proved by applying

Chi Square Test.

TESTING OF HYPOTHESIS

The relationship between job satisfaction and job performance was determined by
applying Chi Square Test.
Hypothesis: # Hy= Job satisfaction is not dependent on Job performance.

H,= Job satisfaction and job performance are interdependent

Table 4.14: Relationship between Job satisfaction and Job performance

Job Satisfaction
Notat | Almost Much Highly
Job Performance all satisfied | Satisfied satisfied satisfied
Not at all Observed 2 0 1 0 0 3
Expected 0.2 0.9 1.2 0.2 0.6 3
Almost Satisfied Observed 1 18 2 i 3 25
Expected 2 7 10 1 5 25
Satisfied Observed 2 7 30 i 1 41
Expected 2.5 11.9 16 2.05 8.61 41
Much Satisfied Observed 0 3 2 3 0 8
Expected 0.5 2.3 3.1 0.4 1.7 8
| Highly Satisfied Observed 1 1 4 0 17 23
Expected 1.4 6.7 9 1.2 4.8 23
Total 6 29 39 5 21 100
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Observed frequency and Expected frequency

Fo 3 18 3 4 28
Fe 2 8 11 7
Fo 2 7 30 5 44
Fe 3 13 17 11
Fo 1 4 6 17 28
Fe 2 8 11 7

6 29 39 26 100

Degrees of freedom = 6
Calculated value of x*=54.19
Table value of ¥* =12.592

The calculated value of chi-square is much more than tabulated value of chi-square

at 0.5% level at 6 degrees of freedom. The result is significant. Hence, H, is accepted. The

job performance and job satisfaction cannot be treated independent. These are related.

More job satisfaction is likely to results in better performance.
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Relative Frequency

¥2: Job satisfaction x job performance

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

yZcnt=12.59

x? cal =54 19

Location of the calculated value of 2 related to the expected

distribution of (2 d.f. = 4, for job satisfaction x job performance
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4.5. Performance Improving Measures

The supervisory staff was also asked as to how frequently they had been taking the
help of performance improving measures such as giving guidance and directions,
recognising good work and punishing for low performance, assigning targets to individual
as well as to groups, issuing warmng for negligence of duty, performing the role of a

counselor and developing an understanding among the staff members.

The tabulated values as per the table given below, shows that the responses are
more or less concentrated in the middle ranges. A Chi-square test was conducted to know

the measures suggested by the supervisory staff.

Table 4.15: Measures for Improving Performances

Sr. | Measures Never Sometimes Often Quite often Much often Total

No. F % F % F % F % F %

1 Give the directions | 03 | 0545 07 1273 16 | 2909 | 24 | 4364 | 05 | 0909 55
and guidance

2 Give recognitionto | 02 | 03 64 10 1819 9 1636 | 22 400 12 | 2181 55
good workers

3 Call for 07 | 1272 32 600 5 909 9 1819 2 0363 55
explanation of low
performance

4 Assign targets to 04 | 0727 18 3273 19 | 3455 12 | 2182 | 02 [ 0363 55
staff members

5 Assign targets/goal | 08 [ 1455 18 3273 16 | 2909 11 200 02 | 0363 55
to team/section

6 Issue warning for 16 | 2909 | 26 | 4727 | 11 200 1 182 1 0182 55
neghgence of duty

7 Perform the role of | 02 | 0364 05 0909 11 200 19 3454 18 3273 55
a counselor rather
than of a boss

8 Develop mutual 01 182 02 | 0364 | 15| 2727 19 | 3454 | 18 | 3273 55
understanding
among the staff
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Table 4.16: Calculated 2 value of Measures for Improving Performances

Sr. | Factor Observed and Expected Frequency Cal.
No. Never Some- Often Quite Much Value | Ranks
times often often of ¥
Fo [Fe |Fo| Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe

1 Give the directions 03 | 5]07| 15 )16 |13 | 24 | 15 5 7 | 11.72 5
and guidance

2. Give recognition to 02 | S|10| 15 9 [ 13§22 ]| 15 12 [ 7 | 11.52 6
good workers

3. Call for explanationof | 07 | 5§ | 32| 15 5 113 9 15 2 7 | 30.95 3
low performance

4. Assigntargetstostaff | 04 | 5 |18} 15 | 19 [ 13 ] 12 | 15} 02 | 7 7.73 8
members

5. Assign targets/goal to 08 | S [18| 15 [ 16 | 13| 11 15 | 02 | 7 7.92 7
team/section

6. Issue warning for 16 [ 5126 15 |11 13| 1 15 1 7 | 50.76 1
negligence of duty

7. Perform the role of a 02 | S|os| 15 11 (13|19 15| 18 ( 7 | 27.1 4
counselor rather than
of a boss

8. | Develop mutual 01 | S |02 15 15|13 )19 [ 15 |18 | 7 | 33.1 2
understanding among
the staff

n =55 Fo = Frequency observed, Fe = Frequency expected

Degree of Freedom =4

Table value of y2 =9.49

The supervisory staff was asked to suggest some of the corrective measures to

improve upon the performance of staff members working under their control, they feel that

issuing of warning for negligence of duty, developing mutual understanding among the

staff and call for explanation for low performance may prove positive steps for

improvement of performance. The measures at serial no. 7 and 8 fall under the group of

insignificant group. Assigning target to the subordinate staff as individual as well as in a

group of staff members has been proved best measures to achieve the objective, however
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the findings reveal that target oriented assignment are not being given to the subordinate

library staff.

4.6. Desired Attributes for Better Performance

The supervisory respondents were asked to rank the 11 attributes mentioned in the
Table 4.17 below ranging from least important to the most important ones. These attributes
defined as performance enhancing attributes such as efficiency, communication skill, better
decision making skill, cooperation, willingness to work, service attribute, behavior,
professional knowledge and expertise etc. were ranked by the respondents from least

important to the most important ones. The result arrived is as under:

Table 4.17: Performance Enhancing Attributes

Sr. | Performance Not Somewhat | Important More Most Total
No | Enhancing Attributes important | important important | important
F % F % F % F % F %
1. | Work efficiency/ 01 (018201 | 1.82 | 16 | 29.09 ] 14 {2545 23 4182 55
performance
2. | Communication skill 01 [01.82]| 03 | 545 | 23 |41.82 | 19 | 3455] 09 | 1636 | 55
3. | Strength to bear extra | 03 | 0545 07 [ 1273 30 | 5455 10 | 18.18 | 05 [ 9.09 55
load

4. | Proactive(capability to | 01 |01.82| 03 | 0545 | 24 | 43.64 | 21 | 38.18 | 06 | 0.91 55
take decision/initiative

5. | Cooperation with other | 02 | 03.63 | 04 | 0727 | 11 | 20.0 | 19 | 3455 19 | 3455 55

staff
6. | Willingness to work 01 {0182 01 | 018 | 10 | 182 {20 ] 364 | 23 | 41.8 55
7. | Obedience to superior Ol (018207 {127 | 15 [ 273 [ 18 [ 327 | 14 | 255 55
8. | Non-critical 05 ] 09.1 116 } 29.1 | 21 | 382 | 07 ] 12.7 | 06 | 10.9 55
9. | Service attitude 01 1018205 ] 091 [ 15273 ]| 18] 327 | 16 | 29.1 55
10. | Behavior pattern 01l |01.82] 08 | 145 | 17 | 309 | 13| 23.6 | 16 | 29.1 55
11. | Professional 01 [ 0182102036 1|09 [ 164 | 14 255 ( 29 | 527 55

knowledge/expertise(job

Knowledge)
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Table 4.18: calculated y’ value of Performance Enhancing Attributes

Sr. Factors Observed and Expected Frequency Cal,
No. Not Somewhat | Important More Most Value | Ranks
important | important important | important | of y*
Fo |Fe| Fo |Ee| Fo | Fe | Fo| Fe | Fo | Fe
Work 01 2 01 5 16 17 { 14 | 16 { 23 { 15 | 8.28 6
efficiency/performance
Communication skill 01 2 03 5 23 17 | 19 ] 16 | 09 | 15 | 6.38 7

Strength to bear extra | 03 2 07 5 30 17 10 16 | 05 15 | 20.11 2
load

Proactive (capability to 01 2 03 5 24 17 | 21 16 | 06 15 | 11.14 5
take decision/initiative

Cooperation with other | 02 2 04 5 11 17 19 | 16 | 19 | 15 | 3.95 8
staff

6. | Willingness to work 01 2 01 ] 10 17 | 20 16 | 23 15 | 11.87 4
7. | Obedience to superior 01 2 07 5 15 1 17 | 18 | 16 | 14 [ 15 | 1.84 10
8. | Non-critical 0s 2 16 5 21 17 | 07 16 | 06 | 15 | 40.1 1
9. | Service attitude 01 2 05 5 15 17 18 16 | 16 | 15 1.05 11
10. | Behavior pattern 01 2 08 5 17 | 17 | 13 |16 | 16 | 15 | 3.14 9
11. | Professional 01 2 02 5 09 | 17 | 14 [ 16 | 29 | 15 | 18.38 3

knowledge/expertise(job

Knowledge)

n =55, FO = frequency observed, frequency expected
Degree of Freedom = 4
Table value of x> =9.49

Calculated Value of ? for %213 ¥?2 %x*3° %% 4. %5, %6 %27 A28 X9, % 10, X

nare 8.28;6.28;20.11; 1114; 3.95; 11.87; 1.84; 40.1; 1.05; 3.14; 18.38 respectively.

It was revealed that supervisors don’t like their subordinate staff to be critical.
Being critical of things becomes disqualification. Being non-critical may result in good
performance. Non-critical employees follow the instructions and do their duties. Having a
critical view about the work assigned to them may distract the employees from the work.

Second factor, which matters for enhanced performance, is the strength and willingness to
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bear extra workload. This is followed by professional knowledge and expertise in the
job. Other attributes given in the above table also matter like willingness to work,
capability to take initiatives, work efficiency etc. but not significantly. This has been

worked out calculated value of %2.

4.7. Monitoring of Performance Evaluation

Evaluation metrics are required for objective evaluation. They should adopt such
metrics of evaluation that may result in improved performance. They were given following
five possible choices to rank them according to the preferences. The responses have been

calculated and presented in the following table:

Table 4.19: Metrics Used for Performance Evaluation

Sr. | Criteria Never Rarely Sometimes Often Quite often | Total

No F| % | F| % | F | % | F| % | F | %

1. | Regular 03 [ 0545 | 04 | 0727 | 07 | 1272 21 | 3820 | 20 |3636]| 55
Supervision

2. Assign 02 | 036 ) 06 | 109 | 10 | 182 | 22 | 400 | 15 | 273 55

targets/duties

3. Ask for statistics | 09 | 1630 | 12 | 21.8 IS [ 273 | IS [ 273 | 04 | 73 55
of performance

4, Evaluate against | 09 { 164 | 05 9.1 13 23.6 20 36.4 08 14.5 55
set standards

5. | Leave them to 21 | 382 ) 08 | 145 ] 08 | 145 | 1] 200 | 07 | 127 | 55
work
independently.

Total 44 35 53 89 54 275

Relative value of each of the above criteria has been worked out using chi-square to

determine the hierarchy of these criteria being followed. This has been worked out
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elsewhere in this chapter. However, use of each of these criteria has been also worked out

individually here to determine the frequency of each factor.

Table 4.20: Monitoring of Performance Evaluation

Sr. | Factors Observed and Expected Frequency Cal. | Ranks
No. Never Rarely | Sometimes Often Quite v
often value
Fo | Fe | Fo [ Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe
1. Regular 0319 | 4|7 07 10 | 21 18 | 20 | 11 | 14.72 2
Supervision
2. | Assign targets/ 0219 |06 7 10 10 | 22 18 15 11 | 8.043 4
duties
3. | Ask for statistics 0919|127 15 10 | 15 18 04 | 11 | 9.11 3
of performance
4. | Evaluate against 0919 |05)| 7 13 10 | 20 18 08 11 | 2.10 5
set standards
5. | Leave them to 211 9 | 08| 7 08 10 | 11 18 07 | 11 | 216 1
work
independently.
Total 44 35 53 89 54
n= 535, Fo = frequency observed Fe = frequency expected

Degree of freedom = 4
Table value of x> = 9.49

Calculated value of ay® are as follows:

1 =1472
¥22  =8.043
¥*3 = 911
¥4 =210
¥5 =216

When the data was collected from the evaluating staff and analysed with the
respect to the procedure they followed for evaluating the subordinate staff, it has been

found that the subordinate staff give better output when they are ‘left alone’. Leave them
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to work independently stands as rank first in comparative study of five factors. The factor

‘regular supervision’ ranks second.

This indicated that leaving staff to work independently and regular supervision are

preferred methods of evaluation of performance by the supervisory staff.

There are many methods for monitoring and measurement of performance being
adopted in different organisation. The performance of individual employee needs to be
monitored and measured. In the present study the possible methods for performance
monitoring have been ascertained. On the basis of statistical analysis by applying Chi-
square method, it was found that most of the supervisory staff do not assign any target to
be achieved or set standard of performance before their employees, though many studies
have proved that through these measures it is easier to evaluate the performance. Most of
them were found to “leave employees to work independently. That means that majority
don’t believe in evaluation of performance. Let the employees perform whatever they can.
This was followed by “method of regular supervision, that too without maintaining any
record of their performance. This shows that there is no system of even regular
supervision. Only these two criteria fall under the group of significant factor. Assigning
targets and evaluation of performance against set standards fall under insignificant factors,
showing that only a very few libraries adopt these criteria for performance evaluation,

though both these criteria could be important ones for objective evaluation.
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These criteria for evaluating the performance of staff have been

analysing each of them one by one. The derived tabulation is given below:

25 4
20 A
15 1
o

Table 4.21: Frequency of Supervision

Sr. No. | Scale of supervision | Frequency | %age
1. Never 03 05.5%
2. Rarely 04 07.3%
3. Some-times 07 12.70%
4. Often 21 38.2%
5. Quite often 20 36.30
Total 55 100
Fig. 4.25: Bar chart showing frequency of supervision
O Never
21 M Rarely
[0 Some-times
0O Often
7 M Quite often

5 3 4 |
o-

analysed by

The table shows that supervision of performance is being done but not by all of

them. About 38% and 36.3% of them conduct supervision offen and quite ofien

respectively. Remaining percentages are negligible.
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4.8. Supervision by the Chief Librarian

Supervision as a monitoring of performance has been discussed in the preceding
paragraphs showing it use based upon the data collected from the supervisory staff mainly
Librarians and Deputy Librarians. Considering it as one of the methods to monitor
performance, data was gathered from the subordinate staff about the frequency of such
supervision by the Head of the Library System /Librarian. In fact supervision process has
more than one tier. Section in-charge who may be Deputy Librarian or Assistant Librarian
is responsible for the performance of staff under her/his control. Librarian is also expected
to supervise the work of the section who may make visits to various divisions or sections
of the library for the purpose of supervision and to ensure that every employee is doing
well. It has been observed that the additional supervision made by the Head of the System,
may make substantial difference to the performance output. The data relating to
supervision by the Chief Librarians has been collected, analysed and presented in the

following table:

Table 4.22: Supervision by Chief Librarian

Sr. No. Scale Frequency Percentage
1. Never 38 38
2. Rarely 18 18
3. Sometimes 28 28
4. Often ‘ 11 11
5. - Quite often 05 05
Total 100 100.00
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Fig. 4.26: Pie chart indicating supervision by Chief Librarian

H Never @ Rarely @ Sometimes @ Often @ Quite often

H 38%

B28%

38% of the respondents expressed their opinion that their work was never
supervised by the Librarian whereas 28% and 18% of subordinate staff respectively stated
that their work is sometimes and rarely supervised by the Librarian. It was only 11% and
5% of the respondents whose performance were being supervised offen and quite offen
respectively. The inference is that head of the system hardly perform the duty of overall
supervision, though such supervision and regular contact with each and every staff member

may make the difference.

4.9. Assigning Targets/Goals

Many researches have shown that assigning targets yield better results. However, it
must be ensured that target assigning should be based upon principles of SMART

(Specific, Measurable, Achievable Rewarding and Time bound). To which extent our
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library managers believe in fixing the target before their subordinate has been analysed as

below in the table:

Table 4.23: Frequency of Assigning Targets

Sr. No. Scale Frequency of response Percentage

l. Never 02 03.6

48 Rarely 06 10.9

3. Some-times 10 18.20

4. Often 22 40. 00

5. Quite often 15 27.30
Total 55 100

Fig 4.27: Bar chart-indicating frequency of assigning of targets

—

In response to assigning targets for performance evaluation, 40% and 27% of the
supervisory staff have been assigning targets to be achieved often and quite often. Some of
them have rarely and never assigned such targets to their employees. Those who have been

assigning targets it was mostly quarterly and yearly basis as shown in the following table:
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Tabled.24: Period of Assigning Targets

Sr. No. Time period of Frequency Percentage

target

1. Weekly 02 3.60%

2. Fortnightly 06 10.9%

3. Monthly 10 18.20%

4. Quarterly 22 40.00%

5. Yearly 15 27.80%
Total 55 100

4.10. Maintenance of Statistics of Performance

Some of the libraries maintain statistics of performance, though every performance
in the library is not quantifiable. Nevertheless, most of the output of employees is
recordable which can be maintained. Data was collected from the supervisory staff to find
out as to how many of them adopt this criterion of asking and maintaining statistics to find

out the performance of their staff. Result of the findings is shown in the following table:

Table 4.25: Maintenance of Statistics of Performance

Sr. No. Scale Frequency Percentage
1. Never 09 16.30
2. Rarely 12 21.80
3. Some-times 15 27.30
4. Often 15 27.30
5. Quite often 04 07.30
Total 55 100

It is almost 1/3 i.e., 34% who believe in maintenance of performance record which
is submitted to the supervisor by the subordinate staff periodically. These performance

records could be used while evaluating the performance of the individual.
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4.11. Performance against Set Standards

One of the established performance metrics is evaluating the performance against

standards which have been set by recognised bodies. Dr Ranganathan has given staff

formula showing that how much work one individual can do. This mostly pertains to

technical services that is say that how many books can be catalogued, classified,

accessioned etc by one professional staff in a year. Though this formula was worked out

for staff requirement but this also can be used for evaluation of performance. Many time

and motion studies have been conducted to establish such standards. Such standards also

have been worked out in automated and semi-automated environment (Sakia, 2006). Such

experimented standards can also be applied for the purpose of performance evaluation.

Table 4.26: Performance against set Standards

Sr. No. Scale Frequency of response Percentage
1. Never 09 16.4
2. Rarely 05 09.1
3. Sometimes 13 23.6
4. Often 20 36.4
5. Quite often 08 14.5
Total 55 100

It is only 36% and 14% who stated that they use some set standards for the purpose

which they use offen and quite often, showing that this metrics is not much in use. About

24% make use of such standards for the purpose of evaluation sometimes showing that the
purp

adoption of set standards is quite ad-hoc not forming the part of regular evaluation.
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4.12. Independent Working Environment

Some of the supervisors don’t believe much in the above metrics of performance
evaluation. They believe in giving independence to their employees leaving no stress and
strain upon them. To which extent they believe in this methodology of evaluation has been

tabulated as below:

Table 4.27: Frequency of Allowing Independent Environment

Sr. No. Scale Frequency of response Percentage
1. Never 21 38.2
2. Rarely 08 14.5
i Some-times 08 14.5
4, Often 11 20.0
5. Quite often 07 12.7
Total 55 100

Fig. 4.28: Bar Chart indicating Independent Environment

25 . S
21
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O Newer
15 B Rarely
1 O Sometimes
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B Quite often |
5
0
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As indicated in the above table as well as in the corresponding pie-chart, 38% of
the supervisors don’t believe to give freedom of independence. However, 20% and about

13% of them allow their staff to enjoy independence often and quite often respectively.

4.13. Objectives Achieved by Writing Appraisal Report

There is a question mark whether our appraisal system work or every organisation
in India including libraries perform it as annual ritual without achieving any objective.
Douglas McGregor’s article entitled: An Uneasy Look at Performance Appraisal is
considered as classic paper in which he states that managers are uncomfortable when they
are put in the position of playing God. They don’t want to pass judgment on the personal
worth of their team members. Whoever play this role they can be rarely honest and
objective in their evaluation process. However, the process has been continuing and would
also continue without achieving the real object of improved performance and succeeding in

achieving the ultimate objective of the institutional thorough desired work culture.

Appraisal report, of course, summarises the performance status of staff members.
This is used as tool to find out the level of performance of individual. These reports are
generally prepared annually. The process in Indian context is mostly known as ACR
(Annual Confidential Report) and is considered helpful in improving performance,
maintaining discipline, aiding in promotional avenues as well as in imparting punishment
for poor performance. The appraisal report is a measure of performance and also reflects

the suitability of individuals in particular work environment. The following objectives
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were identified to collect the opinions of the library supervisors to determine as to which

extent these objectives are being achieved through the appraisal process being used:

1. To improve performance

2. To maintain discipline

3. To aid in promotion

4. To measure the level of performance
5. To aid in giving punishments

6. To find suitability/

7. Unsuitability to the job

8. To clarify job duties/responsibilities

The extent of the above objectives being achieved has been worked out in

percentages under each scale of measurement.

Table 4.28: Objectives being achieved by writing Appraisal Report

Sr. | Objectives Does not Matters Matters Matters Matters | Total
No matter a little much more most
F % | F | % F % % F %

1. | Toimprove 07 | 12714 [ 255 14 | 255 | 15 | 27.3 | 05 | 09.1 55
performance

2. | To maintain 05 {091 | 8 j145| 16 {29.1 | 18 | 327 | 08 | 145 55
discipline

3. | To aid in promotion 06 | 10905 9.1 23 | 41.8 7 127 | 14 | 255 55

4, | To measure the level 08 145 | 13 |236| 17 | 309 | 14 | 255 | 03 | 0545 55
of performance

5. | To aid in giving 17 1309 )12 (218 16 | 29.1 | 07 | 127 | 03 | 0545 55
punishments

6. | To find suitability/ 13 [ 236 14 |2551 16 {29.1 | 07 | 127 | 05 | 09.1 55
Unsuitability to the
job

7. | To clarify job 08 | 145 17 |309}) 19 [ 355]| 06 [11.76 | 05 | 09.] 55
duties/responsibilities
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Table 4.29: Objectives achieved by writing Appraisal Report by applying Chi-

Square Method
Sr Factors Observed and Expected Frequency Cal. | Ranks
No. Does not | Matters | Matters | Matters | Matters Valuze
matter a little much more most of X
Fo |Fe |Fo |Fe |Fo {Fe [Fo|F |[Fo |Fe
e
1 To improve 7 9 14112114 |17 |15]11]|05] 6 29 6
performance
2. To maintain 05 9 8 12116 | 17 |18 (11 |08} 6 8.27 3
discipline
3. To aid in promotion 06 9 oS |12 |23 17| 7 ]11]14] 6 19.3 1
4. To measure the level 08 9 13112 (1717141103} 6 2.51 7
of performance
5. To aid in giving 17 9 12|12 16 |17 (07]11 03| 6 | 10.12 2
punishments
6. To find suitability/ 13 9 14112116 [ 17 |07 }11 05| 6 3.77 5
Unsuitability to the
job
7. To clarify job 08 9 171121917 |06]11|05]| 6 6.35 4
duties/responsibilities

objectives i.e., Aid in promotion/giving increment and punishing employees for their

n = 55 o = frequency observed, Fe = Frequency expected

Degree of Freedom = 4

Table value of x2 =9.49

Statistically, the present system of performance evaluation serves only two main

negligence of work or any others unexpected behavior, non cooperation etc.

Main objectives of performance evaluation should have been to improve

performance, but this purpose falls under insignificant level, which means that appraisal is

hardly related to individual performance.
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4.14. Attitude of Supervisor

Though supervisory staff is not satisfied with the performance of their subordinate
staff even then they avoid giving adverse remarks as it creates a lot of problem to the
supervisor to justify his/her rating. Suggestive remarks are also treated as negative which
as a matter of fact should not be. Every employee needs some improvement in some or the
areas, though he may be best performer in certain activities. One also may not understand
his or her weaknesses which need to be pointed out in a good spirit. But invariably,
particularly in Govt. and semi-government organisations, such suggestions are treated as
adverse remarks. Therefore, such remarks remain untold. Study revealed that only 18% of
supervisory staff has given negative remarks in their appraisal report. However, majority
i.e., 82% of supervisory staff has not given negative remarks. The obvious reasons are that
they try to avoid controversial remarks at the same time feel that such rating is not

productive.

Table 4.30: Satisfaction level and negative rating of ACR

Statement Satisfaction with performance | Giving negative rating
Yes 35 10
No 18 45
Total : 55 55

Hy-Level of satisfaction is not related to the negative rating of ACR

H, = Those who are not satisfied with the performance of staff working under them, rarely
give the negative remakes in ACR
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Table 4.31: Relationship between level of satisfaction and negative rating of ACR

Satisfaction Level Negative rating of ACR Total
Yes NO
Not satisfied 10 45 55
Satisfied 37 18 55
Total 47 63 110
O Freq. E Freq.

10 23.5

37 23.5

45 31.5

18 31.5

Calculated value of x*=27.8
Critical value of x* = 3.84

Degree of freedom =1

The calculated value of %? is much more than the tabulated value of y* at .05 levels
of significance with 1 degree of freedom. Hence the result is significant and the null
hypothesis is two factors (negative rating of ACR and level of satisfaction) is rejected.

Hence the two factors are not independent.

As is expected from the observed frequency is much more than the expected
frequency indicated thereby close relationship between the negative rating of ACR and
satisfaction level with the performance of staff working under the supervisory staff. It is
concluded that those who are not satisfied with the staff working under them rarely give

the negative rating in ACR.
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Table 4.32: Impact of Negative Rating

Scale Frequency %
Quite negative 01 08.3
Somewhat negative 04 50.0
Positive 03 25.0
Quite positive 02 16.7
Highly positive - -
Total 10 100.00

It is interesting to note that those have avoided to give low rating or negative rating
also are in the opinion that such remarks can have positive impact also even then they
don’t give such rating and cultivate the attitude of escaping honest and objective rating.
However, majority of them feel that end result of such rating does not serve the purpose of
better performance. In almost 90% of the respondents stated that they follow one and only
one method of performance evaluation that is through appraisal reports which is a
mandatory annual exercise in every library under study. Only 10% of them evaluate their

staff through other methods also in addition to writing appraisal report.

4.15. Basis of Performance Evaluation
The formats being used by various libraries were analysed to find out the

parameters being used to make assessment of performance. These parameters are as given

below:
1. Punctuality
2. Intelligence and knowledge
3. Hardworking/industrious
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Cooperation

Efficiency

o ® N s

10.  Attitude
11.  Discipline

Familiarity with rules

Fitness for promotion

Behaviour /Manners

12. Communication

13. Initiatives

Honesty, integrity, morality

The adoption of these parameters by the respective library is given in the following

table:

Table 4.33: Parameters of Evaluation

Sr. | Parameters of Evaluation Abbreviations for the name of libraries

No. HPKVV | HPU | HAU | PAU | PU | PBI | UHF %
1 Punctuality Y Y y | vy y y y 7/7 | 100
2 Intelligence and knowledge y y y y y y n 6/7 | 85

3 Hardworking/industrious y n n n n y |y 3/7 | 46
4 Familiarity with rules y n n n y y y 5/1 171

5 Cooperation y n n Y y y y 57 |71

6 Efficiency y n n y y y y 517 |7

7 Honesty, integrity, morality y y y y y y y 7/7 | 100
8 Fitness for promotion Ly n n n n n y 2/7 ] 28.5
9 Behaviour /Manners n y y n n y y 4/7 | 57
10| Attitude y y y n n y y 5/7 |71
11 | Discipline n Yy n y y n n 3/7 | 46
12 | Communication n n n y y n n 2/7 | 285
13 | Initiatives n n y y y y n 4/7 | 57

(Y stands for yes, means that criterion is being followed whereas n indicates non-use of the
parameter).
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As shown in the table above, punctuality and honesty followed by cooperation and
efficiency are used by maximum of the libraries. Remarks relating to fitness for promotion
are adopted only by two libraries, in spite of the fact that this is one of the main objectives
of appraisal process. It is quite obvious that no thinking process has gone into designing of
the formats which mostly are not based upon the work being performed in the library
environment. No library was found to have written job description of individual
professional engaged in particular jobs. Evaluation criteria should emerge out from the job
being assigned and performed. Format for technical staff engaged in technical services
should be different that other staff who work with users. Different qualities and
competencies are required to perform different jobs. Therefore, a single format or criteria
to evaluate the performance can not be judicious and serving the purpose. Moreover, every
parameter of evaluation should have value to determine the overall cumulative value of

every employee to place them in a hierarchical order.

4.16. Approval of the present performance appraisal System
Supervisory staff was asked to which extent they approve of the present system of

performance evaluation. Responses have been tabulated and given in the following table:

Table 4.34: Extent of approval of the present Appraisal System

Sr. No. Frequency Percent
1 Not at all 09 16.4
2. Little extent 07 12.7
3. Some extent 26 473
4, More extent 06 10.9
5. Maximum extent 07 12.7
Total 55 100.0
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There has been mixed reaction to the present system. Supervisory staff may believe
in it to some extent because they are implementing it as matter of their job requirement.
Majority has some faith in the system but partially (Some extent), meaning thereby that it
may yield some results but not in all cases. It is only rating at Sr. no. 4 and Swhich could
be treated in favour of the system that comes to only 24%. This result has emerged from
supervisory point of view. Subordinate staff who don’t perform the job of evaluators at any

stage may disfavour the system with more majority.

4.17. Effectiveness and Association of ACR with Job Performance

Respondents from subordinate group were also asked about the effectiveness of the
present system being followed. Purpose of this information was to assess whether such
performance evaluation system does serve the very purpose of improving performance or it

is simply a ritual. The responses have been tabulated in the following table:

Table 4.35: Effectiveness of present system of evaluation

Sr. No. | Responses Frequency Percentage
1. Not at all, it has no use 43 43.00
2. To some what extent 35 35.00
3. Much extent 10 10.00
4. More extent 06 06.00
5. Most extent 06 06.00
Total 100 100
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Fig.4.29: Pie Chart Indicating Effectiveness of present system of Evaluation

49 B Not at all, it has no use
404 B To some what extent
354 i E Much extent

More extent
301 B Most extent

A

7.

Not at all, it To some what Much extent More extent  Most extent
has no use extent

43% of the respondents had a feeling that present system of evaluation had no
meaning whereas 35% were of the opinion that that it had little effect. Only 10% were of
the opinion that such evaluation has much impact whereas 6% each had the feeling that the

impact of present ACR evaluation system has been most effective.

The inference is that it is only 22% of the participants who feel that such system

gives some results whereas majority does not favor the system.

Table 4.36: Association of performance with ACR

Sr. Scale Frequency Percentage

No.

1. Not at all 34 34.00

2, To some extent 23 23.00

3. Much extent 24 24.00

4. More extent 12 12.00

5. Most extent 07 07.00
Total 100 100.00
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Fig. 4.30: Bar chart indicating Association of performance with ACR

35+
H Not at all
304 B To some extent
E Much extent
o8 )/ More extent
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Not at all Tosome Muchextent More extent Most extent
extent

23% of'the respondents feel that performance and evaluation in the form of ACR is
related to some extent. Whereas 34% of the respondents are in the opinion that
performance and evaluation process are not related. It is only 7% of the respondents who

argue in favour of performance evaluation and state that performance is related with ACR.

Hj - Present system of ACR is significantly effective and associated with Performance

H, - Present system of ACR is not effective and not associated with performance.
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Table 4.37: Observed and Expected Frequency of present system of ACR

Agree with Performance Associated with ACR
ACR Not at Somewhat | Much More Most Total
all Extent Extent Extent Extent

Not at all Observed 22 9 7 2 3 43
Expected 14.6 9.9 10.3 5.2 3.0 43

To some what | Observed 7 13 7 8 0 35

extent Expected 11.9 8.0 84 4.2 24 35
Observed 2 1 7 0 0 10

Much extent Expected 34 23 24 1.2 7 7
Observed 2 0 1 2 1 6

More extent Expected 2.0 1.4 1.4 7 4 6
Observed 1 0 2 0 3 6

Most extent Expected 2.0 1.4 1.4 7 4 6

Total 34 23 24 12 7 100

Observed Frequency and Expected frequency

Fo 22 9 7 5 43
Fe 1462 | 989 | 5.76 | 8.17
Fo 7 13 7 8 35
Fe 119 | 805 | 84 | 6.65
Fo 5 I 10 6 22
Fe 748 | 506 | 528 | 4.18

Total | 34 | 23 | 24 19 | 100

Fo = frequency observed, Fe = frequency expected
Calculated value of y* = 19.96
Table value of 32 =12.59

Degree of freedom = 6
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x2: Performance associated with ACR x agree with ACR

Relative Frequency

Region of Rejection

Shaded area = .05

y2cnt =12 59
x% cal = 19.96
Fig. 4.32 Location of the calculated value of y? related to the expected

distribution of ¥2 d.f. = 4, for performance associated with ACR x agree
with ACR



As the calculated value of %* is much more than the table value of x? at .05 level of
significance and 1 degree of freedom, hence the null hypothesis is rejected. It is concluded
that the Present system of Evaluation (ACR) is not effective and not associated with

employees performance.

OPEN ENDED QUESTION
Supervisory staffs were asked about their opinion about the present system of

performance evaluation and the comments received were as under:

There is presently no such system of performance appraisal because, the evaluation

is not done properly. Only the head of the institution gives his report regarding the

staff without our knowledge. No chance to evaluate himself / herself, it should be
both ways.

o The present system does not actually evaluates the performance of the staff. The
system should be such so that actual performance of the person comes out and it
should also be linked with some rewards or appreciation in some form so that the
staff is motivated.

e ACR is not very effective one.

e ACR does not serve the desired purpose.

e Performance appraisal system is non-existent in our organisation. I think a good

work culture, self motivation, proper infrastructure and a good role model of

librarian are more important factors, rather than performance approval.
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Not only the adverse remarks but also the appreciation of the work done by an
employee should be conveyed to him/her. This will encourage him/her to perform
better in future.

It is just an eye wash. Performance appraisal is depending on the links with your
boss and how closes you with your boss. So, in present scenario I don’t believe in
such system.

Let the people do their work independently. Make your subordinate be comfortable
for asking you any problem to solve. Team work is very important

Good work or satisfactory work does not matter much in Govt. organisation for
promotion.

Promotion should be based on performance.

The parameters set for writing appraisal report need to be by incorporating
psychological aspects. The institute should provide facilities for the improvement.
Librarian’s improvement and cooperation towards management and administration

with other officers can help in improving the present system of the library.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

5.0 Introduction

Every organisation is facing challenge of human resource management which is
full of complex problems, which warrants solutions to sustain and improve its
effectiveness of functioning. The present study was undertaken to identify the factors that
inhibit and facilitate the performance and evaluate the existing systems of performance
evaluation in use in various academic libraries. The performance appraisal process aims at
to improve the performance of employees in addition to many other secondary objectives
discussed in earlier chapters. There are various factors which come on the way of
employees and give obstruction in their day-to-day performance. It is the duty of the
supervisory staff to remove such obstructions in the interest of improved performance.
Such factors have been identified in the present study based upon opinion survey of
supervisory as well as subordinate staff based upon their experience and perception. The

study revealed the following results:

5.1. Factors Responsible for Inhibiting Better Performance: Supervisors’ Views

There could be innumerable factors coming on the ways of employees giving

obstructions their performances. However, in the present study, only predominant factors



have been identified. The performance of library professionals varies from person to
person working in different environment and various factors like lack of work culture, lack
of team spirit, lack of interest in their job, lack of necessary qualifications and training
facilities, lack of motivation, competence, skill and desired aptitude as well as lack of
infrastructural facilities. Data from the supervisory staff was collected as to what factors
are responsible for under-performance of their staff. These factors have been tabulated in
the following tables and ranked statistically applying Chi-square method:

Table 5.1: Factors Responsible for under Performance of Sub-Ordinate Staff
according to Supervisory Staff

Sr. | Factors Observed and Expected Frequency
No Does not | Affects | Affects | Affects | Affects | Cal. Ranks
effect little much more most Value
fo |fe |fo [fe |fo|fe | f |fT |fo|f |of ¥
0o |e e
1 Lack of work ulture 04 05 (21 (12|21 (16 7 | 17|02 05 17.39 1
2. Lack of team spirit_ 07 5 08 |12 |17 |16 19 |17 |04 | 5§ 2.62 8
3. Lack of interest in 04 5 101224 )16 )12 }17[05) 5 6.2 6
job
4. Don’t possess 06 S (13121231608 |17105( 5 8.1 4
required
Qualifications
S. Lack of motivation 05 5 1311211411620 17 03] 5 1.85 9
6. Lack of infrastructure | 07 5 (07112131619 17]09( 5 6.87 5
facilities
7. Lack of training 04 S5 1211211111620 ]17108] 5 438 7
facilities
8. Lack of competence 05 5 1141208 (1612517103 5 9.69 2
& skill
9. Lack aptitude for 03 5 117112108 )116)21 1706 5 8.02 3
_professional work

n =55, Fo =frequency Observed, Fe = frequency expected

Degree of Freedom = 4

Table value of x2 = 9.49
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The significant factors responsible for under-performance as shown in the above

table are:

Lack of work culture, Lack of competence and skill. Remaining factors may be responsible
for low performance but these are not significant ones. However, hierarchy of non-
significant factors based upon their decreasing order of value has been determined. The

results revealed are as below:

Lack of infrastructure facilities, Lack of interest in the job, lack of training facilities, lack

of team spirit and lack of motivation.

S.2. Views of Subordinate Staff .

Thirteen such factors were identified which are likely to obstruct the desired output
of subordinate employees. Among these thirteen factors, hierarchical order in the order of
most affecting factor to the least one was determined using chi-square method. Thus,
calculated value of each factor was determined to arrange these factors in the order of most
affecting to the least affecting. The subordinate staff was asked about the obstructing
factors in their performance. In order to find out the significant factor, expected
frequencies of each factor was determined to calculate value of 42. Since there are five
point scale of answers to each question ranging from least affecting to the maximum, as

such degree of freedom comes to 4. Table value of %2 is 9.49 at .05% level.
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Table 5.2: Hindrance factors Affecting upon Performance of the Subordinate Staff

Observed and Expected Frequency

Sr. | Hindering Factors Least Little Much More | Maximum | Cal | Ranks
No. Fo {Fe|Fo {Fe| Fo [Fe| Fo (Fe| Fo | Fe x2
value
1 Lack of gurdance 37 136122 118121 120 8 12 12 14 281 12
2 ] Non- cooperation from | 30 [ 36 ] 25 18 | 21 20| 11 |12 13 14 | 411 10
Senior colleagues
3 | Non-cooperation from 34 136 15 [ 181 33 {20 [ 10 | 12 8 4 | 1166 4
Jumor colleagues
4 ] Lack of motivation for | 31 | 36 | 13 33 20 11 j12] 12 14 | 1067 5
good work 18
5 | Lack of freedom to 38 36| 13 20 {20 18 12| 11 14 | 438 9
work 18
6 | Lack of tramning 39 136 18 | 18] 16 120} 15 ;12 12 |14 | 177 13
facilities
7 | Lack of requmred 28 136 25 [ 18| 16 {20} 16 |12] 15 | 14| 660 7
facihties to work
(infrastructure)
8 | Disliking for the 48 |36 ) 18 18 [ 15 |20 8 j12 ] 11 14 | 738 6
present job
9 | Low Salary 27 [36 7 13 |18 15 120 17 j12| 28 |14 | 217 2
10 | Stagnation in same 27 |36 9 |18 17 20| 16 {12 31 14 | 3031 1
scale
11 | Lackofworkculturem | 33 |36 | 21 |18 | 23 |20 ] 14 |12 9 14 | 297 11
the orgamisation
12 | Lack of adequate 40 {36 21 {18 ) 21 {20} 11 |12 7 14 442 8
expertise required for
the job
13 | Due to domestic 50 136( 21 [ 18 11 |20} 8 [12}| 10 | 14 | 1246 3
responsibilities
Total 462 234 262 163 179

n= 100, Fo = frequency observed, Fe = frequency expected

Degree of Freedom = 4

Table value of 42 at 05% significant level = 9 49

Calculated value of x2 for hindenng factors in performance are as follow

11 =281,¢x2=411,%3 =1166,%%4=1067, x*5 =438, x26 =177, x*7=6 60

x?8 =738, %29 =217,%10=3031, 11 =297, x’12 =4 42, y*13 =12 46
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Looking at the value of calculated 42 for various factors that cause hindrances to

the performance, it is evident that the factors such as ‘Stagnation in same scale” followed

by “low salary”, “Domestic responsibilities”, “Non cooperation from Juniors”, " Lack of

motivation for good work” had much higher chi square value as compared to table values.

Therefore, result is significant. This means that views of individual respondent varies

distinctively in terms of various performance hindering factors.

5.3. Combined Views of Supervisors and Subordinates

The main hindering factors as observed by the subordinate as well as supervisory

employees in order of most effecting to least ones were also determined. The findings

revealed are as under given in the table:

Table 5.3: Combined views of supervisory and subordinate staff on obstructing factors in

performance
Supervisory Staff Subordinate Staff
Factors Cal. Value | Factors Cal. Value
of x2 of x2

Lack of work culture 17.39 Stagnation in same scale

Lack of competence & skill 9.69 Low Salary 217

Lack aptitude for professional work 8.02 Due to domestic responsibilities 12.46

Don’t possess required Qualifications 8.1 Non-cooperation from junior 11.66
colleagues

Lack of infrastructure facilities 6.87 Lack of motivation for good 10.671
work

Lack of training facilities 4.3 Lack of required facilities to 6.605
work (infrastructure)

Lack of team spirit 2.62 Lack of adequate expertise 442
required for the job

Lack of motivation 1.85 Lack of freedom to work 4.38

Degree of Freedom =4

Table value of %2 at .05% significant level = 9.49
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Maximum difference in ranking the classes is observed at Sr. No.l proving that
employees have been found not giving their best due to stagnation in the same scale by the
subordinate staff. It means that employees are not being promoted to the next post. Hence,
they loose interest in their job. This is followed by low salary, domestic circumstances and
lack of motivation. Factors like Lack of work cuiture, Lack of competence and skill are two
other significant factors that hinder in the performance as observed by the supervisory
staff. Other insignificant factors responsible for low performance in hierarchical order are:
Lack of infrastructure facilities, lack of interest in the job, lack of training facilities, lack of
team spirit and lack of motivation. Though these factors have been proved insignificant

which means that these may not affect much upon performance.

5.4. Comparative Views of Different Libraries

Performance hindering factors of different universities were found different,
varying from institution to institution. Since working circumstances are different in
different organisations, so difference is quite obvious. Some institutions have good
leadership thus has the competence of solving problems of subordinate staff and keep the
staff motivated to do their best, whereas others can not manage things as expected.
Institution-wise factors coming on the ways of the employees are given in the following

table:
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Table S.4: Comparative view of hindering factors of individual library

Library | Affecting Factors | Value | Library | Affecting Factors | Value

Library A (HAU) Library D (PAU).

1. Lack of guidance 18.83 [ 1. Low Salary 8.00

2. Low Salary 16.16 | 2. Non-cooperation from jumor | 6.25
colleagues

3. Lack of traiming facilities 12.66 | 3. Lack of work culture in the | 6
orgamsation

4. Lack of motvation for good | 12.16 | 4. Lack of training facilities 6

work

5. Lack of freedom to work 12.16

Library B (UHF) Library E (HPU)

1 Stagnation in same scale 1557 | 1. Lack of motivation for good | 11.20
work

2. Low Salary 1366 | Library F (CSKVYV)

3. Lack of motivation for 924 |1 Stagnation 1n same scale 219

good work

Library C (Pbi Univ.) 2 Non-cooperation from junior | 21.4
colleagues

1. Stagnation in same scale 1349 |3 Lack of traiming facilities 12.14

2. Lack of freedom to work 13.16 | 4 Due to domestic responsibilities | 9.97

3. Lack of required facilities 5 Dusliking for the present job 9.57

4. Non-cooperation from staff 10.66

5. Low salary 9.83

As shown above, different universities libraries were found having different
obstructing factors coming on their ways in their performances. These individual problems
are to be solved individually taking care of the factors involved that hinder in giving

desired output.

In library of Chaudhary Charan Singh  Krishi Vishva Vidayala, the most
dominating hindering factors were stagnation in the same scale and non-cooperation
from junior colleagues and lack of training facilities with x2 value at 21.90, 21.40 and
12.14 respectively, whereas in case of library of Haryana Agricultural University, Hissar,

the most dominant performance hindering factors were found lack of guidance, low
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salary and lack of training facilities with x2 value at 18.83, 16.16, 15.57 and 13.66

respectively.

In HPU, library situation was quite different where lack of motivation was found
the only significant factor with 2 value at 11.70 whereas in library of Punjabi University
stagnation in the same scale was the most significant factor with %2 value at 13.49
followed by another factor i.e. lack of freedom to work with 2 value at 13.16 followed

by lack of infrastructural facility having x2 value at 12.74.

In case of library of Dr. Y S Parmar University of Horticulture and Forestry most
significant factor of performance hindrance as in Panjabi University was stagnation in the
same scale with y2 value as 15.57 followed by low salary as the second significant factor

and lack of motivation was ranked third. However, in case of Punjab University as well
as Punjab Agricultural University, none of the performance hindering factors was of any

significance.

While looking at the performance hindering factors in totality i.e. for all the
universities, it was found that stagnation at the same scale, low salary, and domestic
responsibilities were significant factors with %2 values at 30.31, 21.7 and 12.46

respectively.
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5.5. Job Satisfaction

Performance is also affected by job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. If employees
are satisfied with their job, they are likely to give better performance. Data was collected
about job satisfaction from the respondents which have been presented in the following

table:

Table 5.5: Satisfaction from Present Job

Sr. No. |Scale of Satisfaction with Present Job Frequency Y%
1. Not at all 06 06.00
2. Almost satisfied 29 29.00
3. Satisfied 39 39.00
4. Much satisfied 05 05.00
5. Highly satisfied 21 21.00
Total 100 100.00

Pie Chart indicating extent of satisfaction from present job

H Not at all B Almost satisfied B Satisfied
@ Much satisfied B Highly satisfied

6%
21%

,///{(!//”IIIIIII".,

Only 6% of them were not at all satisfied with their present job. However, majority
of staff seems to be satisfied with their job proving that job dissatisfaction is not the factor

responsible for under performance.
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5.6. Self Performance Satisfaction

As proved above that disliking the job is non-significant factor in performance.
Individual satisfaction with the performance plays important role in overall performance
and output of an institution. Data was collected to prove that how far the employees are
satisfied with their individual performance. The findings arrived at are given in the

following table:

Table 5.6: Satisfaction with Performance

Sr. No. | Extent of Satisfaction Frequency Percentage
1. Not at all 03 03.00
2. Almost satisfied 25 25.00
3. Satisfied 41 41.00
4. Much satisfied 08 08.00
5. Highly satisfied 23 23.00
Total 100 100-00

Pie Chart indicating level of satisfaction from individual performance

B Not at all B Almost satisfied B Satisfied
@ Much satisfied B Highly satisfied

3%

23%

As shown in the above table and figure, only 3% of the employees. which is a

negligible percentage don’t seem to be satisfied with their performance. However, majority
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seems to be satisfied i.e., (41%). However, 8% and 23% are much and highly satisfied
respectively. The inference is that employees are satisfied with their jobs as well as their
performance. Hence, dissatisfaction with the job and individual performance don’t

contribute for under-performance.

5.7. Performance Improving Measures

It was also attempted to find from the supervisory staff to how frequently they had
been taking the help of performance improving measures such as giving guidance and
directions, recognising good work and punishing for low performance, assigning targets to
individual as well as to groups, issuing warning for negligence of duty, performing the role
of a counselor and developing an understanding among the staff members. The tabulated
values as per the table given below, shows that the responses are more or less concentrated
in the middle ranges. A Chi-square test was conducted to know the measures suggested by
the supervisory staff. The results found are given in the following table:

Table 5.7: Measures for Improving Performances

Sr. { Factors Observed and Expected Frequency Cal.
No. Never Sometimes Often Quite often | Much often | Value | Ranks
Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe | of ¥’

1 Give the directions and 03 5 07 15 16 13 24 15 S 7 1172 5
guidance

2 Gtve recognition to good 02 5 10 15 9 13 22 15 12 7 1152 6
workers

3 Cali for explanation of low 07 S 32 15 5 13 9 15 2 7 3095 3
performance

4 Assign targets to staff’ 04 5 18 15 19 13 12 15 02 7 773 8
members

5 Assign targets/goal to 08 5 18 15 16 13 11 15 02 7 792 7
team/section

6 Issue warning for negligence 16 5 26 15 11 13 1 15 i 7 5076 1
of duty

7 Perform the role of a 02 5 05 15 1 13 19 15 18 7 271 4
counselor rather than of boss

8 Develop mutual under- 0l S 02 15 15 13 19 15 18 7 331 2
standing among the staff
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n =55 Fo = Frequency observed, Fe = Frequency expected
Degree of Freedom = 4

Table value of x2 =9.49

The supervisory staff was asked to suggest some of the corrective measures to
improve upon the performance of staff members working under their control, they feel that
issuing of warning for negligence of duty, developing mutual understanding among the
staff and call for explanation for low performance may prove positive steps for
improvement of performance. The measures at serial no. 4 and 5 fall under the group of
insignificant group. Assigning target to the subordinate staff as individual as w‘ell asto a
group of staff members have been proved best measures to achieve the objective in many
studies, but findings of this study reveal that target oriented assignments are being rarely

given to the subordinate library staff.

5.8. Desired Attributes for Better Performance

The supervisory respondents were asked to rank the eleven attributes mentioned
ranging from least important to the most important ones. These attributes defined as
performance enhancing attributes such as efficiency, communication skill, better decision
making skill, cooperation, willingness to work, service attitude, behavior, professional
knowledge and expertise etc. Ranked attributes by the respondents from least important to

the most important ones arrived at are as under:
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Table 5.8: Performance Enhancing Attributes

Sr. Factors Observed and Expected Frequency Cal.
No. Not Somewhat | Important More Most Value | Ranks
important | important important | important | of x
Fo | Fe| Fo | Ee [ Fo | Fe [ Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe
I | Work efficiency/ 01 2 01 5 16 17 14 16 | 23 15 828 6
Performance
2 Communication skill 01 2 03 5 23 17 19 16 09 15 638 7
3 Strength to bear extra | 03 2 07 5 30 17 10 16 05 15 2011 2
load
4 | Proactive (capability | 01 2 03 5 24 17 | 21 16 | 06 15 1114 5
to take decision/
initiative
5 Cooperation with [ 02 2 04 5 11 17 19 16 19 15 395 8
other staff
6 Willingness to work 01 2 01 5 10 17 20 16 23 15 1187 4
7 Obedience to superior 01 2 07 5 15 17 18 16 14 15 184 10
8 | Non-critical 05 2 16 5 21 17 1 07 16 06 15 401 1
9 | Service attitude 01 2 05 5 15 17 18 16 16 15 105 11
10 | Behavior pattern 01 2 08 5 17 17 13 16 16 15 314 9
11 | Professional 01 2 02 5 09 17 14 16 | 29 15 18 38 3
knowledge/expertise
(yob Knowledge)

n =155, FO = frequency observed, Fe = frequency expected

It was revealed that supervisors don’t like their subordinate staff to be critical.

Being critical of things becomes disqualification. Being non-critical may result in good

performance and faithful compliance of work. Non-critical employees follow the

instructions and do their duties. Having a critical view about the work assigned to them

may distract the employees from the work.

Other factors, which matters for enhanced

performance, is the strength to bear extra load, professional knowledge and expertise in

the job. Other attributes given in the above table also matter like willingness to work,

capability to take initiatives, work efficiency etc. but not significantly. This has been

worked out by calculated value of %2.
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5.9. Performance Evaluation Metrics

Methodology for evaluation of performance of library staff is similar to other
categories of employees working in the Universities except teachers. The criteria for
performance evaluation being adopted hardly reflect upon the job description and the
nature of work being performed. Performance valuation metrics are required for objective
evaluation. They should adopt such metrics of evaluation that may result in improved
performance. These metrics or criteria for performance vary from institution to institution
and there is hardly any type or criterion which could be rated as best. H Rebecca Kroll

(1983) considered following four basic steps for evaluation:

D Determine what the job is (define the goals)

1) Establish a reasonable performance level (Define the objectives in terms of
quantity, quality, time spent)

[II)  Measure the actual performance by first-hand observation, viewing completed
work, reading employee’s own report, etc)

IV)  Compare the actual performance to the standards set.

None of the above steps is in use. There are no set standards for job performance
evaluation. In the absence of such standards or criteria, there is no possibility of standard
evaluation process. How the supervisors perform evaluation programme in various

university libraries has been investigated. Supervisors were given following five possible
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choices to rank according to the preferences. The responses have been calculated and
presented in the following table:

Table 5.9: Metrics Used for Performance Evaluation

Sr. | Factors Observed and Expected Frequency Cal. | Ranks
No. Never Rarely | Sometimes Often Quite often v
value
Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe Fo Fe Fo Fe Fo Fe
1 Regular Supervision | 03 9 4 7 07 10 21 18 20 11 14 72 2
2 Assign targets/duties | 02 9 06 7 10 10 22 18 15 11 8 043 4
3 Ask for statistics of 09 9 12 7 15 10 15 18 04 11 911 3
erformance
4 Evaluate against set 09 9 [ 05| 7 13 10 20 18 08 11 210 5
standards
5 Leave them to work 21 9 08 7 08 10 11 18 07 11 216 1
independently
Total 44 35 53 89 54
n= 55, Fo = frequency observed Fe = frequency expected

Relative value of each of the above criteria has been worked out using chi-square to
determine the hierarchy of these criteria being followed. This has been worked out
elsewhere in this chapter. However, use of each of these criteria has been also worked out

individually here to determine the frequency of each factor.

The calculated value of Leave them to work independently and Regular supervision is
greater than table value of y2. Therefore, the result is significant. This indicates that
leaving staff to work independently and regular supervision are preferred methods of

evaluation of performance by the supervisory staff.

There are many methods for monitoring and measurement of performance being

adopted in different organisation. The performance of individual employee needs to be
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monitored and measured. In the present study the possible methods for performance
monitoring have been ascertained. On the basis of statistical analysis by applying Chi-
square method, it was found that most of the supervisory staff do not assign any target to
be achieved or set standard of performance before their employees, though many studies
have proved that through these measures, it is easier to evaluate the performance. Most of
them were found to “leave employees to work independently. That means that there
majority don’t evaluate the performance. Let the employees perform whatever they can.
This was followed by “method of regular supervision, that too without maintaining any
record of their performance. This shows that there is no system of even regular
supervision. Only ad-hoc system is in use. Only these two criteria fall under the group of
significant factor. Assigning targets and evaluation of performance against set standards
fall under insignificant factors, showing that only a very few libraries adopt these criteria
for performance evaluation, though both these criteria could be important ones for
objective evaluation. These criteria for evaluating the performance of staff have been

analysed by analysing each of them one by one. The derived tabulation is given below:

Frequency of Supervision by Imnmediate Supervisory Staff

Table 5.10: Frequency of Supervision

Sr. No Scale of supervision Frequency Y%oage
1. Never 03 05.5%
2. Rarely 04 07.3%
3. Some-times 07 12.70%
4. Often 21 38.2%
5. Quite often 20 36.30
Total 55 100
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Bar chart showing frequency of supervision

25 - O Never
21 20 B Rarely
20 J 0O Some-times
15 J 0O Often
J B Quite often
10 7
5 4 3 4 '
0 4

The table shows that supervision of performance is being done but not by all of
them. About 38% and 36.3% of them conduct supervision ofien and quite ofien

respectively. Remaining percentages are negligible.

5.10. Supervision by the Chief Librarian

Supervision as a monitoring of performance has been discussed in the preceding
paragraphs based upon the data collected from the supervisory staff mainly Librarians and
Deputy Librarians. Considering it as one of the methods of monitor performance, data was
gathered from the subordinate staff about the frequency of such supervision by the Head of
the Library System / Librarian. In fact, supervision process has more than one tier. Section
in-charge who may be Deputy Librarian or Assistant Librarian is responsible for the
performance of staff under her/his control. Librarian is also expected to supervise the work
of the section who may make visits to various divisions or sections of the library for the
purpose of supervision and to ensure that every employee is doing well. It has been

observed that the additional supervision made by the Head of the System. may make
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substantial difference to the performance output. The data relating to supervision by the

Chief Librarians has been collected, analysed and presented in the following table:

Table 5.11 Supervision by Chief Librarian

Sr. No. Scale Frequency Percentage
1. Never 38 38
2. Rarely 18 18
3. Sometimes 28 28
4+ Often H 11
S. Quite often 05 05
Total 100 100.00

Pie chart presentation supervision by Chief Librarian

B Never @ Rarely & Sometimes @ Often B Quite often

M 38%

& 28%

The inference is that head of the system hardly perform the duty of overall
supervision, though such supervision and regular contact with each and every staff member
may make the difference. Frequent supervision of Head of Library/ librarian is key factor

of performance evaluation and monitoring of work. If librarian is not well aware about the
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day-to-day functioning of the library and jobs being carried out, monitoring can not be

effective.

5.11. Assigning Targets/ Goals

Many researches have shown that assigning targets yield better results. However, it
must be ensured that the targets should be: Specific, Measurable, Achievable Rewarding
and Time bound (SMART). To which extent our library managers believe in fixing the

target before their subordinate has been analysed as below in the table:

Table 5.12: Frequency of Assigning Targets

Sr. No. Rating scale Frequency %
1. Never 02 03.6

2. Rarely 06 10.9

3. Some-times 10 18.20

4. Often 22 40. 00

5. Quite often 15 27.30
Total 55 ; 100

In response to assigning targets for performance evaluation, 40% and 27% of the
supervisory staff have been assigning targets to be achieved often and quite often. Some of
them have rarely and never assigned such targets to their employees. Almost 1/3 of them
don’t assign such targets. Those who have been assigning targets, it was mostly quarterly

and yearly basis.
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5.12. Maintenance of Statistics of Performance

Some of the libraries maintain statistics of performance, though every performance
in the library is not quantifiable. Nevertheless, most of the output of employees is
recordable which can be maintained. Data was collected from the supervisory staff to find
out as to how many of them adopt this criterion of asking and maintaining statistics to find
out the performance of their staff. Result of the findings is shown in the following table:

Table 5.13: Maintenance of Statistics of Performance

Sr. No. Rating scale Frequency Y%age

i. Never 09 16.30

2. Rarely 12 21.80

3. Some-times 15 27.30

4, Often 15 27.30

S. Quite often 04 07.30
Total 55 100

It is almost 1/3 i.e., 34% who believe in maintenance of performance record which
is submitted to the supervisor by the subordinate staff periodically. These performance
records could be used while evaluating the performance of the individual. There are some

set standards for quantifiable performance against which performance can be easily

evaluated.

5.13. Performance against Set Standards
Those who are engaged in technical services, their performance can be objectively
evaluated against such established standards. How many of them follow this system was

/

determined and results are as given in the following table:
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Table 5.14: Performance against set Standards

Sr.No. | Scale | Frequency of response | %
1. Never 09 16.4
2. Rarely 05 09.1
3. Sometimes 13 23.6
4, Often 20 36.4
S. Quite often 08 14.5

Total 55 100

It is only 36 and 14% who stated that they use some set standards for the purpose
often and quite often, showing that this metrics is not much in use. About 24% make use
of such standards for the purpose of evaluation sometimes showing that the adoption of set

standards is quite ad-hoc not forming the part of regular evaluation.

5.14. Independent Working Environment

Some of the supervisors don’t believe much in the any one of the above metrics of
performance evaluation. They believe in giving independence to their employees leaving
no stress and strain upon them. To which extent they believe in this methodology of

evaluation has been tabulated as below:

Table 5.15: Frequency of Allowing Independent Environment

Sr. No. Scale | Frequency of response | %
1. Never 21 38.2

2. Rarely 08 14.5

3. Some-times 08 14.5
4. Often 11 20.0

5. Quite often 07 12.7
Total 55 100
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As indicated in the above table as well as in the corresponding pie-chart, 38% of
the supervisors don’t believe in giving independence in working. However, 20% and about

13% of them allow their staff to enjoy independence offen and quite often respectively.

5.15. Objectives Achieved by Writing Appraisal Report
Appraisal report, of course, summarises the performance status of staff members.

This is used as tool to find out the level of performance of individual. These reports are
generally prepared annually. The process in Indian context is mostly known as ACR
(Annual Confidential Report) and is considered helpful in improving performance,
maintaining discipline, aiding in promotional avenues as well as in imparting punishment
for poor performance. The appraisal report is a measure of performance and also reflects
the suitability of individuals in particular work environment. There are number of
objectives of performance evaluation which no system can achieve satisfactorily. In the
present study some of objectives were identified and opinions on them have been collected
from the library supervisors to determine as to which extent these objectives are being
achieved through the appraisal process being used:

e To improve performance

e To maintain discipline

¢ To aid in promotion

o To measure the level of performance

e To aid in giving punishments
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¢ To find suitability/
¢ Unsuitability to the job

e To clarify job duties/responsibilities

The extent of the above objectives being achieved has been worked out in

percentages under each scale of measurement.

Table 5.16: Objectives achieved by writing Appraisal Report by applying Chi-

Square Method
Sr | Factors Observed and Expected Frequency Cal. Ranks
No. Does not | Mattersa | Matters Matters Matters Va'“f of
matter little much more most x
Fo [Fe [Fo [Fe |Fo |Fe [Fo | Fe | Fo | Fe
1 To improve performance 7 9 14 112 | 14 117115 ([ 11 ) 05 6 29 6
2 To maintain discipline 05 9 8 12 116 | 17 ) 18 | 11 | 08 | 6 827 3
3 To aid 1n promotion 06 9 05 | 12 ] 23 |17 7 11 | 14 ] 6 193 1
4 To measure the level of 08 9 13112117 1171411103 6 251 7
|_performance
5 To aid 1n giving 17 9 12 12 )16 1707|1103 6 10 12 2
unishments
6 To find suitability/ 13 9 1411211617107 11]05] 6 3N 5
Unsuitability to the job.
7 To clanfy job 08 9 17 | 12 | 19 | 17 | 06 | 11 | 05 | 6 635 4
duties/responsibilities

n = 55 o = frequency observed, Fe = Frequency expected

Statistically, out of seven objectives, the present system of performance evaluation
serves only two main objectives i.e., Aid in promotion/giving increment and punishing
employees for their negligence of work or any others unexpected behavior, non-

cooperation etc.
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Main objectives of performance evaluation should have been to improve
performance, but this purpose falls under insignificant level, which means that appraisal is

hardly related to individual performance.

5.16. Attitude of Supervisor

The evaluation of performance is used as ritual rather than an effective tool to
improve performance. Though supervisory staff is not satisfied with the performance of
their subordinate staff even then they avoid giving adverse remarks as it creates a lot of
problem to the supervisor to justify his/her rating. Suggestive remarks are also treated as
negative, which as a matter of fact should not be. Therefore, such remarks remain untold.
The attitude of the evaluators is to avoid giving adverse remarks to the under-performer.
Study revealed that only 18% of supervisory staff has given negative remarks in their
appraisal reports whereas, majority i.e., 82% of supervisory staff has not given negative
remarks. The obvious reasons are that they try to avoid controversial remarks at the same
time feel that such rating is not productive and remarks given therein are difficult to prove
and justify in case such remarks are challenged. Impact of negative rating has been
analysed as under:

Table 5.17: Impact of Negative Rating

Scale Frequency %
Quite negative 0] 08.3
Somewhat negative 04 50.0
Positive 03 25.0
Quite positive 02 16.7
Highly positive - -
Total 10 100.00
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It is interesting to note that those have avoided to give low rating or negative rating
also are in the opinion that such remarks can have positive impact also even then they
don’t give such rating and cultivate the attitude of escaping honest and objective rating.
However, majority of them feel that end result of such rating does not serve the purpose of
better performance. In almost 90% of the respondents stated that they follow one and only
one method of performance evaluation that is through appraisal reports which is a
mandatory annual exercise in every library under study. Only 10% of them evaluate their
staff through other methods also in addition to writing appraisal reports which may be in

the form of monitoring, observation and regular supervision etc.

5.17. Approval of Present System of Performance Evaluation
Supervisory staff was asked to which extent they approve of the present system of
performance evaluation. Responses have been tabulated and given in the following

Table 5.18: Extent of approval of the present Appraisal System

Sr. Frequency Percent
No.
1 Not at all 09 16.4
2. Little extent 07 12.7
3. Some extent 26 47.3
4, More extent 06 10.9
5. Maximum extent 07 12.7

| 55 100.0

There has been mixed reaction to the present system of performance evaluation.
Supervisory staff may believe in it to some extent because they are implementing it as

matter of their job requirement. Majority has some faith in the system by expressing that
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they believe in the system to some extent probably because of the fact that they are using

it. This result has emerged from supervisory point of view.

Summarising the findings of the study, it could be concluded that in order to
enhance the performance and productivity of the employees, performance hindering and
enhancing factors as identified should be taken into account by the library administrators.
Even if the employees are competent, professionally qualified, may fail to give their best to
the institution. Such reasons may be many and varied different in different work
environment. However, findings revealed that lack of work culture is in decline which was
found dominant factor for under-performance. Employees adapt to the existing culture of
thc; institution and given their performance accordingly. This is the work culture which

influence the performance the most.

Library profession has posed many new challenges in the present environment.
Such challenges could only be met if library staff has required competence and skill, which
was found lacking in most of the employees. According to the supervisory staff, Lack of
professional aptitude, required qualifications and lack of infrastructure are other factors
obstructing in employees performance. This was the opinion of the supervisory staff.
However, subordinate staff members feel that stagration in the same scale for long, ‘low
salary’ are affecting upon their performance. This implies that financial aspect of the job
influences the perform%mce. Many staff members were not promoted during the last more

than 10-12 years, some of them has been even stagnating in the same scale for the last
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more than 15 years or so. Low pay scale of non-UGC staff was also proved significantly
influencing performance. Some employees did not hesitate to confess that their heavy
domestic circumstances proved obstructing upon their desired performance. There are
different salary structure and promotion policy of different institution. Some are satisfied
with this and some are not. Dissatisfaction with salary structure and promotion policy was
found influencing the performance. ‘Team Spirit’ or cooperation among staff is also found
essential requirement for improved performance. This was also found lacking to some

extent.

While individual analysis of the library, results were different as revealed in the
table 4.4 of chapter 4. Some of the new factors identified are:
e Lack of guidance
o Lack of training facilities
e Lack of motivation

e Lack of freedom to work

According to the views of supervisory staff, performance could be improved if
employees are warned for their under performance and are further asked to state the reason
for the same. They also suggested that developing mutual understanding among the staff
members can also improve upon the performance. The qualities revealed among employees

for better performance are: to be ‘non-critical of direction strength fo bear extra workload,
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professional knowledge and expertise in the job (job knowledge), willingness to work and

being proactive.

So far as evaluation and monitoring of performance is concerned, majority feel that
if employees are given autonomy of working in independent environment followed by
regular supervision without much interference in their working may give better result.
However, some or the other evaluation criteria have to be worked out to get better output

from the employees.

An ideal scenario for performance evaluation is that library administrators, sometimes with
the help of library employees, identify organisational goal and objectives, which are further

translated into an employee’s individual goals and objectives (Alluri, R).

Suggestions
) Performance evaluation system should include quantitative as well as
qualitative nature of work.
1) Evaluation criteria should be based upon job description and required
personality attributes required to perform the assigned jobs and achieve the
institutional goal and objectives.

II)  Suggestive remarks for improvement in the performance should not be

considered as negative.
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IV)  All remarks excellent or poor should be communicated and discussed. Unless,
there is feedback in the process of evaluation, it can hardly serve any purpose.
There is no scope of maintaining confidentiality in evaluation report.

V) Fulfillment of evaluation criteria should preferably be measured and converted
into scores to rank the employees in the order of merits objectively.

VI) Employees must know as to how and on what factors they are going to be
evaluated.

VII) Levels and standards of desired performance in various jobs should be worked
out and made known to each employee.

VIII) Other methods of improving performance than evaluation should be evolved so

that output of every employee increases without an anxiety of being evaluated.
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Appendix | (A)

Questionnaire for Performance Appraisal for Supervisory
Staff

You may believe that the value of present performance appraisal has mixed
reaction and may not serve the purpose for which it is being used. Believing that you have
rich experience in staff management and have been evaluating your staff for their
performance since quite sometime. I very earnestly request you to give your valuable
contribution to improve the present system by sparing your precious time to think upon
this subject and thereafter fill up this questionnaire after careful study. Please read every
question carefully and answer. Hope you would extend your cooperation and oblige.

1. Your Job title:

2. Since when are you evaluating the performance of your subordinate staff?
(Pl. mark the appropriate)

1-3 Years

4-6 Years

7-9 Years
10-12Years

More than 12Years

B W N e

3. Duties & responsibilities of your job:

4. Key functions of your Department/Section:
1.
2.
3.

5. Please give the no. of subordinate staff working under your control with
following detail:
Designation No. of posts | Job duties of each post




6. Monitoring of Performance

6.1 Which of the following criteria do you follow to monitor the performance of
your staff and with what frequency? In case you follow more than one criteria use
the following scale 1-5 in the order of frequency of use:

Never Rarely Sometime Often Quite
Often
6.1 | Regular supervision 1 2 3 4 5
6.2 | Assign targets/duties 1 2 3 4 5
Weekly Fortnightly | Monthly Quartiley Yearly
6.3 | Ifyou fix target for 1 2 3 4 5
performance what is the
frequency of such target
6.4 | Ask for statistics of 1 2 3 4 5
performance
6.5 | Evaluate against set 1 2 3 4 5
standards
6.6 | Leave them to work 1 2 3 4 5
independently, and don’t
believe in such
assessment
6.7 | Any other system, PI. 1 2 3 4 5

mention

7. How far are you satisfied with the

Not satisfied 1
Almost satisfied 2
Satisfied 3
V. much satisfied 4
Highly satisfied 5
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performance of staff working under you?




7.1In case you feel that on an average your staff don’t perform up-to your
expectation, could you please mark factors responsible in the order of least
affecting to most affecting factors using the scale 1-5

Does not Affects Affects Affects Affects
affect little much more most
7.1.1 | Lack of work culture 1 2 3 4 S
7.1.2 | Lack of team spirit 1 2 3 4 5
7.1.3 | Lack of interest in job 1 2 3 4 5
7.1.4 | Don’t possess required 1 2 3 4 5
qualifications
7.1.5 | Lack motivation 1 2 3 4 5
7.1.6 | Lack of infrastructure 1 2 3 4 5
facilities
7.1.7 | Lack of training facilities 1 2 3 4 5
7.1.8 | Lack competence & skill 1 2 3 4 5
7.1.9 | Lack aptitude for professional 1 2 3 4 5
work

8. Which of the following measures do you take to improve the performance your staff?

Use the following scale: 1-Never; 2-Sometimes; 3-Often; 4-Quite often; 5-More often

Scale: Quite Much
Never Sometimes | Often often often

8.1 Give directions and guidance 1 2 3 4 5
8.2 Give recognition to good workers 1 2 3 4 5
8.3 Call for explanation of low performance 1 2 3 4 5
8.4 Assign targets to staff members 1 2 3 4 5
8.5 Assign target/goal to team/section l 2 3 4 5
8.6 Issue warning for negligence of duty 1 2 3 4 5
8.7 Perform the role of a counselor rather  than of a 1 2 3 4 S
boss
8.8 Develop mutual understanding among the staff 1 2 3 4 5

Any other, please mention:
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9 Evaluation

9.1 What objectives according to you are achieved by writing appraisal report (Annual
Confidential Report)? Use the scale 1-5 in increasing order with following indicators:

I Does not matter 2 Matters a little 3 Matters much 4 Matters more 5
Matters most
Scale: Daoes not Matters a Matters Matters Matters
matter little much more most
9.1.1 To improve performance 1 2 3 4 5
9.1.2 To maintain discipline 1 2 3 4 5
9.1.3 To aid in promotion 1 2 3 4 5
9.1.4 To measure the level of 1 2 3 4 5
performance
9.1.5 To aid in giving 1 2 3 4 5
_punishments/transfer
9.1.6 To find suitability/unsuitability to 1 2 3 4 5
the job
9.1.7 To clarify job 1 2 3 4 5
duties/responsibilities
9.1.8 Does not serve any purpose given 1 2 3 4 5
above
9.1.9 Any other purpose it serves,
please mention:
1. 1 2 3 4 5
2, 1 2 3 4 5
3. 1 2 3 4 5

9.2 Have you ever given negative rating to your staff which was communicated to them?
1 Yes 2 No

If yes, what impact did you observe? Use following rating:
1 Quite Negative 2 Somewhat negative 3 Positive
4 Quite positive 5 Highly positive

9.3 Do you follow any other Performance Evaluation System other than writing Annual
Confidential Report?

1 Yes 2 No.

If Yes, please give detail with its effectiveness (May use separate sheet)
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10. Which of the following attributes are required for better performance of jobs of your
Dept/ Section? PI. rank them in the following scale:

1 Not important 2 Somewhat important 3 Important 4 More important 5
Most important

Scale: Not Somewhat | Important | More Most
important | important important | important
10.1 Work efficiency/performance 1 p 3 4 5
10.2 communication skill 1 2 3 4 5
10.3 Strengthen to bear extra work load 1 2 3 4 5
10.4 Proactive (capability to take 1 2 3 4 5
decision/initiatives)
10.5 Cooperation with other staff 1 2 3 4 5
(Interpersonal relation)
10.6 Willingness to work 1 2 3 4 5
10.7 Obedience to superior 1 2 3 4 5
10.8 Non-critical 1 2 3 4 5
10.9 Service attitude 1 2 3 4 5
10.10 Behavior  pattern 1 2 3 4 5
10.11 Professional 1 2 3 4 5
knowledge/expertise (job knowledge)
10.12 Any other, please mention ( )
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

11.Your personal Comments on present system of performance appraisal

11.1 How far do you approve the present system of performance appraisal being followed
in your organization?

1 Not at all 2 Little extent 3 Some extent 4 More extent
5 Maximum extent

11.2 In case you don’t approve of the present system, you may please give your critical
comments to change or replace the existing system:
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Appendix I (B)

Questionnaire for Job Performance and Evaluation of
Subordinate Staff

Please fill up this questionnaire after careful reading and oblige by furnishing
factual data, which would be used strictly for research purpose. This is ensured
that this data has nothing to do with individual and institutional performance and
would not reflect in any way on institution and individual. Therefore, you are
requested to please give your free, frank and honest opinion and comments so
that the results of this study could be used for developing better system of
evaluation and to improve job performance. Hope you would extent your kind
cooperation for this academic endeavor by sparing some of your valuable time.
Assuring you that the information supplied by you shall remain confidential.

Yours sincerely,

Neelam Sharma

General Information
Designation/job title you are holding:
Institution in which working:
Pay scale: 1.4 Total emoluments:
Qualifications:

Year since working in the present organization:

IR I G Qi WY
OANWN =

2 Job description
Please list duties and responsibilities attached to your post:

Duties Daily output Time involved to perform such
duties/work/unit of work

2.1 Primary duties
(Which you perform
daily)

i)

i)
iii)
iv)
v)




2.2 Secondary duties
(Which you perform
occasionally)
i)
ii)
iii)
iv)
2.3 Duties which you
are Assigned rarely

2.4 Since when are you engaged in above jobs? Please mark the relevant one:

1. Less than 3 yrs D 2.3-5yrs D3. 6-8 yrs [j4. 9-11 yrs (___] 5. More
than 12 yrs D

2.5 Are you interested to continue the present jobs/ duties assigned to you?
Yes D No D

2.6 How did you get the present duties/responsibilities of your job? Please mark

the relevant one

1. ltwas my choice [ | 2. Assignedtome [ | 3. Itis attached to my
post D4. Any other, please mention:

2.7 Have you ever requested for change of your duties? Yes DNOD

2.8  How often your duties/ work are supervised by your immediate officer and
chief Executive (Librarian in case of Library)?

Extent of By

Supervision Immediate boss Chief Executive
1. Never [:] D

2. Rarely D l:)

3. Sometimes L] ]

4.  Often ] (]

5. Quite often [ ] (]



3. Job Satisfaction

3.1 To which extent are you satisfied with your present job?

1. Not at all [:] 2. Almost satisfied D 3. Satisfied

4. Muchsatisfied [ | 5. Highly satisfied [ |

4, Job Performance

4.1 Self appraisal/assessment

4.11 How far are you satisfied with your performance (output) in the present job?

1. Not at all [:] 2. Almost satisfied l:] 3. Satisfied

4. Muchsatisfied [ | 5. Highlysatisfied [ ]

4.12 Iif you think that you are not able to give your best performance, could
you please identify the key factors which are obstacle in your
performance. Please give ranking from 1-5 (least affecting mark 1 and
maximum affecting mark 5)

Sr. | Factors Ranking from least

No. to maximum 1-5)

] Lack of guidance/direction from superior 11213145

i) | Non-cooperation from collection 112131415

iii) | Senior: 11213(4]|5

Junior 11213415

iv) | lack of motivation for good work 11213 (4[5

v) | Lack of freedom to work 1123 (4(5

vi) | Lack of training facilities 112 [3(4]5

vii) | Lack of required to work (infrastructure) 11213 5

viii) | Disliking for the present job 112131415

ix) | Low salary 112131415

x) | Stagnation in same scale (No promotion| 1 | 2 | 3|14 | 5

avenue)

xi) | Lack of work culture in the organization 11{2(13(4]5

xii) | Lack of adequate expertise required for the job 11231415

xiii) | Due to domestic responsibilities 112131415

xiv) | Any other factors (Pl. mention):
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414

4.15

Do you recall your best performance of last years? ~ Yes [ |No [ ]

If yes, could you please mention the particular job you performed, giving
briefly reasons for your excellent performance:

Were you services ever recognized by way of some award or appreciation
letter? Yes No

If yes how? Please tick mark ion the appropriate box.

1. My work was appreciated in staff meeting [:]
2. My work was certified to be good. []
3. My work was appreciated by my boss personally |:]
4. Any other mode of recognition, please write

Do you ever get target oriented jobs to be completed within a
week/month/six month/year

Never[ 2. Rarely[ ]3. Some timeg " ]4. Often [ ]5. Quite often []

4.15.1 If ever you get target oriented work to be completed in a stipulated time,

5.1

5.11
5.12
5.13

how do you rate that performance in comparison to doing work without any
target to be achieved?

No change in [ ] 2. Good [ 3. Better [ ] 4. Much better [ ]
5. Best out put at all D

Job Evaluation and Monitoring through ACR (Annual Confidential
Report)

What system of monitoring of job performance is being maintained in your
institution? Please mark the relevant one:

There is no system of monitoring of day to day work of individual |:|
Yes, statistics of work done is being maintained for every individual D
Work performance is assessed by the supervisor/head of section D
With out any written record
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5.14 Any other method being used for the purpose, please write:

5.2 Do you have staff meetings where performances of employees are
reviewed? Yes D No D

if yes what is the frequency of such meetings?

1. Fortnighty [_] 2 Monthly [ ] 3.Sixmonthly [_]
4. Anmnually  [T] 5. Any other frequency ]

53 Are you informed about your good or bad performance by your
supervisor/head? Other than, remarks in ACR. Yes [ |No[ ]

If yes, how? 1. Verbally [:_] 2. Written 3. Any other way:

54  To which extent do you agree with the present system of evaluation through
ACR’s?
1. Notatall,ithasnouse [ | 2.Tosome whatextent [ ]
3. Muchextent [ ] 4. More extent [ ] 5 Mostextent [ |
Any other affect:

56 Who reviews and evaluate your performance, give their designations?

5.61 Reporting Officer: [ ]
5.62 Reviewing Officer: [ |
5.63 Accepting Officer: [ ]

5.7 How much your performance is associated with your Annual Confidential
Report/Evaluation?

1. Not at all [::] 2. To some extent E:] 3. Much extent [_—_—]
4, More extent D 5. Most extent I’___—]
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APPENDIX - II

PUNJAB AGRICULTURE UNIVERSITY

Form for the confidential report as the work of grade B and C employees

Period covered by the report from to

Journal instruction
1) Hope for the officer to fill the confidential report fairly and under rule. Their should

be any personal impression of the officer when writing the ACR.

2) The officer must mention the warning given to the employee while writing the
ACR.

Part I Personal Data

1. Name Designation
Branch/Dept.

2. Date of Birth 3.Father’s name

4. Educational qualification

5. Date of employment

(a) First Appointment in Agril. University b)

Appointment in present post

6. Nature of work during the period

7. Whether required exam has been passed for the present post

Date:- Signature of officer



Part I1 Name of Employee
Assessment of ACR by the first officer
Sr. Characters Classification Grade by
No. A B C D initials
1 Attendance punctuality Very punctually Punctually | Average Not
punctually
2 Discipline Excellent A very good Fair Average/
careless to
work
3 Intelligence and Excellent A very good Good Average
understanding
4 Initiative Excellent A very good Fair Below
5 Personal behaviour Faithful and sharp | Obedient and Fair Below
minded helpful
6 Deleing with current Clear and Good Fair Below
subject impressive
7 Ability very able and clear able and Fair Below
clear
8 Rule and regulation of Excellent Good Fair Below
the university where | knowledge rule knowledge
working and regulation
9 Deleing with secrete Out standing Very good Fair Not
matters satisfactory
10 Ability in stenography Excellent A very good Fair Not
and typing satisfactory
11 Morality and honesty Excellent and Good Fair Not
honest satisfactory
12 General assessment Excellent Very Good Good satisfactory

Other remarks:- In cause of adverse remarks whether such employee has been conveyed
or not under rule para-2

Date:-

Name

Signature of the Assessment Officer

Designation
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Dr. Y. S. Parmar University of Horticniture and Forestry Satyanand Stokes Library,
Nauni-Solan 173 230 H. P.

FORM FOR THE CONFIDENTIAL REPORT ON THE WORK OF GRADE B
AND C EMPLOYEES

Period covered by the report : Report on the work
Name :

Date of birth

Date of joining the University service

Present designation

Date of joining the present desngnatlon

Qualification

Present pay scale

Reporting Authority

Aspect Reported by Reported by Reported by

Industry & Conscientiousness:
Handwriting and neatness:

Capacity and intelligence:

Acquaintance with rules and orders

With special reference to rules:

Quickness in the dispatch of business:
Manners and power of working with others:
Punctuality and regularity:

Reputation and honesty:

Defects if any:

Fitness for promotion (in this column it should also be stated whether the official has been
able to discharge his duties satisfactorily)

Special aptitude

Grading: “Outstanding”, “Very good”, “Good”.
“Average” and “Below Average”.

Signature of the reporting officer
Remarks of the Accepting authority:
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Himachal Pradesh University
Summer Hill, Shimla-171 005

Form of Annual confidential Report on the work and conduct of Library Staff i.e. First
Profl. Asstt/Sr. Profl. Asstt/Jr. Profl. Asstt/Semi Profl. Asstt/Cataloquer Typists/Book
Nider etc. working in the Himachal Pradesh University Library for the
year

Name of the official:
Father’s Name:
Date of Birth:
Designation of the post held
with pay scale:
5. Date of continuous appointment in
the present grade:
6. Whether permanent/quasi/
permanent of temporary:
7. Nature of work on which employed:
8 Has the maintained a reputation
for honesty during the year under
report (if you are doubtful or your
answer is in negative, give reasons).
. How long he has served under you:
10 Has his work been satisfactory,
if not what are the specific defects?
11. Attitude towards (I) Library
Service (ii) Readers:
12. General Behaviour:
13. Have the defects in his work
conduct, attitude or behaviour
brought to the notice of the
officer concerned? Has any
improvement in respect of defects
complained of in the last report been
communicated to him?
14. Intelligence, industry and Keenness:
15. Amenability to discipline:

balb el
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Himachal Pradesh Krishi Vishvavidyalaya, Palampur-176062

Form for the confidential report on the work of grade b&c employees
Period covered by the Report
Report on the work:

(a) Name

(b) Desionation
Reporting Authority

Aspect : Report by Report by Report by --------

Industry and conscientiousness
Handwriting and neatness
Capacity and Intelligence
Acquaintance with rules and
order With special references to
accounts

Quickness in the dispatch of
business

Manners and power of working
With others

Punctuality and regularity
Reputation for honesty

Defects, if any

Fitness for promotion (in this
Column it should also be stated
Whether the official has been able
satisfactorily to discharge his duties) :

Special aptitude

b PN

Grading: “Outstanding”, “Very Good”, “Good” “Average” and “Below Average”
3,

Signature of the Reporting Officer
Remarks of the Accepting Authority
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To Be Field In By Recording Officer

HARYANA AGRICULTURE UNIVERSITY HISSAR

Merit-Rating Chart Annual Confidential Report for the year/period ending

Employees Name
Designation
Place of Working

Date of 1* employment &

designation
Date of birth

Date of Retirement as per

date of birth in service book

Qualities
1. | Attendance/Regularity/ | (a) | Very irregular. Does not attend the office in time
Punctuality in spite of repeated warnings.
(b) | Some times late in attendance or early in leaving.
Requires frequent check-ups.
(c) | Regular in attendance. However sometimes late
(d) | Very regular. Attend office in time.
2. | Quality of work/|{ (a) | Work is of very inferior quality. Does not want to
accuracy/ Correctness improve.
(b) | Work is not upto the average. Does well if
instruction.
(c) | Careful and work satisfactorily
(d) | Turns out good/average. Accurate and quick
3. | Comprehension (@ | Of a sluggish mentality and has a low general
Mental group/ intelligence.
intelligence (b) | Slow to grasp.
(c) | Average general intelligence
(d) | A high general intelligence and a quick grasp.
Eager to learn more.
4. | Admitting Mistakes (a) | Never admits mistakes, Think too much of
himself. Throws blame on others.
(b) | Argues about mistakes. Shrinks responsibility.
Does not listen advice.
(¢) | Owns up us mistakes when painted out. Listen to
advice.
(d) | Admits mistakes as soon as comes to knowledge.

Tries to find out the causes of mistakes to avoid
re-occurrence of same,
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5. | Dependability/ (a) | Not at all reliable
Reliability to work (b) | Somewhat reliable. A clock watcher.

(c) | Reliable. Sincere about his work

(d) | Absolutely reliable has a high sense of

\ responsibility.

6. | Attitude/Behavior (a) | Not at all to be entrusted in work. Not willing to
towards work staff learn and improve, destructionist. Short tempered.
members, public, | (b) | Shuns difficult work, keeps awkward but not rude.
manners, courtesy. Unwilling worker.

(¢) | A willing worker, always congenial and
cooperative. Civil, courteous and helpful.

(d) | Very courteous. Has polished and charming
manners goes out of way to render help to
colleagues and subordinates. Ever on look out for
improvement.

7. | Initiative Self (@) | A routine worker, but usually waits to be told.
confidence Leave pending works.
perseverance (b) | Has initiatives always seeks for better methods

and ways of doing the jobs. Infuses enthusiasm
and confidence in others. Clean table timely.

8. | Capacity of develop (a) | Does not follow instructions. Makes no effort at

all to develop. Further improvement doubtful.

(b) | Follows instructions. Does not make much efforts
to develop.

(c) | Understands the ‘how and why’ of instructions.
Carries out instructions in letter as well as in spirit.

(d) | Very keen on development. Reads and does a lot
towards this end.

9. | Character/ Integrity (a) | Dishonest in small things and generally insincere.

(b) Honest and sincere enough.

(c) | Absolutely honest and upright.

(d) | Has a high sense of integrity. Infuses loyalty into
others. Strong force for office moral

10. | Overall assessment Outstanding/ Very good/ Good/ Mediocre or

average/ Bad or below average.

11.

Any punishment
during last year

Submitted to the registrar on:

Reporting officer
Designation

Seal

Reviewing officer
Designation
Seal

Accepting authority
Designation
Seal
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GRDING

in handling
secret papers

I3

factory. In the
habit of loose tatk

GRADING Al OYT
TRAIT ED W1 TH
a B c D INITIALS

9. Trustworthiness Of a high order In good measure Adequate Not very satis- R

10. Proficiency in

Typing &
Stenography
{Applicable 1n
case of typist,
Steno typist and
Stenographer)

Exceptionally

good speed of
40/100. Neat 1in
execution (2%
mistakes, very
clean presentation)

Reascnably good
speed of 40/100
(3% mastakes,
quite clean
presentation)

Just adequate,
speed of 40/100
(5% mistakes,
fairly clean
presentation

Has scope for
Improvement (less
speed, more
mistakes, shabby
execution)

11. Over all appraisal :

Outstanding/Very good/Good/Average/Below average

12, OTHER OBSERVATIONS

Jated :

In case of any adverse remarks, please indicate serial nos. and state whether he/she was in-
formed accordingly dusing the period of reporting as enjoined at (2)-General Instructions.

Signature of Reporting Officer

Name in Capitals

Designation

SART 'ITI—REMARKS OF REVIEWING OFFICER

Jated : -

Signature of Reviewing Officer

Name in Capitals

Designation

’A}?T IV—REMARKS OF ACCEPTING OFFICER
f

Jated :

Signature of Accepting Officer

Name in Capitals

Designation

ART V—FOLLOW UP ACTION (By the Establishment Branch)

1. Reference and date of memorandum
urder which adverse remarks (if

any) communicated to the employee
being reported upon.

1

2. Date of receipt of representa-

tion, if any

3. Brief particulars of final deci-
sion taken on~the represenfation

%WU.P. ( (5¢)40,000/28~3-97
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CONFIDENTIAL REPORT ON THE WORK AND CONDUCT OF CLASS °‘C*
mwmg Pm m ng...............

1. Name
2. Post held -
3. Scale of Pay
4. Date of Birth
5. Educational Qualifications
6. Branch to which/offlicer to whom attached
7. Can he read and write Punjabi/Hindi/English
8. OBSERVATION ON :
(1) Intelligence :
(11) Amenability to discipline :
(111) Honesty & Integrity :
(iv) Punctuality :
(v) Devotion to duty :

9. Is he fit for promotion to the grade of Jamadar/
Daftri/Reccord Lifter, etc.?

10. Are you prepared to retain him ?
11. Any other remarks :
12, Over all appraisal : Outstanding/Very Good/Good

Average/Below average......

(Signature of the Reporting Officer)

Name in capitals

Designation

Dated

(Signature of Accepting OffTcer)

Name in capitals

Designation

Dated

P.U.P.(1568)~10,000/2.9.1999 166



PUNJABI UNIVERSITY, PATIALA -
Annual Confidential Report on the work and conduct of ‘A’ CLASS OFFICERS

[

Year... cve see ter see see see aes
1. Name - . oo s 2. Post held
3. Brancthfﬁccr wnh whom
attached .. ... oot cr een e .. B
4. Academic Quahﬁcatlons acquu'ed durmg thc
period under report .
5. Aspects of Assessment... ... ...
Bad | Average | Good | Very Out- Marks
good | standing [ obtained
a) Ability to discharge assigned work 2 4 6 8 10
b) Knowledge of rules & ordinances and 2 4 6 8 10
Proficiency to interpret the same
c) Ability to take work from subordinates :
can he motivate them for better
results ? 2 4 6 8 10
can he give effective guidance to this
end ?
It ~p— v :
“
&,
yrret galesfae, ufems
‘@ IgT € mERTt € aH 3 WIS T3 AE'E' Ay fauge
A
1. & 2. wd forge
3. A/wERd fAR '8 RYU3 3
4. fadz muls Ry §3'5 warefig Gagr 99 gl o
5. ustae | dy .
L3 833 4 -,
W | eshme | 9@ | oo (i3 €31 | yu3z wa
€)fé3an § fsv8e o Gamr 2 4 6 8 10
) fsani 3 wafsd At o faws 3 @5t & 5
fenirfun (€9 yoe3/ansm 4 6 8 10
g) muls FIHEEi 3 gu_ Bz ° ga :
@zt 3* 94 3317 8 =81 Y Raer A 7 2 4 6 8 10
gl fén fon' fem Qa1 maree! € Aaer 39

e e 8 e

s 2e AL A FLEATTS W

N dh s e ey At fene mn i ek S
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d) Industry & interest 1n work.
How does he keep himself 1aformed about

new developments ? 2 4 6 8 10
How does he pecform  differeat kiads of \
works
¢) i) Is he punctual ? ~l_-__~?_—_3—— _i_____s___
it} Is he disciplined ° 1 2 3 4 5
f) Honesty & integnity 1 2 3 4 5
g) Level of initiative & enterprise 2 4 6 8 10
b) Attitude towards :— | 2 3 4 5
1) Seniors -~ |-
ii) Collegues/Visitors/Students etc 1 2 3 4 s
i} Capacity to improve for better results in ) 4 6 8 10
work assigned to his subordinates
A) argw usl us3 3 fesenul | €3 3=l 3
ae Afesl 3 fagt wd offer 3 IJy 2 4 6 8 10
fary € aH fa2* Iger 3 7
9) i) St Qami e yaEd 1 2 3 4 5
i
i) at ne3 ke afger 3 7 |t 2 —3_ __4_ _—;"-
I
F) femrzzerdt 3 rdax 1 2 3 4 5
[
) ufgsaen! v Jug 3 §en i 2 4 6 8 10
@) fans y3t zster
i) AfIRTEw umrargtuy fefemmagint wife A s | < [ s
w) mu_lé wals an f@g I a3ifam 3l Rurg 2 4 6 8 10
q1g RHay’
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j) Does he accept additional responsibilities
. with a smiling face and tries to learn new 1 2 3 4 s
techniques ?
k) Does he command respect from his i 2 3 4 5
subordinates ?
1) How tactfully can he deal with difficult | 2 3 4 5
situations arising in the course of his work ?
m) Proficiency in the use of Punjabi language 2 4 6 8 10
in official work
Total number of
marks secured .
6. I) Overall assessment :
Please tick relevant column 0,30 31-50 | 51-70 | 71-85 | above 86
II) Defects if any
J S
5) &t 27 fiedn b3 WE RIIZT 33Er 3 w3
myE g4 § 95 B8 FIM Iaslar fiue 1 2 3 4 5
et Qen gger 3 ?
9) &t miug muls FaHEE 37 €03 W Yy : 5 3 4 s
Fger 317
) mu aM f¥9 Jer Jebwt wdtw 3830 § fag) | 5 3 4 s
AN3 &8 afazer I ?
-]
-]
7) veget an.aw &9 umst @1 =ad w9
IS : 2 4 6 8 10
a8 Y3 313 &89 ,
|
6. i) RHa' HEZ'ae : fagu’ IFd REQI W& fda .
i) e 0-30 | 31-50 |51-70 | 71-85 86 §' §*ua

ii) zan 7 9¢1 33

169




1i1) Is he fit for promotion ?

Yes

No

Signature of Reviewing
Authority with stamp

avs o

Date

Signature of Reporting

Authority with stamp

Date
Signature of Accepting Authority

with stamp

Authorities for initiating, Reviewing & Accepting the Annual Confidential reports are as under :—

Reporting
Officer

Reviewing

Authority

Accepting
Authority

Superintendent Gr-1 & 11

Assistant Registrar

Deputy Registrar &
Finance Officer

Other Officers of
Category A

Steno-Typists

Immediate Senior

Officer under whom he

is working.
Immediate Senior
Officer/Registrar.

Immediate Senior

Officer under whom he
is working /Registrar.

__do._.
Officer under whom
he is working

Immediate SeniorOfficer
of the

Reporting Officer
Immediate Senior Officer

of the
Reporting Officer.
—do—

Officer with whom he
is attached

Immediate Senior Officer
of the Reviewing
Officer.

Immediate Seaior Officer

of the Reviewing
Officer.
—do—

Officer with whom
he is attached

iii) a1 3937 zet G 3 7

a7

&at

s99R'a} merfaet @ oz w3 igg

3t

fadsz fave @8 marg S oAmg w3 iag

RRlag F95 28l wafod @ enyg w3 Hag

fuzd

AYT3'e (W83 1 3 1)

Rofex sfaregrs

f3ugt afaearg m3
fég mene

Jg '€’ T3a € meRg
RE3~zrelfure

fatae fayz zvar
»gAd

SHIR'EY a3z 21}
marfgel

ARITY a5 F)
maifazl

WS Alatvg MERT fan
MUlS a1 agw I )

mIBt AI&MI meng/
afanzas
wAS' AlzinGg mEAg
fan mats aw aaer 3/
3faRzas

-a-
WEAY AR wmdls W
gaer 3|

fadez feye =8 3F*
WA AlEIng MEART |

mEAYd faRm &8 dM
ECCUnl

-83g1-

-Qai-

-Qa)-

399R's} 335 @8 mERg 3
mMAIBT Atatwg MERg |

-8

-€31-

-@_a‘].

™M2RT fAR 378 a1 g |
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PUNJABI UNIVERSITY, PATIALA
Annual Coanfidential Report regarding the work and Conduct of Oﬁicers/Oﬂicnals of Catcgory ‘B’

Year.. cesrersesesunare ntsnson
1. Name «cevieo ve corivrveveerioniersssaniuormneeeeeesss L. (a) Father's name.. v
2. Post held.. ceesreeeseeane 2. (@) Date of joining thc Dcpartmcnt/Branch............'...
3. Branch/Ofﬁcer wuh whom attachcd eeeeeeteesssessesserntentenaneteaees s eteess 0o a0 s annrassre sunnnsesnnrannee
4. Academic qualifications acquired dunng the year under rcview........................
) . Very Out-~ Marks
5. Knowledge & Efficiency in work. Bad | Average | Good Good | standing | Obtaiged
Industry & devotion. 2 4 6 8 10
Capacity to discharge the work assigned. 3 6 ) 12 15

Does the official maintain the office record/
Machines/equipment duly & uses it properly ?

Is the official well-conversant with rules and
ordinances ? Does he keep himself informed 2 4 .6 8 10
of the amendments made from time to time
in rules & ordinances ?

Q
-~

WWA B e

yaEl galeafiel, ufemrs
‘o’ G2l € FoHErIHi/mERE! € dH W3 Wege T3 ASTsT aus fale

RS
2. mw)ﬂ/mae' werorseene e ssres et e snagarnens -@ fegva/ge fod avaaT e'i fusﬁ
3. mw/mfuavzﬁ f?m 3% HYU3 a et s eme vas res s aee aor e e e et aae en s et res s e etssse s tes st obe sre besans s0n borase
4. fzstiz mi* S35 maeliia daz’ faa Jgr avm
5. @M © famrs 3 UI9I[aAET w3 | eahiprar | Sar | eg3 9ar | wf3 | yus g
&*3u

N353 3 Bas 2 4 6 8 10

AU Je aut § fdal 99t 39 fszr@e 3 6 9 12 15

AHdEr 3 7

at qgHedt eIy @ faavas/ua"tzv/nws ) 2 4 6 8’ 10

it 33 RgrgEr § 333 [Rafam@er A a

al JaHTal f?scm' w3 naf3ant 3* ugt 3T 2 4 6 8 10

a@a ? a1 QR § fawm w3 wafsdwt g

AN RN Ja avaua't AreETat el 9 ?
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Does he properly attend to the incoming &

outgoing Dak ? 2 4 10
Standard of writing & keeping the record 1 5
clean. S
Proficiency in the use of Punjabi language in 2 4
official work. 10
6. Trust worthiness & credibility
How does the employee receive the
instructions and how far does he bring those 1 2 5
in practice ? -
How much Supervision does he require in 1 2 5
the discharge of his duties ?
Note :—An employee requiring minimum of
Supervision shall be entitled to
higher marks.
Punctuality & Discription. 1 2- 5
93 93§ mQ<e T8} 3 w9 wE @l I 2 4 10
% fdal 9ot 3y AgvBET A 7
fau3z vt dus 3 farss § A'z Aga’ due t 2 5
v23d! au-am f¥3 yaat 8t 293’ a3 ansx 2 4 10
6. ®dA Gaz' M3 A\ Ga3r
FgHarel aefest § fad- medarg sger 9 3
@xt 3 faal Sat 33 mus €9 famr@-e 3 7 1 2 5
@r3fd3 Jean §fsvQsfdu fds) & ] 2 5
fsmaat €1 83 Q7
3z far § We 3’ Wz fzaaral €t 83 Jeal, €9
343 389 T W33 Ja !
gx3 o Wil M3 gEIHBH'RS 1 2 5
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Hounesty & Integrity

General attitude & Personal traits.

(a) Attitude during office work and after
that

(b) Mapner of disposing off visitors/
Enquiries.

(c) Does the employee accept additional
responsibilities with a smiling face and
has he interest in learning new metbods ?

(d) Personahty. Preservation, Behaviour etc.

i

Additional standards in respect of perfor-

mances of Assistants.

(a) Does the official show initiative in
Planning work of his section & take

initiative in its disposal ?

12

15

fewrs3TS 3 AR

7. w319 3 f8A B
(8) n € Sar5 3 aH I w9 Wi

() HERBi [4E-fiiE Tan fs3'€e @ Il

(e) t qgHE'st g [Enadin §
A3 93T I M3 &< Ialfam §
sl fesanul auer 3 ?

(H) BHF!TME, Gﬂ&"iﬂ, feara g

8. nofexr ®© a3FAdl fzalue el Y Hu-
e3

(8) &t ITHa WU Rams € I €1 [*Q3-
del 3 fer @ 333 @9 ufom-aedl
sa@ar 3 ?

12

15
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* - (b) How far .can the - employee get co-. 3 6 9 o
operation of his subordinates ? . 12
(¢) Can the employee be entrusted with 1 2 3 4 5
confidential work ?
(d) Brevity & Clarity in dealing with the 3 6 9 12 s
cases _
Total (Column 5-8)
9. Over-all assessment (Please tick the relevant 0-30 31-50 | 51-70 | 71-85 | above 86
column)
Clerk/Assistant
Defects if any
i —
. o -
() FoHwd wuE wls wuS §5° faa .
: ’ 3 6 9 12 15 .
-fusRgzE yuz IgErd ?
(e) t Fgneat § a3 famd o an  Afunn
. 1 2 3 4 5
ATARE Y ?
(r) dn & U8 a3 few AUz 3 RUReS 3 6 9 12 15
s A3 (w5 5-8)
9. mi¥ yeige (fesw ged REwz war fzg
Fd) -
86 3°
IugalAadea 0-30 31-50 |{51-70 | 71-85 Qus
JIn 4§ Jet 32
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Is the official fit for promotion

Yes

Signature of the

Reviewing Officer

Signature of the reporting

officer (with stamp)

(with stamp)

Date... wovee - eievnns one Date cooveiciiniiiiinen,
Signature of the
Accepting officer
{with stamp)

Note : Incase acolumn is not required to be used ia respect of certain official of any category the words

“Not applicable” may be wrttea in thit columa distiactly aad maximum aumber of macks
reserved for that column be substracted from the maximum/total marks reserved for over all
assessment and percentage of marks for every colump be struck on the basis of rest of the
maximum marks,

R FEHTTt ITAR S Gar A 7 ar aat*

3fe@ 935 o8 mw=eRg ¥ TA3Y3 faUe foue @8 wizng € eAsys

(RH3 Ha3) (RA3 Hag)

fust fuat

RIla'y J9z '8 MRRJ € UAIHI
(RH3 133)

52—~ A a7 7 € Fawwel € Fn few 3y wlaw € w3 ©) 83 & 32 7 @5t wiew few
AUEe 39 3 83 st fou f&zr 93 w3 @r w3 wiaw o wfuggn dg9a mi§ uaiae a8l
fsew3s 98 3981 ' we' € WS w3 3G wfugan »iar € wrorg 3 93 fed w3 wEl @i
Aaw fsneg ae set @ |
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. Augthorities for initiating, Reviewing & Accepting the Annual Confidential reports as under :—

Reporting Reviewing Accepting
Officer Authority Authority
Superintendent Immediate Senior Immediate Immediate
Gr.1&11 Officer under Senior Officer Senior Officer
whom he is of the Reporting of the Reviewing
working. Officer. Officer.
Assistant Immediate Senior -do- -do-
Registrar Officer/Registrar.
Deputy Registrar & Immediate Senior -do- -do-
Finance Officer Officer/Registrar
under whom
he is working.
Other Officer of -do- -do- -do-

Category ‘A’
Steno-typists

Officer under whom
he is working.

Officer with whom
he is attached.

Officer with
whom attached.

Stenographer -do- -do- -do-
Personal Assistant -do- -do- -do-
Clerk/Assistant Superintendent Immediate Immediate
GrI&II Senior Officer Senior Officer to the
(As may be Applicable) to the Reporting Reviewing Officer.
Officer.
e — )

arsTs a3 fade fove, @i €t Gifeq w95 w3 Rl a38 B
wEfgdni fans mara atm3 U5 -

fagze fays =18 »gRg

3ife@ a3z =3l
mafgel

REta'd d35 B murfae)

Augse (@IS 1 31)

Raveq sfarcara

fauel afmRezard w3

{33 nzAg
38 'Q' Tga € mgEAs
Rea etfurz

AR
faql rovfea

FBTa[Aafea

WS AiaIMg mEAd
fam wuls @y Iger 31

B! Alafg weEAg/
afarReaa |

A AlSima meEAg
fan muls an Fawr A
afareaa |

Sat-

AT fan wuls aH
ECCUR

Qal-
..Qa’i_

AUSS 2 aFs-1/l1
(fa fw=- &g 3R)

fatz fays =38 3* mMas'
Atainig MEAT |

-9d-

-gat-

.q;ﬂ-

MEA3 fAR 3'8 aH
dger |

-@4t-
-Gql-

fatz foys @8 mzAs
3° marsT AISMa mERT |
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PUNJABI UNIVERSITY, PATIALA -

Annual Coufidential report regarding the work & conduct of
officials of Category ‘C’

Year .
Name 1. (A) Father’'s Name
Post held 2. (A) Date of joning

the Department/Branch

Braoch/Officer to whom attached

Academic qualifications acquired during the year
Can Read/Write

Punjabi/Hindi/English
Can read Can write Can read & write

Punjabi

Hiodi

English

ywal wateafnd, ufena
‘€’ T3 € TIIHT'TINT B gH w3 '9aS g S gu3 fage
A

&H 1. (8) fuprar @
MRHl g E?

2. (@) fevrai/g= feg graat &t M3t

At mfoa'dY far &8 AFTI 3

fedtuz wi’ @9 marefua Gazr feq algr =

UFE ANE fsuz Aauder | ugs 3 fouz Adw

Upa [faEl idist uzs 3 Tauz € ande

uarst

f=t

am

ndhdt
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‘_ 6. Aspects for assessment Bad | Average | Good | Very Out Marks
Good | standing | obtained
(a) Industry & Devotion 2 4 6 8 10
(b) Capacity to discharge the work 2 4 6 8 10
assigned
(¢)  Punctuality & Discipline 2 4 6 8 10
(d)  Ability 1 2 3 4 5
(¢)  Honesty & Integrity 1 2 3 4 5
(f)  Attitude towards colleagues 1 2 3 4 5
N Y v i
6. Hg'aes € Uy W3 | wefimrar | Sar | 53 Sav | mf3 O3m lgyag
(@) =5 3 a3 2 4 6 8 10
(m) f&3 au 3 fsz@z 1 audwr 2 4 6 8 10
(e) =a3 & wdel 3 EI/MSH'RG 2 4 6 8 10
(r) famaz 1 2 3 4 5 o
(@) " fewa3eal 3 RE3Y 1 2 3 4 5
() nfggraiw y3l =gl 1 2 3 4 5
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(g)  Personal traits
(Personality, Presentation, 1 2 3
behaviour etc.)

Total Marks (Serial No. 6)

For Daftries/Book Binders/record lifters
etc,

(a) Capacity to maintain Machines 3 6 9

15

(b)  Acquaintance with job requirements | 2 4 6

10

Total Marks (Serial 6 & 7) )

Overall assessment (Please tick the
relevant Column)

(
£s
<

(¢) favl Sge

(muRtw3, daardt, fearg mife)

38 559 (IH »iF 6)

w23t frasenar/fsargs feeeal

npfe get

(8) wrlz @ Ao 3 Aars AHdT 3 l 6 9
l

12

(m) 3IH it B3t 31y MEat 2

10

RS HE'IE (REf3 wd § féa J95 €

435 d9)
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(8) Peon 0-15 16-25 26-35 36-42 above 43

(b)  Daftri etc. 0-23  24-37 38-53 54-64 above 65

(c)  Defects, if any

~(d) Is the employee fit for Promotion ? Yes No
Signature of the - Signature of the
reviewing officer (with stamp) reporting officer (with stamp)

Signature of the

accepting Officer (with stamp)
Note: .
Incase a column is not required to be used in respect of certain official of any category the
words “Not applicable” may be written in that column distinctly and maximum Number of
marks reserved for that column be substracted from the maximum/total marks reserved for
over all assessment and percentage of marks for every column be struck on the basis of rest of
the maximum marks.

RIS PO A B - - - - -
& apr ey

==

(€) #Rzwea 0-15 16-25 26-35 36-42 43 3°
Gug
(»f) ==3dl mirfe 0-23  24-37 38-53  54-64 65 3"
Sus

(8) zamAaetJe

(7) &t FanTrat ve-G=3i/3da @ war 3 | a st

dife§ F35 23 mzAT € SAINT (AT HIA) fatz fasuz =8 mERg € SA3H3 (AH3 HII)

ASIA™S I35 T8 MERT 8 SRAINT (ANS W)
7 faR 521 @ Fewerat € an few g wiswt A o S35 32 3 O wfew few Fume 33 3

B3 6?? fau fesr w3 w3 @m wdpafann € witasn 49 mi§ Heas =9 f5awas ds &9t &
wer e A w3 3fge nlgasw »igt @ warg 3 93 w13 st yIt e foneg dT Bl w9
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Authorities for initiating, Reviewing & Acceptin®

the Annual Confidential Reports are as under:

Reporting Officer

Reviewing Authonty

Accepting Authonty

Supenntendent Gr. 1 & If

Assistant Registrar

Deputy Registrar &
Finance Officer

Other Officer of
Category ‘A’

Steno-typists

Stenographer
Personal Assistant
Clerk/Assistant

Immaediate Senior Officer
under whom he is
working

Immediate Senior
Officer/Registrar

Immediate Senior
Officer Registrar under
whom heis working

.—do-—.

Officer under whom he
1s working

__60_

—do—
Superintendent Gr. 1/I1
(As may be applicable)

Immediate Senior
Officer of the Report-

ing Officer

—do—

——do-—

—do—

Officer with whom

he 1s attached
—%g——

—do—

Immediate Senior
Officer of the report-

ing Officer

wyfagehni faHs WA B3 Ta -

Immediate Senior
Officer of the Reviewing
Officer.

—do—

—do—

—~do—

Officer with whom
he is attached.

—do—
Immediate Senior
Officer of the Reviewing
Officer.

T were Wz fate fave, @3 @ et a9s w3 Adtara aus TEtmi

faﬁa fg‘dg T
MSAT

dife@ T3z =8l

mafget

AZlag 985 Trst
wEfget

Augse (T8 1 3 11)

Ryfea gfarezas

f3uzl ofarears w3
f33 wizmg

33 ‘@' <3a € mznd
AZ5-zelfunz

AEF-aT'2g
f&a nafea
IBIF [qarfex

Mas® Ataing mEng
fm mals an 3ger 31

MABT Hisg MERT/
afaregrg |
™IS Fisma wzne/
afAAzg'a fAR wals
aH a3 |
—8a—
MERT fAR muts au
Fger Q|
_.Q_a?_
—Qdi—
Au3F'z Ad3-1/11
(frd R wrg 33)
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Other officer of Officer under whom Immediate Senior Immediate Senior .

Category ‘B’ he is working Officer to the Officer to the
. Reporting Officer. Reviewing Officer.
* Official of Category .
< -do- -do- -do-
Note :

(i) Reports of such of the officersfofficials of above categories as are working in teaching
Departments/Institutions and other officer shall be recorded by the Head of the
Department/Branch/Institution/Officer concerned.

(ii) Reports of such of the officers/officials of categories ‘A’, ‘B’ & ‘C' shall be initiated
by tbe teacher incharge and head of the Department concerned shall be the reviewing
as also accepting authority. Io the case of such official as are working directly
under the Head of the Department/Officer incharge, the report shall be intiated
reviewed and accepted by the Head of the Department/Qfficer in charge.

(i) In a case not falling in any of the above categories, the decision shall rest with the
Vice-Chancellor.

d3 '’ 23q mzRg wEAa AR »uls &M fade fous 28 mzra dife§ ags '8 meRe I
FFer 3 | 3 maE Alshig MEAT | masT HisIng mEAS |
‘e’ T3 € FIHT' -@at- -Qail- -Qai-
de . (i) a3 A<in € nERY/FEHIR 7 ¥ Ty ~fuwus  fegarjAreer 3 J9 TEger fed

34 FoT U6 €% St fade rauz feswr/gey/ARgs/Er3s € yul faved

(ii) mfomrus fegrat fes aw aad ‘@, '™ 3 '€’ waa € aanTratwr < fale mftwug-
féeran fans adar w3 €n fegrg v oWl 31 Bife@ w3 wlas ader 1+ B9 Fewewl &
fAG fegra @ ul/mizng-féwan € wdla Jea, €3 o foue faue, el 553 w3 relarg
335 T8 murfaet AUz fegrar @ Hul/mERs-fEgrawm ot 3&ar 1

(iii) 7 J€l an €33 feg aat wG-e 3t @R o fage’ ER-TAST T3 |
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