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Comments for paper titled “A Look at Strategic
Performance Management and Performance Rating
Policies” by Dr. Jan Chung Yuang

Dr. Chilik Yu
Vice President, Shih Hsin University, R.O.C.

In his important paper, A Look at Strategic Performance Management and Performance Rating Policies,
Examination Yuan member, Jan Chung Yuang, succinctly points out both the urgency and necessity of reform
within our performance appraisal system for civil servants. Numerous academic studies similarly have echoed
Mr. Jan’s work calling for performance appraisal reform. On this topic, Professor Chen Chi-wei of Tamkang
University and | have also written several papers concerning reform within Taiwan’s performance appraisal
system. Today, however, our discussion will be limited to the question of how to strengthen performance
appraisal mechanisms so as to better fulfill their function of identifying areas of potential, or “weak links” within
the workforce. Our discussion will start with a look into the relationship between training curriculum and
performance appraisal. At the end of today's talk, we welcome any questions or opinions from our
audience—many who come here today with a deep understanding of the many issues surrounding this topic.

Training programs play an important part in the efficient management of human resources. Through the
planning and implementation of training programs, the quality of human resources and work can be effectively
improved, while administrative mistakes and oversights can be reduced to a minimum. However, in order to
reach training goals, both government agencies and training institutions need to first pinpoint those employees
in need of training, as well as explore various course curriculum designs that can accurately reflect the needs of
those chosen for training. In fact, it is precisely within these two areas that the crux of how to raise training
effectiveness lies.

Generally speaking, civil servant training can be divided into pre-job training and on-the-job training. The
former emphasizes the acquisition of knowledge and technical skills of a more general quality, with a major goal
being the familiarization of new employees with job responsibilities or organizational culture. Not particularly
emphasized are differences or specifics of the employing institution or employee. Conversely, on-the-job
training is directed towards the particular needs of a government agency or its respective employees. In general,
on-the-job training has two basic goals. The first is with regards to those employees whose work performance is
seen to be unsatisfactory; here, training is used to provide guidance and knowledge regarded as necessary to

the improvement of the employee’s workplace attitude and abilities. The second goal of on-the-job training
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involves those employees with potential. These employees are given a chance to receive advanced training,
helping them to enhance their professional knowledge, or learn new leadership and management skills; the
focus being to create a pool of talent that can be drawn from when facing future changes and challenges.
Underpinning both on-the-job training goals is the use of performance appraisal to pinpoint those eligible—or in
need of—training, as well as to design training curriculums that can accurately reflect those needs.

Ideally, the application of performance appraisal results should take into account both administrative
functions and developmental functions. Administrative functions deal with administrative management needs,
i.e., the completion of organizational duties and assistance with management leadership. Administrative
functions include: (1) Promotion, demotion, transfer, dismissal, and other such work related decisions (2) The
use of information gleaned from appraisal reports as a basis for decisions regarding bonuses, benefits, and
salary adjustments (3) Review of related HR management measures. Developmental functions, on the other
hand, are concerned with employee development, and here appraisal results can hopefully be used in the
following areas: (1) Definition of training needs (2) Furthering the training of those employees seen as having
potential (3) Providing employees with career goal counseling (4) Helping the organization or department foster
human resource development. From the perspective of developmental functions, the workings of performance
appraisal and training are closely linked; appraisal results serve as a basis for the content of training
curriculums leading to the collective achievement of both appraisal and training goals.

However in actual application, our civil service administration does not overly emphasize developmental
functions in its use of performance appraisals results, especially with regard to the use of performance appraisal as a
means of identifying employees in need of training. As we see it, there are several areas in need of improvement.
The Civil Service Performance Evaluation Act as is now written, for example, is silent on the issues of employee
training, such as offering training opportunities for outstanding employees, or as a means to rectify unsatisfactory
work place performance. As the situation stands now, agencies under the Executive Yuan and training agencies lack
mutual channels of communication. The result is that training needs of government agencies have trouble being
accurately communicated to training agencies and valuable information stemming from performance appraisal results
fail to get fully utilized.

Taking a look at the international community, for example, the US, England, Japan, Singapore, we find that all
have taken steps to link up performance appraisal and training; a major point of emphasis being the training of those
employees with unsatisfactory work performance so as to ensure that all functions of human resources management
are brought into play. Taiwan’s private sector, as well, is slowly recognizing the importance of using performance
appraisal results in the work place training, career planning, and future development of their employees. What these
trends mean for the reform of Taiwan’s civil servant assessment mechanisms and the development of civil servant
training is a gradual shift in focus towards the question of how to improve the present gap between performance
assessment and training. With continued efforts in this direction, training can be better tailored to meet the needs of
and abilities of employees, giving employees a clearer idea of the goals and expectations of training programs. This
not only leads to a more effective learning environment, but, by integrating individual or departmental goals within the
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training curriculum, employees, once back at work, find an immediate use for the training received. This, of course,
leads to improvement in individual work performance, but can also be a positive influence on the work duties and
attitudes of co-workers, thereby increasing the performance of the group as a whole.

However, using performance evaluation results to improve the applicability of training cannot be done all at
once, but instead depends on several factors. First is the need to modify assessment mechanisms, so that those in
charge of assessment, in addition to simply noting work performance, are also responsible for making concrete
suggestions concerning areas requiring additional training; these assessment and suggestions should then serve as
a basis in the definition of departmental training needs for the following year. Second, during the performance
appraisal process, mangers or agency heads should make clear to their subordinates the connection between
performance assessment and training. Employees should clearly understand that their work performance as seen by
the manager or departmental head in the form of performance assessments will serve as an important reference for
decisions regarding the future of the employee. For example, outstanding employees will perhaps be slated for
advanced training or promotion. Conversely, less than stellar performance appraisals could be lead to additional
training, transfer to another department, or—if the employee shows no sign of improvement—dismissal. Clearly
understanding the role of performance assessment and training can be an important factor in increasing the
motivation and participation of employees when participating in training, thus enhancing the effectiveness of such
programs.

Looking to the future, we first need to improve the accuracy of our performance assessment, so that these
results can become an important reference tool within HR management and, more specifically, clearly show
managers or departmental heads the levels of quality in their workforce. Secondly, we should take steps to
address the understated role of employee training within our present system of performance appraisal system.
By tying together the loose ends of performance appraisal and training curriculums, training programs will
become more practical and useful to employees, which cannot help but be a factor in an increased willingness
to attend such programs, the improvement in overall training effectiveness, and in the implementation of steps
helping managers identify quality of their employees.
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Comments for paper titled “A Look at Strategic
Performance Management and Performance
Rating Policies” by Dr. Jan Chung Yuang'

Dr. Ora-orn Poocharoen
Assistant Professor & Assistant Dean (Student Attairs),
Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy
National University of Singapore

Introduction

Problems associated with performance management systems for public organizations are as old as public
administration itself. It is because of the simple fact that most public organizations do not have a measurable
bottom-line that is clear. This is in contrast to private organizations, where performance would be measured
simply through monetary profits. However, more so for public organizations, performance information is very
important. It helps us make rational public decisions and it can be communicated to the public to uphold
accountability.

Rightly stated in the paper, many Western and Anglo-Saxon countries have experimented with a variety of
performance management systems since the 1980’s, under the New Public Management (NPM) movement.
However missing in the paper are some vital reflections on such systems and what governments’ must keep in
mind before starting the administrative reform process.

In addition, there are different levels of performance management: government-wide level, organizational
level, and individual level. Performance indicators can be both process oriented or output and outcome oriented.
Performance management system usually refers to large scale systems for the entire public sector. The paper
describes this initially. However in the latter part the emphasis is put only on the civil servants’ performance
evaluation, which is only one part of the performance system. It is important to think in its entirety than
piecemeal.

In the following section are some reflections on performance management systems based on current
literature and my research in this field.

' This short paper is prepared for “International Conference on Civil Service Governance in Times of Change”

Civil Service Development Institute, Taipei, Taiwan. January 9-10, 2010.
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Performance Systems and Politics

Performance management is political in nature. In this section | describe some aspects that illustrate how
this is so.

1.1. Performance management can never truly be scientific in the pure natural science sense. The whole
system is based on certain values that drive the system. For example it can be the value of efficiency or
the values pertaining to democracy, equity and fairness. Whatever the case maybe, there is no one fix
formula in determining performance of civil servants that we can have to make us truly ‘objective’. If such
formula did exist we would be able to determine performance levels by using only computer software.
Qualitative information and contexts are important components of performance evaluations. Thus we
must accept the fact that any performance evaluation of individuals is considered a ‘subjective’ exercise.
What we should do is design criterions that are logical, that would help us measure the values we want
to achieve. Those criterions must be transparent and legitimate to the group of people who will be
evaluated. It is up to the person who has the authority to evaluate to use the set criterions consistently
throughout the evaluation process. That is what we mean by being ‘objective’ in performance evaluation.
However the process to determine the criterions is inevitably ‘political’ in nature because it has to do with
related actors negotiating on which values to use.?

1.2. Another issue that makes performance systems political lies in the decision of who should control the

system. Often found are cases of bureaucratic politics between central agencies that are part of the
system. They are such as the Treasury or the Bureau of Budget, the Civil Service Commission, and/or an
agency that has been set up particularly for administrative reform. Also the decision to centralize
performance evaluation processes versus to delegate to respective agencies often create tensions within
the bureaucracy. 2

1.3. Also, once performance is tied to budget, it becomes a political contestation among bureaus to compete

by showing that they have met the set targets. In some circumstances it can drive rational actors to
corruption of information in order to demonstrate their success. This can occur both at the organizational
level and the individual level, especially through usages of performance agreements.*

Performance agreements must come with entire new civil service systems that are adaptable to flexible
hiring and firing. Discretion must be given to not only high-level management but also mid-level
managers as well. Salary scales must be designed to be flexible to accommodate for performance of
individuals.

For a thorough discussion on problems of performance management systems in the U.S. see Radin, Beryl.
Challenging the Performance Movement: Accountability, Complexity, and Democratic Values. Washington D.C.:
Georgetown University Press, 2006.

For discussion on paradoxes of top-down versus bottom-up approaches to performance management in the U.S.
see Long, Edward, and Aimeen L. Franklin. “The Paradox of Implementing the Government Performance and
Results Act: Top-Down Directions for Bottom-Up Implementation.”  Public Administration Review, May/June
2004: 309-319.

This assumption is based on studies in Thailand conducted by the author in 2006, “Corruption of Performance
Information: The Case of Thailand” (Draft)
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1.4. The budget has constraints depending on national policies, cycle of the economy, external factors such

as global economic crisis, natural disasters and many more. So much so that it would not make sense to
tie performance of organizations to level of appropriate budget for each year. The determination of
budgets must take into account many more factors. Thus in trying to tie individual's performance to
bonuses or rewards, we must keep in mind that there will always be ceiling caps. And that the amount
might fluctuate up and down each year, rather than continuously rising. This can hamper public employees’
motivation since the level of bonuses would not truly reflect their increased level of performance each year.
Thus longer term usage of such scheme might be ineffective. The expectation among employees must be
made clear from the beginning. Once performance-based compensation fails, it is nearly impossible to
build back up trust in the system. Thus the initial stage of implementation is very important. Any
misconduct, accusations of corruption or patronage will jeopardize the entire system.5

1.5. Another challenge to design and implement performance-based management system is in cases of

network or collaborative settings to deliver public service. There are many public goals that require more
than one agency to collaborate to reach the goal. Collaboration can be between government agencies
and/or private and non-profit sectors. For example in managing national parks, the government might
collaborate with private companies or environmental groups to manage certain areas or aspects of
service within the park. In such circumstances it becomes very difficult to define performance indicators
for individual employees because he or she can only control a fraction of the outputs and outcomes of
the goal. He or she is usually preoccupied with managing contracts and relationships more than the
actual output of the program. The process of determining such performance can become ‘political’
involving many stakeholders.

Conclusion

Performance management is a political process, far from rational management. A performance system is a
product of political decisions based on competing values in the public sphere. However we can make the
decision process become a learning process where stakeholders are involved in the design and implementation
of the evaluation. Emphasis can be put at the design stage to have public employees be part of the discourse in
determining when, how, and who should be part of the evaluation process.

Employee evaluations should be used as a vehicle for improvement of individual’'s performance. But not
an end in itself, it should link up higher to the organization’s performance. It should not be primary used for
punishment but rather as incentive to expand ones’ capacity. It should be flexible to context and useful for
showcase of accountability to the public. Most important of all it should be designed in conjunction with the
government’s overall performance management system and not a standalone system for civil servants. Lastly,
performance indicators without the heart (passion, vision, sincerity) will lead to distortion of information and
gaming of performance measurement systems at the individual level and organizational level.

*  For current discussions on the limitations of performance-based pay see Perry, J., T. Engbers, and S. Jun.

“Back to the Future? Performance-Related Pay, Empirical Research, and the Perils of Persistence.” Public
Administration Review 69, no. 1, January 2009: 39-51.
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6) MEBNAEMENEEZRERR  EXF 2T FIEEINZ G LIEARSEL  BRAEXN
SNVBEIRHELEREEWENEEL » IHBBENEENER B LEEECSZE - HE @
ANZEREEZINEAERENCIES  YUIRERBITENERE - &% BENNFEGRTHIE
HITHBEWE ~ B S EBEWERAVMASRE (R » AMEN @2 BBV ERIIRIEIS A » 4l
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maps ) DI\ 2IRRIZEIEEE CEEIT : EBADERTEET—OEMRENAENIER
T WaERBtHE C2RERENRRRAR - tEEERRERESRRZ - B —BESIK
HARIITER  [t—ENOERRERIFEEIKEHESRE R MO TERFEWERS -

N
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E > MIFREEHRBEZTRS - A EEEE AN DIEZEEEE (Denhardt & Denhardt,
2007:Xi-Xii ) » FMBUREELREEZ R EMMAFIT ? BIBNSEABRERIGEE
ERRLAEIEER G » FTLARFEERPIHES) BSC » ERLEZERERMLIRIEZEEN D
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SHEZEABBEEESR » I E—BER » AIFERN I EEFEHEE" -
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BREEGET  FEEEEENELEGRCEE  UREASERREEREVNELRIG
SEREIIaRIfR (SIRMEEELE » 2004 = 79-94)

20 B LURELA P9 b B SR A A S T DR R R S R o A A AT Y LAY S = (1) 3% 2 L (Broad
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An Analysis of Linking Individual Performance
Evaluation to Group Achievement Assessment

Tsai Liangwen
Member of the Examination Yuan, R.O.C.

Abstract

Policy measures implemented by the government need to meet the needs and expectations of
the people, while at the same time satisfying the demands of administrative accountability and
achieving the government's performance objectives, thereby laying the foundations of good
governance. Taiwan’s current civil service system mostly lacks integrated mechanisms that can
effectively control the performance and output of both groups and individuals in government
agencies. This makes it difficult for the government to establish the exact causes of unsatisfactory
overall administrative performances of agencies or ministries, and, by extension, renders impossible
the task of developing effective solutions for improving administrative efficiency. In terms of human
resources management, this means that since it is difficult to pinpoint the exact relationship between
individual performance reviews and group performance, it is practically impossible to identify and
assign responsibility to an organization’s staff members in accordance with their individual work
performance.

With regard to performance management in the public sector, this research will investigate the
question of how to develop a mechanism that effectively aligns and interlinks individual performance
reviews with group performance evaluations. Choosing a systematic approach, we will first discuss
the theories and scientific tools pertaining to performance evaluation and management, before
moving on to issues relating to individual performance reviews and group performance evaluations;
our main objective in doing so is to explore ways of setting up mechanisms that provide proper
linkage between these two types of performance reviews. We will offer suggestions with regard to
the procedural, legal, administrative and technical aspects of achieving this goal in the hope of
eliciting feedback and constructive criticism from other experts.

Keywords: individual performance review, group performance evaluations, performance management,
democratic accountability, good governance
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. Foreword

Whether a government uses a performance-oriented, customer-oriented, or service-oriented approach to
policy implementation, in any case the measures introduced must be consistent with the demands and
expectations of the population, but also need to satisfy the requirements of administrative accountability
(towards the legislature), and achieve the government’s performance objectives to lay the foundations of good
governance. The reward and penalty mechanisms (removal of unsuitable staff from their posts) enshrined in the
civil service performance evaluation system are very closely connected to a sound public service legal system
and a good morale among civil servants. In the face of globalization and political change, a matter of great
concern to this author is how to respond adequately and timely to a changing political and social environment,
so as to stay ahead of the curve (Tsai Liangwen, 2005: 11-38). This is meant by “good timing is of the essence
to stay ahead of change, to solve problems, and to achieve sustainable results.” Meanwhile, “change” is an
enduring core topic of public governance, which has a great effect on the direction of a nation’s political reforms.
The ultimate goal of change and reform is to enhance the government’s administrative performance. This is
also the shared objective and ideal of new initiatives in the entire public sector.

In its practical application, performance evaluation is a rather strictly regulated and legally narrowly
defined process. The Civil Service Performance Evaluation Act (CSPEA) lists in detail the various kinds of
grades, ranks, and other items involved in the reward and penalty system, leaving little room for flexibility in
their application. There is also the widespread phenomenon that most of the A-level grades are clustered in the
management section of organizations. As a result, both overall organizational and individual output, and
especially the relevant incentive mechanisms that drive performance evaluation and performance management!
(Li Yunjie, 1997: 4-14; Qiu Chang Tai, 1998: 103-128; Wu Ding, 2000: 49-56; Sun Benchu, 2002: 38-46; Guan
Zhong, 2009: 16-39) place particular emphasis on adjustments and responses to interlocking internal and
external factors, as well as fluctuations in demands and requirements. In this context, the various
departments/agencies often must have the authority to set down their own rules and regulations with a large
degree of discretion, the net result of which is that in reality, there are vast differences between different
agencies with regard to the strictness and degree of regulation (flexibility vs. rigidity) of performance reviews
and bonus/reward systems (Yu Zhili, 2002: 45-60). When the focus is placed on performance output and results,
the question of how to set up an efficient mechanism for organizational and staff management, thus enhancing
the performance of individual departments and agencies (and by extension, of the whole government),

Performance evaluation can be divided into organizational assessment (including governmental performance
assessment), government policy performance assessment, and individual performance assessment; whereas
performance management models can be divided into sophisticated financial models, comparative and
benchmarking models, quality models, holistic models, etc. Performance management, in addition to
performance evaluation and development, includes formulation of organizational goals, as well as a complete and
integrated systematic framework and response mechanism that ensure organization members and performance
outputs and results are aligned with said organization’ s strategic goals. According to Weiss & Harflw (1997)
and C. Cokins (2004:1) performance management should at the very least include a process, thereby allowing
members to be in consensus concerning the content and method with regard to the attainment of performance
goals; furthermore it must be able to increase either the success rate or possibilities of achieving performance
goals (Wu Ding, 2009:535-541).
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becomes a core topic of any proposed reform program aiming to improve civil service performance
management. As far as the public sector is concerned, the government’s output and results can be reviewed
and evaluated with some degree of credibility, or at least sufficient data can be generated by performance
management schemes to support gradual improvements in performance efficiency (Peters, 2007: 19).

Taiwan’s current civil service system mostly lacks integrated mechanisms that can effectively control the
performance and output of both groups and individuals in government agencies. Under the performance
management system now in place in the public sector, group performance and individual performance systems
are two entirely separate entities.2 Since a mechanism has not yet been established for linking up overall
performance output and results of organizations and departments with individual performance reviews, it is
currently very difficult for the government to establish the exact causes of unsatisfactory overall administrative
performances of agencies or ministries, and, by extension, renders impossible the task of developing effective
solutions for improving administrative efficiency. In terms of human resources management, this means that
since it is difficult to pinpoint the exact relationship between individual performance/performance reviews and
group performance, it is practically impossible to identify and assign responsibility to an organization’s staff
members in accordance with their individual work performance. Under these circumstances, human resources
management is hardly capable of contributing much to stimulating productivity in the public sector (be it in
economical terms, or in terms of general efficiency, effectiveness and concrete results) by removing/reassigning
unsuitable staff members and rewarding/promoting outstanding personnel. When it comes to reasonable and
fair criteria for accountability, a notable problem is the fact that evaluations of individual performance generally
focus very much on staff members’ actions and attitude, and are divorced from larger aspects of human
resources management, such as the legal standards for collective responsibility and accountability employed
with regard to entire sections, groups, departments, or even the whole government. As a result, the system as a
whole often fails to conform to crucial standards, such as reasonable terms of accountability and the ratio
principle (cf. Chen Zhiwei, 2005: 131-148).

To sum up, this research will investigate the question of how to develop a mechanism that effectively
aligns and interlinks individual performance reviews with group performance evaluations. Important issues
pertaining to this question include: 1) Examining the population’s assessment of government performance, as
well as the performance of individual civil servants, and attempting to discover the reasons why public
evaluation of government performance often fails to be in agreement with civil servants’ self-assessment; 2)
Exploring the question of how we can introduce an effective mechanism for group performance reviews to the
current civil service performance evaluation system, and what the most adequate standards and criteria would
be for such group performance reviews; 3) Exploring the mechanisms and methods for strengthening the

Group output-oriented performance can be divided into intra-agency and intra-departmental comparison and
assessment. The former is primarily measured through "research and development mechanisms", while the latter
makes use of recent legally mandated performance bonus systems; however, whether those departments in charge
of personnel matters should, in the future, work with those departments involved in research and development is
a direction worth considering. As for individual performance, it is measured through "personnel management
mechanisms", which are carried out by a legally mandated performance appraisal system. In 2004, the Ministry
of Economic Affairs, in accordance with related provisions, implemented performance bonus and appraisal
system, to be applied to its 11 agency heads (Industrial Development Bureau, Board of Foreign Trade ...) as well
as departmental and/or individual level of performances.
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connection between individual reviews and group performance reviews for administrative purposes. Choosing a
systematic approach, we will first discuss the theories and scientific tools pertaining to performance evaluation
and management, before moving on to issues relating to individual performance reviews and group
performance evaluations; our main objective in doing so is to explore ways of setting up mechanisms that
provide proper linkage between these two types of performance reviews. We will offer suggestions with regard
to the procedural, legal, administrative and technical aspects of achieving this goal.

Il. The Theoretical Basis and Analytical Tools of
Performance Evaluation and Performance Management

When conducting performance reviews and implementing performance management mechanisms, the
government needs to clearly define its concepts of performance assessment and evaluation, before starting to
put into practice concrete administrative and policy measures in support of establishing the functional structures
for an effective review system. Before the CSPEA undergoes its next major revision, everybody (including
agency leaders, department heads, and individual staff members subjected to periodic evaluations) should act
in accordance with the proper performance management concepts, attitudes and courses of action during
evaluation reviews. Practical principles can serve as a guide for performance reviews in this situation, with the
ultimate goal being to achieve the objectives and goals of performance reviews. The specific methods to be
employed to this purpose are discussed below (cf. Tsai Liangwen, 2008b: 421-425).

1. Analysis of Performance Review (Evaluation) Theory and Related
Issues

If we want to understand the functions of performance reviews and the future direction of improvements to
such reviews, we first need compare the types of performance evaluation embedded in traditional human
resource management with those employed within the framework of modern human resource management
methods. In traditional human resource management, performance evaluation was centered around the
organization as a whole, integrated entity®, while modern human resources management stresses the
importance of individual productivity in performance reviews.* It is well worth the effort to try and find a way of
balancing these two approaches so as to adopt the advantages of each, and eliminate their shortcomings (Tsai
Liangwen, 2008a: 41-147). Performance evaluations in public agencies can also be termed efficiency ratings or
service ratings (Xu Nanxiong, 2006: 495). In addition to strategic human resource management objectives,
performance reviews comprise a number of other functions as shown in Chart 1.

Such as: 1.Linking of salaries and productivity issues 2. Career choices 3. Assessment of training needs 4.
Improvement of communication between supervisors and subordinates. 5. Documents outlining workplace
agreements, etc.

Such as: 1. Fairness 2. Development 3. Participation 4. Other integrative or supporting functions in human
resource management.
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/ Development and Motivation \ / Management and Administration \

provide performance feedback

determine individual performance
support determination of objectives

assess whether objectives have been achieved personnel decisions (hirings & firings)

determine individual training needs
determine organizational training needs
strengthen authority frameworks

allow staff to discuss issues of concern

establish human resource policies

select staff members for transferal, delegate tasks and projects
define what constitutes bad performance

mechanism for removal of unsuitable staff members
effective criteria for staff selection

legally sound human resource mechanisms

assess training programs/progress

Wdiscussions/intewiews, support by Ieaders/ Wp reward and bonus policy /

Source: cf. Snell & Bohlander, 2007: 333.

Chart 1:

The Objectives of Performance Reviews

In the below, we take a more detailed look at the functions of performance reviews (cf. Tsai Liangwen,

2008a: 143-145):

i) Performance Reviews Are Evaluations of an Organization’s Staff: Under the current system, only

individuals fulfilling the following requirements qualify for performance reviews: a) they are current staff
members; b) they have passed the ROC civil service examination; c) they have been employed in their
current post for six months or a year. Performance reviews examine the relationship between an
organization’s leaders, staff members, and work content, all of which are separate yet closely
intermeshed entities. In this context, performance reviews can serve to provide work-related guidance
and counseling, improve the relationship between staff members, examine the organization’s or
individual’s objectives, and function as a tool for reform.

ii) Performance Reviews Focus on Work Performance and Moral Conduct: The work performance of

civil servants is a key item in any performance review. Another crucial aspect is the moral conduct of
civil servants: are they honest, sincere and reliable? Are they incorrupt, loyal and enthusiastic? The
answer to these questions greatly affects public perception of the government and the civil service
system. For a more detailed list of the content of performance reviews, compare the core values of
civil servants promulgated by the Examination Yuan: righteousness, loyalty, professionalism,
efficiency and sincerity. Another authority on the content of performance evaluations is Bowman, who
proposes to integrate several approaches into performance reviews: the trait-based approach, the
behavior-based approach, and the results-based approach (1999: 557-576). When fleshed out with
concrete methods for application, this makes for a more efficient and reliable way of conducting
performance reviews.

iiiThere Are Three Equally Important Types of Performance Reviews, Namely Periodic Reviews, Annual

Reviews, and Case Reviews: Routine and annual reviews are periodically held evaluations (usually at
regular intervals), while case reviews deal with staff's performance on particular tasks or projects, or

288

International Conference on Civi Service Governance in Times of Change

Falle A+ B 2 (RS S B B D



with major contributions or mistakes (merits/demerits) that deserve detailed investigation. The point of
these reviews is to ensure a close correspondence between performance and rank/terms of
employment, and strengthen the reward/penalty system. This in turn boosts morale among civil
servants and creates a positive organizational climate and culture.

iv)Performance Reviews Are One of the Methods for Achieving the Objectives of Human Resources

Administration: The most basic function of human resources administration is to reward good
performers and weed out bad ones, thereby enhancing the organization’s overall efficiency and
effectiveness. Employees are selected via entrance exam, in which they are mostly tested in general
knowledge. This is different from performance reviews, in which the focus is on examining their actual
work skills and practical capabilities. Therefore, one might say that performance reviews are an
extension of entrance exams, and like any kind of exam, they need to deliver in terms of reliability and
validity (in addition to being aligned with strategic and concrete requirements) if they are to be a useful
tool in assessing employees’ abilities.® At the same time, rewards and penalties are an important basis
of selecting good performers and deselecting bad ones in administrative agencies. In other words,
performance reviews provide useful incentives and motivation for talented employees, and are also a
good means of enhancing an agency’s overall effectiveness. If we wish to create a more motivated and
committed civil service system, performance evaluations are one of the most important weapons in our
arsenal.

Garnering the trust of the people, and fulfilling their needs and demands, is the core value of
democratic governance and governments.® To ensure that government and civil servants can truly fulfill their
obligations towards the people, democratic administrations need to rely on a set of effective administrative or
political accountability mechanisms. Put differently, the ultimate objective of performance reviews is to satisfy
the needs of the population and create prosperity for everyone. While revisions of the CSPEA were being
drafted, the Ministry of Civil Service during the June of 2009 held several meetings and symposiums, inviting
scholars and experts to assess from various angles critical aspects such as “work performance, moral
conduct, and other items relating to the administrative process.” It was found that the specific content of
performance reviews was to be decided by the agencies at their discretion, and that in addition to reward and
penalty systems, key performance indicators (short KPIs) are also an excellent tool for rewarding the good
and weeding out the bad, thereby increasing evaluative efficiency and fulfilling the organization’s overall
requirements.

2. Analyzing the Theory of Performance Administration and Related Topics
i) The Definition and Strategic Planning of Performance Management

The equilibrium between an organization’s strategic overall objectives and individual performance
indicators is marked by vertical differentiation and integration, which form an objective-driven system. This

In accordance with present personnel administration procedures, employees only face an entrance exam without a
later performance assessment, i.e., workplace admission mechanisms lack corresponding exit mechanisms. As a
result, it is impossible to assess the performance of those already employed; a problem, as today’ s outstanding
examination results do not necessarily translate into future workplace performance of similar quality.

In democratic countries, the responsibilities of civil servants are three-fold. They are responsible to (1) the Chief
Executive, (2) elected officials or ministers without portfolio, and (3) the people. Of the three, the most important
and also highest level of responsibility is to the people— the ultimate source of governing power.

289

International Conference on Civil Se

ZakBes\ R SR RS SR [ ST




Tha Examination Yusn of the R.0.C.

needs to be taken into account when discussing the issues relating to performance management processes.
Shafritz and Russell (1997: 299, 302), two scholars researching public administration, proposed a circular
model of performance administration (as shown in Chart 2). They state that first of all, all the various
administrative aspects of an agency, such as budget, human resources, performance evaluation and individual
performance reviews, should be interconnected; secondly, the objectives and expectations of the
agency/department leaders should be aligned with the service output of the basic-level employees; thirdly, the
central departments in charge of policy and decision making should be effectively interconnected with the
employees in charge of executing the policies and dealing with the clients (i.e. the service end of the
organization); and fourthly, one should establish mechanisms of commensurate rewards for good efforts/output
by employees through a performance-based system of rewards/bonuses, and by rearranging the organization’s
ranking priorities. Shafritz and Russell even go so far as to state that if waste, redundancy, or lack of efficiency
become a problem within an organization, the main underlying cause is generally that one or more of the four
conditions described above were not achieved because of ineffective alignment/linkage of the specific factors
involved. In particular, the organization’s strategic plans need to be tightly interlinked with the administrative
system if the performance criteria are to be readily adjusted whenever this becomes necessary to keep them in
sync with the organization’s long-term objectives and development strategy.

A

strategic plans

v

dept. goals dept. goals dept. goals

v

group goals

v

individ. accountability

v

action plan

v

progress review

v

new performance standards results assessment new goals

performance rewards & other incentives | | training and development needs
I I

assessment & monitoring

v

| citizens feedback |

Source: cf. Zhu Jinchi (ed. Wu Ding), 2009: 334-335.

Chart 2: Circular Model of Performance Administration
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ii) The Basic Functions and Structures of Performance Administration

The basic concepts of performance administration include cost reduction, legality of process, fairness and
impartiality, efficiency of input and output, and assessing the effectiveness relationship between input and
output, and final results (see Chart 3).
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Source: cf. Talbot (1999); Hu Longteng, 2009: 8.

Chart 3: Basic Concepts of Performance Management

There are several types of performance management, including assessment of the government’s
governance/administrative performance, and reviews of the performance of individual members of organizations and
departments that are part of the administrative apparatus.” Others differentiate between measurement and
management (Cawte, 2009: 6).8 The main focus of US performance management systems is to standardize the
performance evaluation process within government agencies, and put into place reforms that can change civil
servants’ attitude and behavior, thereby shaping a positive and effective management culture. These are
aspects worth considering when we try to strengthen the performance control mechanisms and structures of
Taiwan’s government. The ultimate goal of conducting individual performance reviews is to improve the overall

The U.S. Government Performance and Results Act, (GPRA) states that Congress, or other departments not
affiliated with the executive branch of government, have the power of intervention and can implement budgetary
controls, or require that organizations provide a road map of their strategic plans. Together with corresponding
financial oversight as laid out in the Chief Financial Officers Act (CFO Act), the GPRA is an important player in
maintaining checks and balances through external oversight. Perhaps the greatest significance within the U.S.’ s
implementation of the GPRA lies in the transformation of “bureaucracy driven” models of government
reform into “citizen driven” reform, thus facilitating the integration between administrative models and
contemporary governance structures.

The Australian government describes its performance management philosophy as follows: A means to improve
the performance of individuals and teams to achieve business goals---used to align organizational and individual
planning; a mechanism for rewarding and recognizing good performance and managing under-performance; a
mechanism to support skill development and career planning from a workplace planning perspective; and a
mechanism to identify and develop required capabilities for a capable, adaptive and effective workforce. (Source:
written transcript of Australian Commerce and Industry Office representative’ s speech presented to the
Examination Yuan on December 7, 2009.)
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performance of the entire group or organization, and help to implement effective performance management for
all government agencies. The areas affected include properly linked policymaking, policy execution,
performance evaluation, measurement and appraisal. Within this framework, the thorniest issue currently faced
by government institutions around the world is how to install effective methods for properly linking two obviously
connected factors: performance measurement and performance appraisal. According to the Performance
Institute, a private US think tank, performance measurement is a tool for assessing a government agency’s
activity, and how that activity is transformed into specific outcomes. Meanwhile, appraisal of plan performance
is based on the examination of an organization’s efforts, and helps to understand the impact an organization
has on customers or external objectives and processes (Sun Benchu, 2005: 49).

iii) How to Deal with Errors in the Performance Management Process

In its origins, Performance management is a management technique employed by businesses to
strengthen the performance of their employees.? Then, performance management theories became a much
researched topic, and a number of different definitions of performance management arose. Some defined it an
executive strategy for efficient management, designed to achieve an organization’s objectives via a number of
specific processes; others stressed the importance of interactive relationships between employees and their
superiors in order to establish ways of assessing work performance, and identify performance obstacles and
ways of removing them. Some approached performance management from the top-to-bottom angle, examining
the relationship between supervisors and their subordinates, and asking how continued and sustainable
communication in both directions can be achieved to make possible joint learning and growth (Qiu Tianxin,
2006: 16-17). Prof. Huang Yingzhong maintains describes performance management as the art of successfully
connecting appraisal of employees’ contributions and potential development with the objectives of an
organization.

Recently, J. D. Zients, appointed Chief Performance Officer by US President Barack Obama, described
five key factors in the performance management reform proposed by Obama which may serve as a useful
reference: a)senior leader ownership of performance management process; b)cascading goals and
measurements; c)outcome-oriented, cross-agency goals and measurement; d)relentless review and
accountability; and 5) transparent process (Hu Longteng, 2009: 20-25).

To sum up, performance management is concerned with long-term strategy and the achievement of
objectives. In application, overall goals and strategies are defined in accordance with the organization’s
prospects and mission; then specific short-term objectives and measurement/review mechanisms are put into
place. Next, budgets are allocated and resources distributed in support of action plans for achieving the

’  First proposed in 1978 by M. Beer, R. Ruh, J.A. Dawson, B.B. McCaa & MJKavanagh et al., in Personnel
Psychology.

Through the combination of governmental agency policy implementation, strategic goals, as well as departmental
and individual goals, performance management creates an effective process of integration, transformation and
linkage. As such, the scope of performance management extends to areas of performance development and
strategic management, as well as expanding the previous emphasis on "post-action assessment" to "pre-action
planning" and "assessment feedback at any time." In other words, as a result of the process of pre-action planning,
two-way communication, and continuous improvement, members are given full rein to express inherent abilities
and potentials, thereby enhancing organizational competitiveness in a highly competitive environment.
Regardless of which area of performance management one starts with, the end goal is the same—enhancing

organizational performance. For further information refer to Liu Yi-Chun’ s Case Study of Performance
Management of Corporations: The Benchmark to Public Performance Evaluation System.
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proposed objectives. During the work process, periodical assessments help to evaluate and monitor how well
individual departments are fulfilling their tasks and achieving their specific goals. Analyses are performed (and,
if necessary, adjustment implemented) to establish how well the performance and output of individual
departments are aligned with the organization’s overall strategic objectives. Individual performance
management, on the other hand, places emphasis on enabling employees to perform to the best of their
capabilities and potential. In addition to focusing on finding the right people for the right job/position, individual
performance management stresses even more the proper linkage between individual output/contributions and
the organization’s overall objectives. While it can be difficult to realize all these goals in practice, the ideals and
philosophy described in the above are certainly worth our consideration.

3. Analysis Tools for the Comparison and Assessment of Individual

Performance and Group Performance

Any tool for measuring, comparing and appraising performance is not an end in itself, but just a means to
an end, which is to foster a shared set of values and goals among the members of an organization, allowing
them to work for a joint objective. It is also a means for streamlining an organization’s operations and
management. The most important overarching goal is to win the trust of the people and enhance the
government’s efficiency and effectiveness. Of course, different times and circumstances tend to produce
distinct types of performance management and assessment, something that can be witnessed both in the
British and the American approach to performance reviews.'' In the following, we will give an overview of
methods for measuring and evaluating the performance of individuals on the one hand, and groups on the
other.
i) Methods of Individual Performance Evaluation

There are numerous methods for evaluating the performance of individual employees, all of which have
distinct characteristics, modes of operation, objects, and limitations. It is difficult to identify or list the exact
advantages and disadvantages of each method; neither is it usually a good idea to rely on only one single
method in conducting performance reviews. The truth is that depending on who exactly is the target of a
performance review, the principles, processes, and very methods involved should differ. The same principles
and criteria simply cannot apply both to experts and general staff, or both to management and basic-level
employees. Different standards also apply for high-level administrative staff and medium and low level
employees. It is therefore wise not to adhere too strictly to just one method, or place too much emphasis on
formal rules. It is more important that whichever specific approach one opts for, it is in sync with the basic

""" Taking the British Foreign and Commonwealth Office as an example, assessment focus includes the creative

ability of its members, their ability to work with others, and the quality of public service offered. The quality of
such service— good or bad—has a direct influence on work bonuses, as well as promotion and extra training
opportunities (see transcript of United Kingdom's representative to Taiwan 2009 speech). In Lunger (2006),
recent approaches in performance management are summarized as follows: focus on strategy with regard to
government organizations; establishment of new value orientations; emphasizing coordination with regard to
fulfillment of performance goals; attention to customer and public service orientation; work on short-term
interests, with a greater emphasis, however, placed on long-term public interest-oriented decisions; individual
performance as the foundation of group performance assessments; emphasis on cross-domain functions of linking
and measurement; and attention to the process of monitoring growth and development.
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principles and values of performance evaluation, and allows for a careful and effective assessment'? of the
actual quality of employees’ output through reliable performance review methods (Rosenbloom & Kravchuk,
2005: 226-231)." This way, the basic functions of performance evaluations can be realized, and the objectives
of government agencies be achieved. In short, the appraisal tools and methods involved need to be flexible
enough to undergo adjustments and fine-tuning in accordance with changing requirements, if they are to
consistently achieve the desired results. No matter which method of evaluation one chooses, it is always
essential to first take a long hard look at what one wishes to achieve and how, i.e. one should carefully consider
whether a given method fulfils the following criteria with regard to the organization/agency involved: adequacy,
sustainability, interconnectedness, and potential for consensus. In applying any method (s), one should be open
for introducing new concepts and approaches if one wishes, in the interest of the organization, to maintain the
highest degree of evaluation efficiency.
ii) Methods of Group Performance Evaluation

Turning now to the concepts and methods of group performance evaluations, we will first have a look at
the results and opinions voiced in past research. In particular, we analyze and discuss methods and concepts
of group performance reviews in relation to the current revision of the CSPEA (cf. Zheng Yingzhou, Zheng
Suzhen, 2007: 3-9).

a) Balanced Scorecard (BSC): this concept was first published in 1992 by Kaplan and Norton in the
Harvard Business Review. The article described employs simple and precise methods for measuring
activities relating to business goals and long-term strategies to allow management a comprehensive
understanding of their company’s overall performance. The term “balanced” in BSC refers to the fact
that under this concept, not only financial/budgetary criteria are included in the evaluation process, and
that non-financial indicators are given their due as well.'

Since 1992, a number of scholars have proposed a fairly broad variety of sets and combinations of
factors involved in BSC, and of potential reference indicators. In order to deal with the problem of how

Commonly used methods of assessment are as follows: 1.Observation and judgment assessment 2.Project
assessment 3.Comparative assessment 4.Distribution assessment 5.Performance standards assessment 6.Special
case assessment. In addition to the above assessment methods, there are several other assessment techniques
available, each with their advantage and disadvantage. Among them are: The Graphic Rating Scale Method,
Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scale Method, Alternate Rating Scale Method, Forced Distribution Method,
Critical Incident Method, and Goal Management Method (Dessler, 2004:330). As for performance evaluation, in
addition to using financial indicators and the indirect costs as assessment criteria, one should also be familiar
with other methods of evaluation, including: Bench Marking, Total Quality Management (TQM), Six Sigma,
Activity Based Costing (ABC) and Balanced Score Card (BSC) (Lin Chia-cheng, 2004:1-20; Shi Neng-jie,
1998:35-51; Xu Zhi-li, 2003; Wu Zhu-xian, 2003:301-405, et al.)

" According to Rosenbloom et al., performance evaluation has been the subject of considerable attention in the U.S.
since the 1970’ s. During that time it has been acknowledged that appraisal results exhibit subjective disparities
and the output of public servants is not quantifiable. Therefore, they contend that governmental performance
evaluations, to a certain extent, are a reflection of a search for techniques in which performance factors and
member characteristics are emphasized.

Kaplan and Norton present several performance indicators; however, in addition to providing key performance
indicators it is necessary to make use of key processes that support operational activities which are themselves
utilized in the achievement of strategic goals. By using quantitative methods to clearly measure business
performance, the result is the attainment of effective management goals, improvement of operational advantage,
and creation of business value.
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to choose adequate criteria, researchers linked the selection of performance indicators to strategic
objectives, and presented the connection between strategy and criteria in strategic maps. For each
basic aspect/factor, managers need to identify five to six concrete goals represented by it, and mark in
the strategic maps the causal relationships between these various goals. After this has been achieved,
the next step is to identify representative indicators or criteria for each of the goals. Since this approach
meshes fairly well with existing organizational structures and developmental patterns, it has been very
widely used over the past 15 years.'> The main four theoretical and practical factors involved in BSC
performance management are not without their limitations. AS R. K. Merton has pointed out, when
agencies in the public sector make use of BSC methods, this can lead to a phenomenon known as
displacement of goals."® The public sector can mainly be divided into agencies that provide various
types of service, and state-owned enterprises. With regard to the former, it can be very difficult to
define quantitative performance indicators. In other cases, quantitative performance criteria may be
identified, but the question then is: who exactly are the customers? And would it perhaps be more
appropriate to consider the services provided by civil servants primarily to be democratic services,
public services, and public interest concepts and values, rather than the more emphasized customer
services, concepts and values related to public management and individual interests (Denhardt &
Denhardt, 2007: XI-XIIl)? And, therefore, should customer satisfaction or overall fairness be

considered more important? This line of questioning quickly leads into a quagmire of policy
disputes—in the end, if your perspective is different, then your performance criteria will also be different.
Practically, this means that when implementing BSC methods, the public sector should stress their
substance rather than their specifics, in particular the diversification of criteria. Since different
departments provide different services, they are also endowed with distinct types and amounts of
authority. This aspect comes into play when, for example, one needs to align the indicators and
organizational goals of personnel departments, R&D/evaluation departments and environmental
protection departments: clearly, one size will not fit all, and any results and numbers generated cannot
be directly compared to each other."

Although Balanced Scorecard examples are readily available on the Internet, scholars believe that the direct use
of existing Balanced Scorecards does not provide the best results for the organization that uses them. Effective
use of Balanced Scorecards starts with an effective implementation model, which includes the conversion of
organizational vision into operational goals; the clarification of relationships between such goals; the collection
of concrete indicators reflecting performance development, followed finally by a corresponding adjustment in
development strategies. In this way, the organization and its members can reap the greatest benefit from the use
of Balanced Scorecards (see: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Balanced _scorecard).

Concerning use of strategic maps to make up for these inadequacies, as well as the individual use of four
perspectives within the sphere of public administration, the problem lies in the fact that financial perspectives in
the public sector are subject to the legal constraints of budgetary and administrative procedures, with financial
performance indicators used by sales departments in the private sector, for example, clearly contrary to the
workings of the public sector.

Of course, factor analysis is a commonly used method when constructing indicators, but its application raises the
question of how is the target chosen? Is it suitable for testing departments within the public sector? Do the results
match the four perspectives? Can these perspectives accurately reflect organizational goals? And can each
perspective be given the same weight? If any of the above questions cannot be answered, there is a danger of the
whole process drifting from the original intent of BSC, becoming nothing more than just "paperwork". Although
a strategic map, to some extent, can help fill in such gaps, with regard to the public sector, real lessons instead
comes from answering the following questions: What is the vision of public service? What are the organization's
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b) Management by Objectives (MBO): this method was proposed by Peter F. Drucker in 1954, and has
more recently been appropriated by proponents of concepts such as “respect for the individual,”
“search for the meaning of life and work,” or “development of the individual’s potential.” Drucker’s
appraisal mechanisms are widely used in all kinds of work environments.'® On the whole, MBO is
entirely results-oriented, and is meant to serve as a method for assessing the mechanisms of positive
interaction between agencies and the members of their individual departments, as well as the methods
employed to improve performance. Individual goals can readily be aligned with organizational
objectives, but in the process it is mandatory to clearly define these goals and objectives, and to ensure
their adequacy and achievability. Central parts of MBO are autonomy and self-restraint, with the
individual being at the center of all considerations and actions. MBO also makes use of charts, with a
heavy focus on numbers and only a supporting role for descriptive text. In such a setup, constant
checks and controls are particularly important. Since MBO focuses on concrete, quantitative goals, it
tends to neglect or completely fail to pick up on characteristics and criteria that are less easily
quantified. For example, MBO mechanisms may encourage productivity but fail to take into account the
importance of creativity and innovation.” Put simply, MBO methods allow all members of an
organization to participate in the crucial processes, and turn the organization’s strategic goals into joint
visions. Ideally, sufficient emphasis is placed on the quality of these visions, and the standards adhered
to in their realization, i.e. at its best, MBO is more than just a process or method for establishing a
framework of quantitative performance indicators (cf. Sun Benchu, 2007: 2-3).

c) Benchmarking (BM): this involves comparing an organization’s processes and performance to another
that is considered to be a standard benchmark in the area. In other words, it is the attempt to emulate
methods and processes that have already been shown to be successful in practice.? Furthermore,

20

core values? What strategies have been derived from such values? By recognizing and understanding the various
relationships amid such questions, their implementation gives rise to indicators which can be used to appraise
performance. In this manner, as indicators become more concrete and specific, one can better grasp the true spirit
behind BSC (Sun Ben-chu, 2007: thesis draft).

Goal management can be used to coordinate the movements of an entire organization, focusing its efforts in one
direction. As part of their interaction with organization members, organizational heads or supervisor should put
forth mutually agreed upon work goals and methods of workplace appraisal. Ensuring that such actions have the
proper results and that the organization achieves desired levels of performance, periodic review and feedback
mechanisms can be instituted, forming the basis of year-end organizational and individual performance
evaluations, as well as the creation of civil servant career planning training programs.

Neely puts forward four basic processes involved in measurement of performance (1) the design of a
measurement system, (2) its implementation, (3) management based assessment results, and (4) the revision of
the measurement system (Powell, 2004) (Zheng Ying-chuan, Cheng Su-Zhen, 2007:10). In the public sector,
because of its unique working environment, organizational culture, and budget constraints, management goals
often become tools of reference during performance appraisals, i.e., in addition to spending a large amount of
resources in the defining and setting such goals, emphasized is a mindset of using goal management to evaluate
performance.

Therefore, both internal and external organizational benchmarks, or worldwide benchmarks, can serve as areas of
comparison. In benchmark analysis three exist three methods of comparison: (1) Broad comparisons, whose
typical comparisons include business organizations, procurement strategies, human resources, provision of
services, and different methods of problem solving. The potential benefits of broad comparison are that it can
generate new ideas, offer new methods of problem solving, and aid the concrete implementation of research
results, etc. (2) Performance benchmarking, which typically includes comparison of enterprise productivity, as
well as issues of quantity, cost, efficiency, quality control in the utilization of resources, etc. Potential benefits
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benchmarking stresses the gradual evolution and fine-tuning of practical tasks and projects. If an
enterprise can no longer be certain whether its operational processes are still running at the highest
possible efficiency, a comparison with other companies may help to collect data on operational
effectiveness and identify procedural shortcomings, allowing management to adjust and improve
internal efficiency and overall performance. Since the essence of benchmarking is basically to learn
from other organizations, preferably the best performer in a specific area, problems can occur when
methods and standards observed are adopted uncritically, or transferred to a different environment not
really suited for them. Another issue is that it can be difficult to transfer certain methods from the
private to the public sector, since tasks, missions, and objectives tend to be very different. Even when
the BM approach is employed between two entities in the public sector, it may still fail due to the
diverse nature and environment of the agencies involved. This is a problem that merits close attention.
In summary, whenever public sector agencies plan to introduce a specific performance management tool,
or a combination of tools, it is advisable to first identify exactly what the organizational tasks, mission, and
vision are, as well as what kind of problems need to be addressed, and what appraisal mechanisms are
required to address them most effectively. Particular care is needed in choosing the right tools, because in the
public sector, most performance indicators tend to involve non-quantitative concepts, which moreover are not
readily translated into quantifiable factors. It is thus necessary to put into place a set of complementary
measures and accountability mechanisms to support the proper implementation and full effectiveness of
management administration in specific contexts, and ultimately to improve the output and results of public
agencies, and, by extension, create a highly effective government.

lll. An Analysis of the Issues Involved in Individual
Performance Evaluation and Group Performance

Performance management stresses the measurement and appraisal of output results, usually focusing
either on the government in its entirety, or examining the performance of individual agencies or organizations.
The goal is to determine whether or not the administration’s output is in alignment with the needs of the
population, whether or not the people are fully satisfied with the services provided by government agencies,
and if government agencies have a sufficient grasp on public issues, allowing them to deal with problems
relating to people’s lives, and create a better, more prosperous society for everyone.?' This perspective

are that performance differences can be highlighted, reasons for the differences can be explored, with conclusions
serving as a reference for the implementation of decisions regarding the future improvement of poor performance
areas (3) Process benchmarking, which typically include areas of operating procedures, management systems,
administrative processes, etc. The potential benefits lie in the ability to emphasize existing operating models,
while putting forth proposals to improve efficiency.

The subtext of Not Without You, winner of Best Film at the 2009 Golden Horse Awards, points to the question of
how to create a class of civil servants who are enthusiastic, caring, empathic, “hear the citizens” , respond to

21

public opinion, and work to enhance the quality of their decision-making and the welfare of the people they serve.
At the 2009 Public Servant Outstanding Contribution Award Ceremony, Vice-President Vincent Siew and
Examination Yuan President Kuan John Chung, who both, on several occasions, referred to Japan’ s "fair

weather bureaucracy" as a warning, encouraged Taiwan’ s civil servants to create a new milestone in public

service by emulating the loyalty, diligence, respect of the public servants during the early days of Taiwan’ s
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focuses on the interface at which interaction between the government and its environment takes place, i.e. the
administration’s service delivery system. Whether or not this system is operating efficiently is the issue that lies
at the heart of all performance management. It relates directly to the question of accountability of public
organizations. Accountability in this context depends on the actions and output of every single employee of
every single public agency, and on the effects that the actions of all employees together have upon the overall
organizational performance of the entire government.22 The results of accountability analysis may then provide
valuable feedback for adjustments to the future management and operational mechanisms within government
organizations, thus directly affecting all employees’ work situation and career development, as well as the
human resource management measures in place, such as reward and bonus systems and other incentive
mechanisms. Therefore, a comprehensive civil service performance evaluation system comprises a method for
measuring the group performance output and results, as well as ways of assessing the alignment or interlinking
between individual performance and group performance output and results (cf. Shi Neng jie, 2004:79-94).

1. Analysis of Issues Pertaining to Individual Performance Evaluation

One of the main issues with regard to the reform of performance review systems is the importance of
proper mechanisms for linking up individual performance reviews with overall group performance. Basically,
individual performance assessments tend to be far from objective, and the results obtained are, more often than
not, the product of subjective attitudes and evaluations. The same performance, output and results may garner
very different responses and evaluations depending on the person or persons put in charge of performing the
review, and the review methods employed. In other words, performance measurement and evaluation involves
not only abstract methods and rigid processes, but is also affected by social interaction, power structures, and
authority hierarchies. We will now take a closer look at these issues.

i) Individual Performance Reviews Are the Basis of Overall Group Performance:

Work performance management for individual employees involves work appraisal conducted in
accordance with scientific principles and methods, the ultimate goal being to measure and assess the behavior
and work results of individual members of an organization. To achieve this, agencies rely on standardized
mechanisms, processes, and methods for analyzing the work and output of individual members of the
organization. The concrete results of these appraisals are then used as the basis for organizational
performance management. It is clear, then, that individual performance assessments are not an end in
themselves, but form the foundation of performance management for entire groups and departments.
Unfortunately, in evaluations at the individual level, the human factor tends to be magnified, meaning that for
those conducting performance reviews, it is almost impossible to completely avoid subjective judgments, or
remain entirely unaffected by social interaction and interpersonal relationships. Consequently, the results of
individual performance reviews can never be completely objective. On the other hand, these reviews can do

retrocession.

2 (1) On October 15, 2009, the Executive Yuan's Central Personnel Administration released a press statement in

response to reports of public servants playing the online game "Happy Farm" during work hours. In the statement,
the CPA emphasized its stance that public servants not use public resources for items other than workplace
responsibilities while at work. Furthermore, agency heads at all levels and department managers were responsible
for monitoring the situation; if they failed in their supervising role, punishment would be meted out in
accordance with the relevant laws and regulations. (2) As Taiwan was suffering the effects of Typhoon Morakot,
officials in a southern Taiwan township were reported by the media to be playing online games, causing much
public discussion over the role and perception of civil servants.
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more than just provide necessary individual performance data for organizational management: they also help
management to gain a better understanding of employees’ values and mind-set, thereby better enabling
superiors to improve their management methods and help to develop the potential of their subordinates.

ii) Difficulties and Errors in Individual Performance Reviews:

As stated further above, reliability and validity are two essential characteristics of useful performance
evaluations. Most evaluation mechanisms rely on a set of indicators, or criteria, as well as specific principles
and methods, as shown in Chart 4. This chart can also serve as a reference point for our further discussion.
When evaluation methods are put into practice (generally in accordance with the relevant rules and regulations
stipulated in the CSPEA), a number of difficulties and errors are often revealed (cf. Lin Shuibo, 1989a, and
1989b: 22-35).

Incentives Environmental Factors Capabilities and Potential
career ambitions equipment/resources technical skills
conflicts with other employees work design interpersonal skills
frustrations economic trends analytical skills
fairness/satisfaction unions/associations problem-solving skills
goals/expectations rules and policies communication and mediation skills
team/unity management support physiological limitations

legal provisions psychological inclinations

Source: cf. Snell & Bohlander, 2007: 367.

Chart 4: Factor Affecting Performance

a) It is difficult to achieve impartiality/fairness, and/or the evaluation process may be reduced to a mere
formality, due to subjective factors such as the evaluator’s bias or prejudices, or an insincere/hypocritical
attitude of department heads or other superiors whose actions or influence may affect the review process; b)
errors or inaccuracies may occur due to (exaggerated) leniency, strictness, or a central tendency, rooted in the
evaluator’s preferences and habits; c) halo and horn effects may also contribute to errors, in particular where
the evaluator has a tendency to generalize or take an overly simplified view; d) there is possibility of contrast
errors and cognitive bias, due to the evaluator’s tendency to judge the performance of individual employees’ not
on their own merits and actual work/output, but solely based on comparison’s with the performance of other
employees; e) errors and inaccuracies may occur due to seniority differences, or certain personality traits of the
evaluator, who may, for example, tend to give more senior employees a higher rating, or may feel that his own
performance should under no circumstances be lower than that of any of his subordinates—thus leading to
ratings that are motivated not by objective criteria, but subjective considerations and self-interest.

iii) Establishing a Comprehensive Cognitive Framework for Individual Performance Reviews:

In its effort to promote performance management, the government places performance at the center of
evaluation criteria and standards, while at the same time stressing uprightness, moral conduct, accountability,
empowerment and delegation, and the need for preventing all kinds of errors and inaccuracies. It is worth
pondering whether or not these concepts and requirements are compatible with the current CSPEA, and if not,
how the discrepancies between the law and these concepts can be addressed (cf. Tsai Liangwen, 2006:
444-449). In addition to the human factor (e.g. interpersonal relationships, favoritism), government agencies
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also face other difficulties when trying to implement effective performance evaluation mechanisms. For example,
the type of work done and output/services provided by the public sector are often not easily quantifiable,
leading to a high degree of performance ambiguity, which is reflected in great difficulties in conducting effective
and meaningful performance reviews (Chen Haiming and Guo Dongsheng, 2005: 559-572). In order to
overcome the problem of errors and inaccuracies in individual performance assessments, it is therefore
necessary to adopt a multi-pronged and practical approach that includes a combination of comprehensive
procedures and flexible methods with special techniques for avoiding the pitfalls inherent in all work evaluations,
all within the framework of the provisions of the law.

a) Comprehensive procedures: currently, most individual performance review processes focus on “vertical
command-and-monitor modes,” but it is important that in the future we strengthen “horizontal communition-
and-negotiation functions” to achieve more balanced results;% b) flexible methods: most evaluation methods
can be applied in a number of different ways, making it absolutely essential to weigh carefully the specific
conditions and circumstances involved before selecting a method, or combination of methods, best suited for a
specific situation or environment—this will greatly enhance the reliability and validity of the results obtained;®* c)
avoiding pitfalls: it is mandatory to eliminate as much as possible the distortion of evaluation results, in
particular where it may be caused by a number of already identified pitfalls.? All involved should therefore
examine, and where necessary adjust, their attitude and point of view to avoid excessive subjectivity and
cognitive bias. This is the only way develop a useful cognitive framework for performance reviews within the
parameters provided by the law.

2. An Analysis of Issues Pertaining to Group Performance Evaluation

i) Group Performance Evaluations: The Current Situation

An effective performance evaluation system is capable of objectively measuring an organization’s
performance, and can help to assess whether or not this performance is in alignment with the organization’s
standards and objectives. At the same time, good evaluation mechanisms also support the adjustment and
fine-tuning of both individual and organizational goals in order to eliminate discrepancies or divergences in or
between these goals, thereby bringing them into line with the organization’s needs. It follows that effective
group performance evaluations can promote employee learning and self-correction of errors and divergences,

¥ Concerning supervising functions, attention must be given to the scope of the workplace evaluation, as well as

any relevant moral or ethical factors. As for communicative functions, it is important that a healthy interaction
between those assessed and their evaluators be maintained during each assessment phase. Furthermore, how to
measure future improvements in performance must be discussed and agreed upon, so as to maintain the stable

development of organizational management.

* When appraising group performance, organizational culture, its operational characteristics, and the attention paid

to organizational development are all important determining factors. As for organization members, their behavior
and workplace achievements are two factors that come under consideration. Finally, for both individuals and

organizational performances, attention should also be paid to their development and ranking.

» Including: (1)Differing or dissenting stances taken by managers and rank and file members regarding

performance assessment. (2)Subjective interpretation of performance assessment results resulting from
differences in background and opinions; manipulation of results to benefit oneself. (3)Over-emphasis on
assessment fairness, resulting in the strengths and unique work responsibilities of the individual not being
accurately represented in the assessment items. (4)Evaluation of results often harm harmonious interpersonal
relationships, undermining both the ability and cohesion of the group and thus adversely affecting group
performance (World Executive Digest, 2008:24-26).
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as well as the integration of data and the transfer of explicit and tacit knowledge between the individual
members of the organization. This can lead to improved focus and cooperation, creating an environment that
encourages employees to gel as a team, which in turn helps to realize concepts such as knowledge
management (KM), and steers the civil service system towards creative practices and innovation. Ideally, the
net result is a streamlined, service-oriented government. Unfortunately, under the system currently in place, it is
difficult to effectively implement (in accordance with performance evaluation theory) methods for strengthening
functions such as development and motivation. The upshot of all this is that individual performance
assessments are currently little more than a formality with little or no real impact on improving efficiency and
results. In addition, most administrative agencies still lack proper mechanisms for group performance reviews,
making it even more difficult for individual performance evaluations to be fully effective as catalysts of
development and motivation.

We should also remember that performance management in the public sector does not exist in a vacuum,
but is closely intermeshed with the general public, policymakers, and the body of civil servants in its entirety.
Through political activities and various arrangements and mechanisms embedded in the administrative and
social systems, all these entities interact with each other, thereby creating constantly changing conditions that
will affect any form of performance management (cf. Lin Shuibo and Chen Zhiwei, 1999: 319-354). Therefore,
any type of group performance review needs to take into account public perception, which adds a number of
factors and criteria to the evaluative equation, which can be categorized as public interests and the
constitutional and regulatory environment; duties and functions of government agencies at all levels of
administration; professional and occupational standards and value systems of groups and communities;
democratic norms and values of the citizenry. All these are closely connected with the concept of
accountability.?8 Jabbra & Dwivedi provide an extensive list of subcategories of accountability (cf. Denhardt &
Denhardt, 2007: 42-43), the most important of which are: a) organizational accountability; b) legislative
accountability; c) political accountability; d) professional accountability; e) moral accountability (Sun Benchu,
2007, 179-184).7

% Strictly speaking accountability and responsibility are not the same. Accountability refers to the acceptance of the

outcome of one’ s actions, whether it be censure or praise. The definition of responsibility is a bit more vague,
and to be found in the hierarchical workings of the organization. Put another way, accountability is an
administrative official” s execution of his administrative tasks and his responsibility to those same tasks. While
responsibility, on the other hand, is when people feel responsible for a situation that is not the direct result of

their own actions.

7 The true meaning of accountability is clarity, answerability, reliability, explainability, oversight, responsibility,

and result orientation. "Those accountable" must be able to bear full responsibility and determine whether the
"responsible person" has the capabilities to complete the work at hand; they must be able to see the big picture on
one hand and the key details on the other; they must be conscious of the differing breath and depth of tasks in
which issues of accountability and responsibility play a part (Zhang Wen-long, 2006,55-71). From the above
discussion we can see that in discussing the dismissal of a public servant the principle of accountability plays no
small part. First, when the areas of responsibilities for public servant are clearly specified—in both behavior and
attitude—public servants will comply with the provisions of relevant laws and regulations and meet performance
standards set by public organizations in response to citizen’ s expectations of government's accountability to the
public in a democracy. Second, public servants will be protected against abuse of power by those conducting
supervision. When the guidelines for dismissing public servants are clearly defined, the identity rights as well as
the rights which accompany a public official may not be arbitrarily deprived, unless the public servant acts
counter to the defined obligations and responsibilities.
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Turning to the situation in the United States, the performance management reform process launched by
President Barack Obama is also riddled with problems. The obstacles and errors by the current US
administration include: evaluation indicators incapable of measuring the desired performance output and results;
a lack of linkage/causal relationship between performance indicators and policy goals; an over-reliance on
engaged and procedural indicators as evaluation standards; insufficiently targeted or poorly defined indicators;
inadequate weighting of sub-indicators and insufficiently challenging targets and objectives. To deal with these
shortcomings, it is necessary to unambiguously align the targets (as measured by the key indicators) with the
desired final output and results, regardless of whether the targets are positive or negative in nature. It is also
necessary to pay particular attention to the outcome indicators, since these usually allow a more realistic
assessment of overall efficiency. Therefore, all outcome indicators (including those for intermediate and final
outcomes) should be linked up very tightly. Meanwhile, a better weighting of indicators and sub-indicators can
be achieved with a range of methods, including: analytic hierarchy process (AHP), sensitivity analysis (SA), and
the Delphi method. Last not least, in order to generate more challenging targets and objectives, one might rely
on average weighted indices based on the data about achievement rates for previous targets and objectives,
adjusted for standard deviation (Hu Longteng, 2009: 34-48). The specific problems encountered in performance
management processes, as well as the possible solutions, given in the above provide valuable reference points
for Taiwan’s civil service system.

Another important issue in human resource management in government agencies is fairness. Fairness, or
impartiality, is an essential motivational factor for the members of an organization. If employees feel that the
systems and policies relating to human resource management in their organization are skewed and unfair, this
will have a very negative impact on morale. The opposite is also true: if employees feel that they are treated
fairly, they tend to reciprocate by improved performance, increased commitment, positive behavior, and actions
that are well aligned with the organization’s interests. Consequently, human resource management measures
pertaining to individual performance reviews or comparisons always need to take the fairness factor into
account.

ii) Group Dynamics and Team Building and How They Relate to the Analytical Assessment of the Goals of
Performance Evaluations

Group performance is closely connected to group behavior and the interactions between individual group
members, i.e. group performance, as manifested in group characteristics and behavior, are heavily affected by
group dynamics. In other words, group performance is the result of group actions, as well as a concrete
manifestation of group processes (Song Zhen Zhao, 2000). Important aspects of group dynamics are
bureaucratic/hierarchical structures, leadership, and authority. The concept of “team,” however, stresses
horizontal structures, division of authority, and shared leadership. Groups emphasize division of work and
individual output and accountability; teams are about each member sharing in the joint responsibilities of the
entire team, with the focus being on collective rather than individual results. One big question of administrative
reform is thus how to successfully integrate a concept like “team spirit” into the hierarchically organized
structures of traditional bureaucracy with its comparatively rigid mechanisms of command and supervision.

The Hawthorne experiments, involving some of the earliest research on groups and group dynamics,
revealed the existence of informal groups within formal groups. These cliques generate informal rules, as well
as specific mechanisms to enforce them, a phenomenon that can have both positive and negative effects on
group performance (and which should therefore be factored into any method for evaluating group performance).
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When dealing with group performance, the focus has to be put on interactions within the group, i.e. the
“systemic forces” that affect group behavior and output, for effective group performance management and
evaluations to work. Organizational operations have their own static structures, including organizational law and
personnel management, but in addition to understanding these, it is even more important to grasp an
organization’s dynamic structures, i.e. the systemic or group forces that are the driving force and main factor
behind an organization’s actual output and results.

The differences in rank and/or seniority between individual members of an organization will also affect, in
varying degrees, the role and effects of societal supervision or internal monitoring of performance. Furthermore,
a group’s overall performance will be affected by a number of individual background factors, such as age, level
of education, and fields of interest, which will exert a subtle yet powerful influence on the interaction between
the group’s individuals by reinforcing or weakening certain traits and behaviors. A crucial issue, then, is how to
steer group interaction and group dynamics in a positive direction that enhances the group’s functionality. Of
course, group performance evaluations will also affect individual performance reviews, and thus employee’s
career prospects and development. Consequently, it becomes necessary to implement mechanisms that can
prevent or overcome the effects of negative competition, and counteract tendencies to avoid responsibilities, or
shift them to others. As they say, it takes all kinds to make a world, and: there are as many opinions as there
are people. The art lies in guiding individuals in ways that will focus and integrate their best impulses and
capabilities, allowing them to gel smoothly and form a cohesive team. This is the basis for improving group
performance, as well as, on a larger scale, for good governance.

3. An Analysis of Issues Pertaining to the Relationship between

Individual and Group Performance Evaluations

i) The Background of the Reform of the Current Performance Evaluation System

The Civil Service Performance Evaluation Act (CSPEA) currently in place states “that civil servant
performance shall be based on the objective appraisal of overall merits and shortcomings, with commensurate
rewards and punishments.” Ratings are given for work performed from January through December, and in
addition to work performance, particular emphasis is also placed on moral conduct and attitude. The grading
system as described in the CSPEA and its Enforcement Regulations features four grades, A-D. The Law and its
Enforcement Regulations also list the conditions for assigning individual grades, in particular grades A and D.
The 1945 version of the Law states explicitly that not more than one third of all grades should fall into the
categories A or D. During the 1970 revision of the CSPEA, this provision was scrapped for A-level grades, but in
1971 the secretary-general to the president, after consultation with the secretary-generals of the five Yuans
(administrative branches) determined that in all government agencies, the ratio of A-level grades awarded
should ideally be around one third, and should never exceed half, of all grades awarded. When the 1987
Enforcement Regulations were laid down, containing detailed provisions on the criteria and special conditions
for assigning A-level grades, the ratio of A-level grades had again risen to disproportional heights, which led to
the implementation of various reform measures.? As we have seen further above, if individual performance

% Starting from 2001, heads at the Ministry of Civil Service and the Central Personnel Administration have jointly
sent out notifications asking the various competent authorities to take steps to ensure that the number of
employees who received an A rating does not exceed 75% of the total; however, those agencies who exhibit
outstanding work performance may have their ratio increased. In 2002, the Central Personnel Administration laid
out a plan emphasizing, in particular, performance with regard to advancement of workplace operations, as well
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reviews are not in some way linked up with the agency’s overall performance, and do not take into account the
perceptions and expectations of the population, they are bound to become mere formalities without practical
value. Furthermore, if there are no balancing mechanisms in the form of group performance reviews, the
widespread practice of assigning more or less identical proportions of A-level grades throughout different
agencies and departments is bound to lead to unjust ratings, since employees whose performance and output
are basically at the same level may yet end up receiving different evaluations, which makes for often severely
skewed review results. Another reason for coupling individual with group performance evaluations is that this
puts healthy competitive pressure on all government agencies, pushing them to implement more efficient
management methods and work harder to achieve set targets. On July 14, 2005, the Examination Yuan
submitted the following draft revision to the Legislative Yuan (CSPEA, Article 13, Paragraph 1, Section 2):
“Supervisory agencies and agencies at all other levels shall, in accordance with their duties and needs, conduct
intra-agency and inter-departmental group performance evaluations, the results of which shall serve as criteria
for the distribution of grades across and within agencies and departments, and thus as part of the reward and
incentive system. The scope, standards, procedures, and other issues pertaining to the implementation of this
system shall be regulated by the Examination Yuan in collaboration with the Executive Yuan.” However, this
draft revision did not pass the legislature, and is currently still being reviewed by the Ministry of Civil Service.

After the 11th Examination Yuan assumed its responsibilities, it immediately set about reforming the
administrative structures of the civil service system. A Civil Service System Reform Planning Team was set up
and charged with holding a series of meetings to discuss proposals for change in accordance with policy
guidelines, experts’ suggestions, and the reform concepts put forward by the new President of the Examination
Yuan, Kuan Chung, after he assumed office. The result of these meetings were six major proposals, all of which
were passed by the Examination Yuan's 39th plenary session. One of the proposals, “Implementing
Performance Management to Improve Civil Service Efficiency,” contained the concrete suggestion to revise the
CSPEA in order to “establish individual and group performance evaluation mechanisms and a system of
performance bonuses and rewards.” The methods and approaches employed in the past offer valuable
examples and ideas for the realization of efficient mechanisms of group performance evaluation and effective
bonus and reward systems, yet when one attempts to formulate universal regulations and integrate them into
the existing laws, it becomes necessary to also put into place a set of complementary plans and measures that
help to ensure a smooth implementation of reforms
i) An Initial Analysis of Related Problems

In the future, Taiwan’s system of civil service performance evaluation, including the assessment of the
Executive Yuan's efficiency in terms of policy implementation,?® will need to take into consideration a variety of

as the creation of a performance bonus system for those agencies within the Executive Yuan. Although the plan
was fully implemented in 2003, following the Legislative Yuan review of the 2007 central government budget,
when it was stipulated that remaining funds from personnel budgets shall not be used in the form of employee
bonuses, there have been no issuing of performance bonuses. Various inter-agency departments are still using
group performance ranking results to guide the allocation of the number of A ratings permitted to be handed out
by each department. Since 2003, the Research, Development and Evaluation Commission, in response to the
Executive Yuan’ s 2001 promulgation of Directives for Administrative Performance Appraisal for the Agencies
under the Executive Yuan (as well as Directives for Administrative Performance Management for the Agencies

under the Executive Yuan, promulgated on April 17, 2009), has begun handling inter-agency assessment.

¥ Results of year-end performance reviews for individuals are implemented starting from January Ist of the

following year. In accordance with the performance bonus system for agencies within the Executive Yuan set
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factors that tend to differ for different agencies and departments, such as time-spans and targets covered by
performance reviews, as well as the specific methods employed. There is thus a need for drawing up rules and
regulations within the framework of the CSPEA to provide clear and detailed guidelines for what the future
group performance evaluation system should look like, and how it should function in different environments.
What follows is a more detailed look at some of the relevant issues:

a) Evaluation Time: As a system for group performance evaluation is being integrated into the CSPEA,
and is to serve as one of the reference points for the assignment ratio and distribution of A-level grades,
and thus the allocation of rewards and bonuses, all agencies will conduct group performance reviews
both within and between all departments under their supervision. In practical terms, it will be best to
take a stacked, or gradual, approach. However, all evaluations should be completed within one
calendar year’s time to facilitate year-end individual assessments. The inter-departmental performance
reviews are necessary to determine the exact proportion of A-level ratings for each individual
department. Once the distribution of A-level ratings has been decided, the individual departments can
begin to assign ratings to individual employees. Based on the above, it is mandatory to simplify and
standardize the methods used for group performance reviews as much as possible. Ideally, quantitative,
analog, or sequential analysis should be employed in order to ensure speed and efficiency, and avoid
scheduling problems.

b) The Agency (Department) Being Evaluated: A matter that deserves attention includes the position of the
supervisory agency, in particular the relationship between central government agencies and local
governments—competencies and responsibilities with regard to performance evaluations need to be
defined with great care. Since there are often considerable differences in the size and nature of
operations of individual agencies/departments, evaluation and ranking mechanisms should be designed
to reflect these differences, for example by creating distinct review categories employing specific
review criteria.3

30

down by the Central Personnel Administration, all agencies should complete their ranking and grading of the
performance of internal first level departments and their subordinate agencies before December 15th. In
accordance with the provisions of the Research, Development and Evaluation Commission’ s directives for
administrative performance appraisal for agencies under the Executive Yuan, those agencies to be evaluated as
stipulated in the directives shall all be subordinate to the Executive Yuan (ministries, councils, branches,
departments, bureaus, yuans, county governments, provincial consultative councils). The above agencies are
required to send a yearly performance report to the Research, Development and Evaluation Commission for
review before March 7th. Regarding the question of how to compare and review the two departments and their
respective two councils that fall under the oversight of the Examination Yuan, they can perhaps be evaluated
through a medium or long-term plan.

Many government operations are carried out by central government ministries responsible for policy planning,
while their subordinate agencies or local authorities are responsible for implementation of such policies; that is to
say, policies for which the central government ministries are responsible commonly need to be implemented by
agencies subordinate to these ministries. Observing the results of such policy planning and implementation is the
Executive Yuan’ s Research, Development and Evaluation Commission, which is in charge of administrative
performance appraisal for the agencies under the Executive Yuan, the scope of which extends to the yearly
performance review of all agencies subordinate to the Executive Yuan.

Regarding local authorities, issues of self-authority, (for example in mayors of special municipalities, mayors of
counties or cities, and village or township heads) and ingrained political factions’ “king of the hill mentality",

are issues to consider when deciding on whether or not group performance assessment at the local level can be
promoted and implemented. Concerning this problem, with regard to the regulations of Civil Service
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c) Analysis of Evaluation Methods: The CSPEA, its Enforcement Regulations, and the regulations for
routine evaluations of individual agencies clearly define the standards and criteria for reviews of
individual performance and moral conduct. During a 2004 test run for a new reward and bonus system,
the departments were graded according to their overall performance, and allotted a lump sum for
rewards and bonuses in accordance with their rating (“group performance premium”). This lump sum
was then divided and distributed among the members of the department in accordance with the results
of the internal individual performance reviews. When designing a reward and bonus system as part of
the ongoing civil service reform, the above procedure offers a very good approach to effectively linking
up group performance with individual performance reviews.

How exactly, then, should group performance reviews be conducted? This brings us back to the question
of performance evaluation standards and tools/methods.®' The government serves the public, and most of the
services provided fall into categories that are not amenable to strictly quantitative assessments, which makes
performance evaluations more difficult than in most private businesses. Regardless of this, most review tools
and standards employed in the past focused very much on quantitative, rather than qualitative, aspects to
analyze the output and results of government agencies, and while this approach made evaluations more
straightforward and manageable, it also left quite a few things to be desired. First of all, just as there are
considerable dissimilarities between different agencies, so the size, scope, tasks and operational duties of
individual departments within a given agency also tend to display a considerable degree of diversity. One way
to deal with these differences is to rely on the management by objectives (MBO) approach, since this method
allows for flexible assessments that take into account a variety of factors, such as complexity of goals, different
degrees of difficulty of tasks to be achieved (“challenges”), or the degree to which plans were executed and
objectives achieved. One problem, however, remains even with this method: since the target of the services
provided (i.e. the general public) is in no way integrated into the evaluation process, and perceptions from

Performance Evaluation Act, which state the ranking of group performance is subject to evaluation, whether or
not to eliminate the review by related competent authorities is an option to consider.

Regarding the feasibility of creating different groups for ranking in accordance with differences in the nature of
their operations, one must first look at the ranking criteria. When all agencies are subject to uniform ranking
criteria, there exist fewer doubts about ranking impartiality. However because differences in the nature of
operations of differing agencies can be very broad, different types rankings standards perhaps will also vary
largely, making it hard to find uniformity. In the interests of fairness and impartiality, one solution is to group
agencies (structure) in accordance with nature of their operations. For example, state-owned enterprises such as
the tax authority, household registration authorities, land authorities should all be ranked separately. Factors of
size should also be taken into account, as the number of members within an organization can influence
operational development. Thus, when grouping agencies for performance assessment, the size of the agencies
should be relatively similar. Furthermore, when designing ranking and assessment mechanisms, the difficulty of
comparing an agency with relatively few members with other agencies of the same level or grade must be taken

into account.

' In the latter, within the previously mentioned practices of the Central Personnel Administration and the Research,

Development and Evaluation Commission, management objectives serve as the main tool during ranking
procedures. The former includes performance objectives and performance ranking indicators. As various
government agencies and departments all have specific operational duties for which they are responsible, it
follows that the annual implementation of such operational duties are bound to be different—a result of
differences in workplace priorities. Performance objectives are an important provision in the annual workplace
priorities, and along with indicators determining performance ranking, they become a key component in the
success of group performance ranking.
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internal and external perspectives are bound to be quite different, the objectivity and validity of evaluation
results may still be questioned. This is why improved designs of review systems should include public feedback
(i.e. responses from the “service recipients”) as a possible evaluation criterion. To this purpose, the government
might commission an independent survey and research company to conduct opinion polls, which could serve as
a useful reference.®? Secondly, to ensure a smooth review process, supervisory agencies should set up
databases that keep a detailed track record throughout the year of the performance of all agencies under their
control. The information thus acquired can then be used to compare the output and results of the various
subordinate agencies. This mechanism would be superior to the traditional approach, which involved
subordinate agencies basically evaluating their own performance. This form of self-evaluation tends to produce
little more than formalized statements and biased assessments. Yet it remains to be seen how the
preprocessing and the designing/planning necessary for this method will affect its effectiveness: data mining
can only begin when actual performance/output is taking place, and all the relevant mechanisms have already
to be in place by that time, with little room for adjustment during a given period of observation. Also, it might be
difficult to integrate or exclude performance objectives, depending on the concrete situation. Here, a
case-by-case approach might be useful.

iii) An Analysis of Issues Deserving Special Attention during Group Performance Evaluations

Based on the above, the following issues deserve our attention when implementing new mechanisms for

group performance evaluation:

a) When performing group reviews, it is essential that the employees undergoing evaluation are exposed
to both pressure and incentives to create ideal conditions for performance assessment. The pressure
applied should be adequate (neither too light nor too severe), and the incentives reasonable. Part of
this approach is that in comparison to the current reward and punishment system, the proportion of
A-level grades awarded to individual employees should be lowered. This will enhance the motivational
function of top grades, since it will be harder to attain them. As a complementary measure, the
allocation of rewards and bonuses to groups and individuals needs to be regulated by a set of specific
standards and procedures to avoid manipulation of the system for personal gain.

b) It is necessary that agency leaders and department heads are fully aware of the great importance of
performance management, if we are to realize a system that is not only fair, impartial and less prone to
corrupt practices, but also gives reasonable space to public participation and governance (cf. Box,
2004: 25-41; 2007: VII-XIl & 21-39). The full spectrum of grades and ratings should be used to provide
stronger incentives for good performances. By the same rationale, agency leaders and department
heads should be made personally responsible for the performance of their agencies/departments. This
system of direct accountability should entail that the very rank and position of leaders and upper
management depends on the performance of their agencies or departments. Publicly elected leaders
should principally be subject to the pressures of public opinion and democratic accountability, for
example in the form of publicly announced performance review results—provided these reviews are
conducted in a fair and impartial manner.

2 Public opinion cannot be the sole factor behind the implementation of governmental policy. Instead public

opinion should be better understood as a reflection of public’ s overall feelings and opinions. Their voice, which
can help in the reduction of bureaucratic inertia and the meeting of government's policy objectives and the citizen
demands, also acts as a reminder to those within administrative departments for the need to continually enhance
the height and breadth, as well as the qualities of foresight, diligence, and cooperation of their service.
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c) After the new performance evaluation system has been implemented, the various government agencies
will put in place adequate performance review mechanisms and tools that are adapted to the specific
tasks and operational duties of the agencies and departments involved. This means that different
agencies will employ different evaluation tools, a process of differentiation that is also carried over into
the evaluation mechanisms on the departmental level. For example, the Examination Yuan will divide
its internal departments into two categories, with different evaluations standards applying for each
category. Agencies and departments differ considerably in size and staff numbers, and for small
agencies/departments with few employees, it may not be easy or convenient to conduct performance
reviews. In these situations, the performance evaluation system should provide for a flexible application
of its mechanisms, and allow for necessary adjustments. For example, the staff of smaller subordinate
agencies or departments may, for performance review purposes, be incorporated into higher-level
agencies,® i.e. the supervising agency may organize and conduct the performance review for the
smaller agency, or group several smaller departments together to conduct a joint review.

In summary, the self-esteem and sense of mission of civil servants is largely derived from inner needs and
values, as described by Abraham H. Maslow in his hierarchy of human needs, which includes concepts such as
self-actualization and achievement, and even purely spiritual needs. Against this backdrop, it is clear that
performance management and evaluation should not be limited to quantitative analysis or purely factual
aspects, but also take into account more abstract, qualitative factors to arrive at a more balanced view of
performance and output. Where inner needs and values are also considered, the motivational approach
becomes particularly useful: performance reviews can serve as a way of helping employees to gain a better
understanding of their own capabilities and potential, and, by extension, help them to improve their work skills
and enhance their efficiency. Through guidance and individually devised plans, employees may establish future
goals that are in alignment with organizational objectives and developmental strategies. In short, this is an area
where the powerful influence of the more abstract aspects and concepts of performance evaluation comes into
play. Of course, the administrative side of things also needs to be taken care of, i.e. the results of performance
reviews provide an empirical basis for wage rises/adjustments, rewards, bonuses, and promotions, but also for
demotions and dismissals. Since the standards applied will vary depending on the concrete circumstances and
entities involved, we cannot give a very precise account here of how exactly review results should be linked to
decisions about rewards and penalties. It is therefore all the more important for every agency and department
to clearly define both organizational and individual goals and strategies, and to wisely apply performance
reviews as a means of assessing and balancing the influence of crucial attitude factors such as values or sense
of mission. From a discussion of potential errors and inaccuracies entailed in some theories and methods of

At present, the Central Personnel Administration conducts a yearly review of the performance results of

operational performance assessments given to various human resources organs attached to agencies subordinate
to the Executive Yuan. In 2009, those subject to the review were divided into several groups: the central
government (including municipalities) HR department; central government HR office one and two; county and
city government’ s HR departments one and two, as well as city council’ s group six. Results for those
departments or offices subject to the review were listed in accordance with their review rankings; areas of
citation, areas that had not yet been satisfactorily strengthened, or area that still needed improvement were
marked for future review. As for the ratio of HR supervisors and various HR organ members granted a superior
grade during the mid-year review, this experience can perhaps serve as an important tool for future reference.
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performance evaluation, and ways of dealing with them, | proceeded to look at experiences made in other
countries. This led to an assessment of the potential problems of group performance reviews, a discussion of
the errors that may occur when implementing and conducting such reviews, and the presentation of ways to
remedy these errors. The preliminary conclusion reached is that the current system for performance evaluation
in the civil service sector is in need of a thorough revision. One of the key factors for successful reform is to
establish a mechanism that links individual performance reviews with group performance evaluations in an
effective manner, thereby laying the groundwork for a healthy, fair, and efficient civil service system.

IV. How to Effectively Link Up Individual Performance
Evaluation and Group Performance Management:
An Analysis

The CSPEA was originally designed as a set of legal provisions for regulating only the standards and
procedures of individual performance reviews, with no provisions being made for group performance evaluation.
Future revisions of the Act will add stipulations for performance review mechanisms, and it is vital that these
revisions are carefully drafted. When designing standards for group performance reviews, we cannot focus
solely on the situation of state-owned enterprises, but need to adopt a broader view that also encompasses the
operations and duties of administrative government agencies, for which uniform standards are practically
impossible to implement or enforce. The question, then, is how to come up with various sets of tools and
standards, i.e. a range of review methods, in order to address the specific requirements of different agencies
and departments. This author believes that we should have a framework of general principles to ensure the
system’s flexibility and broad applicability. When putting new rules into practice, much consideration should be
given to the question of whether or not the position of agency leaders or department heads should be directly
linked to the results of relevant performance evaluations. If people can be removed from leading positions
based on performance reviews, there is always the danger of the system being abused for political purposes, or
of other extraneous factors exerting an undue influence on personnel decisions.

Another factor is the sheer complexity of organizational operations, which is exacerbated by individual
differences between members of organizations and departments. When pondering the exact mechanisms for
linking up and integrating individual performance reviews with group performance evaluations, it is therefore
clear that group evaluations cannot and should not serve as a direct basis for individual performance reviews.
Neither can group performance be defined as simply the sum of all individual performances of the group
members. Rather, additional modules need to be interposed, such as goal-oriented management and the
experience and leadership qualities of agency leaders/department heads in charge of conducting performance
assessments. In this context, staff review meetings and performance evaluation committees also have an
important role to play, since they help to create an environment where individual and group performance
reviews can be linked up in meaningful and controlled ways. In the following, we will take a more detailed look
at how the functions and results of individual performance reviews and group performance evaluations can be
closely interconnected and balanced through a variety of management measures.
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1. The Mechanisms: Establishing Shared Visions and Implementing

Complementary Measures through Mutual Trust and Participation

The linking up of group performance and individual performance reviews through management measures
involves performance management activities and mechanisms that help to foster a consensus on the
organization’s future development and objectives. This means that with regard to performance measurement
and evaluation, retroactive management and controls are replaced by proactive planning and development.
Traditionally, performance reviews tend to focus almost entirely on assessing past productivity and results, and
the process involves mostly one-way evaluations conducted by superiors without consulting subordinates. This
approach makes it difficult to let employees develop a sense of community and teamwork, and tends to lead to
a lack of mutual trust between the organization and its individual members. In turn, these factors will have a
negative impact on future productivity and output. The core of good performance management is therefore
constructive dialogue and feedback. If superiors and subordinates can establish an atmosphere of mutual trust
in place of traditional “us-and-them” attitudes, and regularly exchange their experiences and ideas, the whole
organization will profit. Employees will no longer feel alienated from their department or agency, and instead
develop a sense of belonging and a belief that, together with their colleagues and superiors, they can fully
develop their potential. In this kind of working environment, it will be much easier for performance management
mechanisms to have their desired effects: allowing all members of the organization to develop and maintain a
shared vision and effective operational procedures.

The strengthening of dialogue and communication also helps to establish group accountability and build
organizational trust. When putting in place the basic structures of performance management, the most direct
and effective way to fuse employees and organization into a tightly knit, integrated unit is to boost mechanisms
for participation and dialogue, allowing employees to take part in the various steps of performance
management, such as planning, setting of goals/objectives, measuring and evaluation, and the examination and
validation of output and results. This will greatly enhance the efficiency of operations. In the past, performance
evaluations were mostly a top-to-bottom affair with the sole focus on individual performance and accountability.
But the operational reality of most administrative organizations is such that it is neither fair nor reasonable to
place exclusive emphasis on individual accountability: the performance of an individual employee is by no
means always in direct correlation to the performance and results of the organization or department as a whole.
If, for example, each individual employee delivers excellent work, but the organization’s output and results are
still below par, then the main reason for failure clearly lies not with the employees, but with the leaders and
management. Consequently, it makes good sense to introduce certain concepts of democratic accountability
into the performance management process. After all, while employees are the subjects of performance
evaluations, they are also needed as cooperators in the process of performance management. Only through
group and democratic accountability can an organization’s success be properly linked to the output and results
of its individual departments, and can operational processes be implemented that allow an agency to function
as an organic whole. While at this point in time it may still be necessary to retain some of the current thinking
and practices with regard to individual and group performance evaluation results, human resources
management, rewards and penalties, or the budget allocation process, in the long term it will be beneficial to
gradually phase out old methods and approaches. In the future, the results of performance evaluations should
mainly be employed as motivational and developmental incentives, and less to underpin established patterns of
distributing an organization’s resources, or as tools to advance personal interests and careers. The reason why
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we need to disentangle the webs of traditional administrative patterns is that they were based on overly
simplified assumptions: the relationships between individual, group, and organizational performance, as well as
the connection between performance (input) and productivity (output), are much more complex than previously
understood. Therefore, the allocation of government budgets and resources based directly on perceived
performance bears witness to the application of a linear logic that fails to reflect a complicated reality of
complex networks and relationships (cf. Zhang Siming, 2009:14). The gradual implementation of administrative
reforms, including a set of complementary measures, is called for if we want to improve the efficiency of the
civil service apparatus.

2. The Legal Provisions: Drawing Up a Framework for Aligning
Individual and Organizational Goals and Establishing Methods for

Measurement and Evaluation

At the core of performance management lie the issues individual performance reviews and group performance
evaluations. First of all, it is essential to link up individual performance reviews with group performance to
create an integrated system that allows for strategic planning, which involves all members of the organization
and makes them function as a team. Annual organizational targets and objectives are achieved through
strategic cooperation. What exactly should each individual member of the organization contribute to the
realization of shared objectives? What role should he or she play in the operational processes? These are
questions that may serve as a basis for assessing the performance of individual employees. Since the tasks
and responsibilities given to each employee are all designed and assigned with the single purpose of achieving
the organization’s strategic goals, it is possible to some extent to assess the degree to which the organization is
attaining its goals simply by looking at the degree to which all individual employees are managing to achieve
their tasks and duties. In the future, provisions should be added to the CSPEA regulating the implementation of
complementary measures and tools for performance management, including mainly management by objectives
(MBO) and balanced scorecards (BSC), but also, under certain circumstances, the careful implementation of
the 360 degree feedback/performance appraisal method (Xu Mulan, 2000: 239-246). When these changes are
introduced, it will also be a good opportunity to deal with related issues, such as various problems that are
likely to be generated when the new measures are put into place on a nationwide basis.

The core concept of MBO is to allow individual employees to define specific work targets in accordance
with their own duties and overall organizational objectives. For this method to work, supervisors or department
heads need to fulfill their role as leaders and managers of the operational process. They can do so by
supporting and helping employees to achieve their targets, and by giving them the feeling that they are needed,
and that their contributions are being valued. This approach is based on result-oriented concepts of
performance management, as well as participative management theory and the philosophy of management
through self-discipline. A comprehensive performance management system needs to have smoothly functioning
mechanisms for quick feedback through vertical and concentric channels. One of the main criticisms leveled at
the current system of civil service performance evaluation is that it fails effectively link up organizational
objectives and budgets with individual tasks and targets. As a result, it quite often happens that organizational
objectives are not attained, even though all the individual tasks and targets were achieved. These failures of
management and leadership put the civil service in a bad light, leading to a negative public perception of
administrative services (e.g. people may wonder why so many civil servants are assigned A-level grades for
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their performance, when the output and services provided seem to fall so short of public expectations). All the
more reason, then, to speedily implement legal provisions for the establishment of mechanisms for feedback
and participation, which will be the crucial step to properly linking up individual performance reviews with group
performance.

Meanwhile, MBO is a very useful tool for ascertaining the validity of set goals and objectives, but if targets
are set almost exclusively with the criterion of “measurability” in mind, then in practical terms most targets set
will be of a financial/budgetary nature (i.e. easily quantifiable). This is a tendency that runs counter to the
modern reality of organizational structures and operations, which do in fact entail an urgent need for
knowledge-based management and professional human resource management. Therefore, it might be good
idea to remedy the problems caused by over-emphasis on readily quantifiable performance indicators by using
“strategic maps.” If this approach is combined with the BSC approach at all organizational levels, it will become
possible to produce adequate criteria that properly reflect the need for complex, pluralistic values in modern
organizations, and draw up valid short and long term goals that strike a reasonable balance between financial
and non-financial aspects, as well as between lagging and leading indicators, and internal and external
performance factors and structures. In this context, referencing or introducing balance scorecards from different
periods or phases should be viewed as a way of dealing with distinct management issues (Kaplan & Norton, tr.
Zhu Daokai, 2008). Also, while particular attention should be paid to the definition of strategic values, it will
suffice to capture the essence and spirit of the various strategic methods employed (which should be used
flexibly). In other words, management should try to reduce the impact of departmentalism, as well as avoid
over-specialization and exaggerated division of work or responsibilities, since all of these can easily lead to the
creation of bloated structures and the need for excessive consultations and written communications or
exchange of documents between different departments and sections. Combined, the above measures should
help to prevent the confusion of goals or misinterpretation of targets, and similar problems. The 360 degree
feedback system, however, should only be employed in certain situations, or just partially applied, since it
strongly affects administrative ethics and organizational culture.

3. The Management Factor: Strengthening the Leadership and Evaluative

Capabilities of the Management/Supervisors

The crucial factor in linking up individual performance evaluations with group performance is the ability to
adopt an all-embracing outlook and clearly discern the type and amount of contribution made to the
organization by individual employees. If certain employees are not contributing anything to the organization,
they should be given training to strengthen their abilities. Or, where this is not feasible, mechanisms for
removing these employees from their post, or dismissing them from service, should be in place. Effective
performance management needs to focus not only on moral conduct, general attitude/behavior, loyalty,
uprightness, and commitment, but also has to take into consideration aspects such as knowledge, skills,
efficiency, and work performance. At the same time, proper division of work and responsibilities are an
important basis of performance reviews, and tools and methods should be in place to allow the fair evaluation
of employees/departments with different operational duties and specialized tasks. This kind of comprehensive
approach will facilitate a more realistic evaluation of individual performance in relation to group performance
and efficiency.

Just as important as all of the above is that leaders and management fully shoulder the responsibility for
individual performance reviews and group performance. When an agency leader is evaluating a department
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head’s performance, he should not only pay attention to the merit principle, but also take public opinion into
account and listen to people’s concerns and expectations with concern and empathy. These political factors
deserve full attention for the simple reason that the main goal of performance management is to cultivate a
positive public perception of the civil servants. This is what is meant by “creating prosperity for the general
public’—to actively and proactively work, in accordance with the legal provisions and through administrative
measures, for the well-being of society as a whole (instead of taking the “passive” approach of trying to avoid
the worst effects of corruption and other bad practices). Possible shortcomings or blind spots in the system also
need to be addressed. For example, to ensure that the basic principles and standards employed in group
performance evaluations are as objective, fair, and “effective” as possible, the SMART principle should be
applied, since it provides a whole set of diverse criteria. The SMART principle works particularly well in
combination with the 4Es (Kuan Chung, 2009b: 19-20).3* When departments select members for evaluation
committees, departments with many employees will enjoy a relative advantage over those with fewer
employees. Another procedural issue deserving our attention is dealing with unfair assessments: does it violate
the principles of performance management if a scorecard is rejected that is deemed to contain overly subjective
evaluations (even and particularly when the scorecard is that of a department head or a member of an
evaluation committee)? At the same time, policy evaluations should never be conducted with short-term
interests in mind, but must focus on long-term interests and so-called “meta-results assessments.” Based on
long-term observations, this author also believes that good superiors give dynamic and dedicated employees
with superior skills frequent opportunities to perform, and may even allow them to make small mistakes if it
helps to prod them into developing their full potential. On the other hand, when employees encounter a superior
who does not trust in their abilities, or whose skills and moral conduct are well below par, it will be almost
impossible for everybody involved to develop a relationship of mutual trust, support and growth. It can then
seem difficult to find answers to questions such as: who or what is the reason for deficient group or individual
performance? How can performance be improved? From a manager’s point of view, in situations such as these,
it will be critical to examine problems from the agency leader’s or department head’s perspective, as well as
from that of subordinates at different levels of the organization.

When it comes to measuring or improving the ability of leaders and department heads to adequately
assess their subordinates’ capabilities and performance, this author agrees with what the President of the
Examination Yuan, Kuan Chung, said in a 2009 address to administrative executives who had just assumed
office: in order to improve the performance of individual employees and departments, and by extension of the
entire agency, it is crucial to make good use of the provisions of the CSPEA, and the tools offered by its

** Kuan John Chung, head of the Examination Yuan, laid out his SMART strategy with regard to the creation of

performance indicators. S stands for Specific, meaning that indicators evaluating efficiency must not be vague,
but should be as concrete and specific as possible. M stands for Measurable, meaning that performance indicators
should be measurable, for example, either quantifiable or behavior-oriented, while data or information used to
validate these performance indicators should be easily obtainable. A stands for Attainable, meaning that
performance indicators can be attained with the proper effort; performance goals are not set too high or low. R
stands for Relevant, meaning that performance indicators and the work content they measure should be closely
related. T stands for Time Bound, meaning that the evaluation of performance indicators should be completed
within a certain time frame. More commonly, performance evaluation is measured by the 3Es, namely, efficiency,
effectiveness, and economy. In recent years, a 4th  “E”  has been added—equity. In other words, performance
is using the smallest amount of resources to achieve the maximum output possible while striving for the
achievement of set goals.
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stipulations. At the same time, leaders and supervisors have to take on responsibilities commensurate with their
position. Kuan offers some preliminary ideas on how to proceed: first of all, one needs to conduct effective
routine evaluations. In these evaluations, superiors should never, not even for the sake of internal harmony,
tolerate deficient performances, since this will only lead to widespread acceptance of passivity and negligence
of duties, and thus to a vicious circle of eliminating the good instead of the bad. Eventually, this kind of
environment will give rise to a number of objectionable practices. With regard to responsibility for group
performance, the following points deserve attention during evaluations: i) Leaders or supervisors who possess
adequate evaluative skills will be able to assess the quality of service required to achieve the desired output,
and will also be capable of making predictions about future performance and achievement of targets based on
initial results. ii) Should the various departments of an organization be divided into different categories and
subcategories, or is it enough to draw up charts listing them in a sequential order? Whichever approach one
takes, it is necessary to allow for different standards and criteria (and some discretion in terms of stringency of
application) to be used for different departments, something that will also be mirrored in the grading and
rewards and punishments system. Such distinctions are necessary to reflect the fact that each department has
unique operational tasks and duties. iii) Leaders and supervisors are responsible for the performance and
output of employees under their supervision. They also should put to the best possible use the strengths of
each employee, and help each subordinate to develop their potential and grow on the job. It is important to
keep in mind that valid and effective performance reviews are not an end in themselves, but rather a means to
facilitate successful performance management. iv) Communication mechanisms, such as regular opportunities
for interviews and dialogue, should be put in place, because they allow employees to better understand their
own strengths and weaknesses, and thus can help them to improve their performance.3® There are a number of
factors that will affect the course and effectiveness of such interviews, such as the amount of preparation put
into them by leaders or supervisors, their attitude and skill in conducting them, as well as the timing and setting
(e.g. during or after work hours; in an office or non-office setting, etc). Interviews can help supervisors to
establish patterns of positive interaction with employees, and to determine the training needs of their
subordinates. Last not least, dialogue with employees will provide valuable data for assessing who should be
promoted or transferred to a different post, or who deserves special support to develop his or her full potential.
In short, communication can help to improve virtually every aspect of performance management.

4. The Technical Side: Employing Two-Track, Diverse Evaluation Methods

Performance management is all about implementing strategies to realize an agency’s organizational and
administrative objectives. There are at least three distinct yet mutually intertwined and interacting levels
involved: organizational performance (i.e. performance at the agency level), performance of the individual
departments, and performance of the individual employees. The output and results at these three levels can
serve as useful performance indicators, which can help survey and research companies to accurately assess

> In the future, supervisors will be required hold interviews one or twice yearly with subordinates, with the content

of such interviews and their results to be included in the supervisors’ regular evaluation report. The purpose of
these interviews is to promote communication and understanding between those carrying out the evaluations and
those subject to it. During the interview, the supervisor who has evaluated the working methods, attitude, and
goals of his subordinates, will discuss how to carry out work responsibilities, along with results of employee’ s
workplace review The interview is based on the idea of the communication and solving of problems; working to
create a win-win situation, rather than a time to punish subordinates, otherwise supervisors will be unable to
obtain the trust of their colleagues, let alone carry out real reform.
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the services provided by administrative agencies, and determine how well the accountability mechanisms of
democratic politics are working in practice. Agency leaders can use data on departmental performance and
individual performance reviews to achieve better control of the civil service system, both in its administrative
and political aspects. For department heads, the adequate implementation and utilization of individual
performance evaluations are key pillars of good leadership, since they allow supervisors to support the
command and control mechanisms used by the agency leadership to ensure that all employees can and will
achieve their individual goals and targets. Last not least, performance criteria and reviews provide valuable
information to employees about their efficiency and output, helping them to define individual work standards
and goals, and allowing them to determine the direction of their future development.

Under the current system, evaluation of individual performance and overall organizational output and
results in government agencies is conducted with the help of a two-track system that combines staff (HR)
reviews with assessments conducted by administrative research, development and evaluation committees
(RDECs). One problem with the current approach is that with the exception of state-owned enterprises, an
agency’s overall performance has no effect whatsoever on individual performance reviews, and the results of
individual performance evaluations only rarely reflect the status of the organization’s output and results. From a
performance management perspective, HR performance reviews and RDE assessments are both valid tools,
part of a two-pronged approach that helps to improve administrative efficiency and performance. Instead of
being used independently, both methods should be integrated to further enhance their effectiveness. During its
time in power, the DPP launched attempts to introduce a performance-based reward and bonus system into the
HR evaluation process, hoping thereby to support and strengthen newly implemented mechanisms for group
performance assessment. Unfortunately, the government failed to successfully put all the relevant measures
into place, and the methods designed to firmly establish the new system lacked suitable mechanisms for closely
linking up the HR and RDE sides of the evaluation process.® Future amendments to the performance
evaluation system should therefore place more emphasis on the proper implementation of functioning
mechanisms for group performance appraisal, and, even more importantly, should make RDE reviews a central
part of the evaluation process, in particular with regard to professional skills and functions. These new
structures will need to be supported by complementary procedural measures, merging all new elements into an
integrated system. The main criterion to be employed in performance appraisals is the attainment or otherwise
of administrative goals and objectives. The group performance of subordinate agencies and departments
should be evaluated with the help of MBO methods. This means that preliminary assessments need to be
conducted by special evaluation committees in order to establish which review category individual agencies or
departments fall into. The grouping or ranking thus achieved will serve as a basis for drawing up specific
standards and criteria for the appraisal of groups/departments in the various categories. This will in turn affect
the distribution of levels and grades, as well as the standards for promotion and the bonus system. The final
step in the performance measurement and evaluation process involves the assessment of individual
performances in accordance with the categories and standards defined during the preliminary appraisals. The
individual performance reviews are carried out by the subordinate agencies or departments, and then submitted

% As mentioned earlier, following proposed amendments to the Civil Service Performance Evaluation Act, in 2006,
the Ministry of Civil Service drafted its Regulations for the Implementation of Group Performance Appraisals.
However, since the draft amendments to the Performance Evaluation Act are still unfinished, the Ministry’ s
regulations are still in the draft stage.
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to the evaluation committees for a final review that takes into account the results of both group and individual
performance appraisals. This comprehensive approach ensures more reliable results in group performances,
while at the same time linking them up adequately with the individual performance review process.

In view of the above, it is clear that the civil service performance evaluation system is in need of sweeping
reforms for it to become a mechanism that is capable of assessing the output of various agencies in
departments in accordance with their specific operational tasks, duties, and environment. The purpose of
appraisals is to evaluate work performance and help to develop the potential of all members of an organization,
with the main focus placed on output, efficiency, service attitude and ethics. A particular concern with regard to
Taiwan’s administrative culture is the over-emphasis on a system that pursues “formal” rather than “actual”
fairness, which has given rise to hypocritical leadership styles and a tendency to compromise in matters of
quality and performance. We therefore need to set up unambiguous standards and reasonable ratios for
performance rating and grade distribution, and thus for rewarding and promoting the good and weeding out the
bad. It is a fact that the number of truly outstanding employees is very limited, and that such superior
performers are usually easily recognized. The same is true of employees at the extreme other end of the
spectrum. Therefore, a proportional system should be put in place with clear criteria and ratios for top and
bottom grades. This will provide effective incentives for, and generate healthy amounts of pressure on,
management and supervisors, while at the same time motivating basis-level employees to develop their
potential and improve their performance. All the above are essential steps on our way to introducing strategic
HR management into the civil service system and establishing a highly efficient administration.

V. Conclusion

In the face of changes and developments brought on by globalization and the advent of information
societies and knowledge economies, as well as the great challenges created by other political, economic, social,
cultural, and technological changes, governments around the world are struggling to define their national
development direction, and devise and implement clear-cut policy concepts and guidelines to enhance their
country’s competitiveness. To realize these goals, much attention is being paid to finding ways of improving
administrative effectiveness and efficiency, the key to which is a healthy and well-functioning civil service
system with properly trained, professional employees. Today, public services need to engage in
cross-disciplinary integration and collaborative governance, with all levels of administration closely connected
and tightly integrated: all the individual employees, units, sections, and departments, all the groups and teams
and organizations and agencies, have to form one organic system in order to pool and utilize limited resources,
achieve efficient performance, and, through finely tuned cooperation, work towards the ideal of good
governance.

Looking at the CSPEA and the performance management systems currently in place in Taiwan, we find
that there is much room for improvement if the above goals are to be achieved. It is mandatory that future
revisions and amendments to the CSPEA introduce a proportional system with unambiguous criteria and ratios
for A-level grades, and reasonable standards for both individual and group performance evaluations. Other
static methods in need of an overhaul are routine reviews and interviews, which need to place more emphasis
on two-way communication and efficient dialogue. Only if these improvements are put into place can we even
begin to work on achieving the targets of dynamic performance management, and establish an evaluation
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system that strikes a good balance between flexible administrative mechanisms and rigorous ethical and
political standards. This should be the main objective of our future efforts. Another area that deserves attention
is the implementation of a stable and reasonable mechanism for dismissing or transferring employees who
consistently under-perform or are unsuited for their position. We should also work on establishing an
organizational culture that stresses dynamic ideas and methods of performance management, because this will
encourage supervisors to show leadership qualities and exert a positive influence on their employees’ attitude
and behavior. In this way, individual efforts and goals can be properly aligned with organizational objectives,
and such goal congruence will greatly improve overall efficiency.

The process of introducing new forms of performance management and realizing goal congruence will
have to be accompanied by detailed strategic planning to ensure that the goals of all individual employees are
extensions of organizational objectives, i.e. generated by and derived from an agency’s operational targets.
Furthermore, performance reviews should be carried out with the active cooperation of employees to facilitate
the establishment of a broad consensus and a shared vision for the future. Naturally, when comparing and
assessing the contributions to the organization made by different staff members, it is essential to adhere to the
principles of fairness and motivational psychology, and to put in place mechanisms for mutually beneficial
exchange and interaction. In doing so, it will be possible to build effective mechanisms for interconnecting and
integrating individual performance reviews with group performance evaluations, thereby efficiently linking
personal with organizational values. Once the interests and development of agencies and their staff are aligned
in this way, organizational dynamics and staff motivation will be greatly enhanced. Thus, we will be one step
closer to creating a true win-win situation for individual and organization, and to realizing the ultimate goal of
building a high-performance government that can win the respect, trust and support of the public, while at the
same time making a major contribution to sharpening the nation’s competitive edge.
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Comments for paper titled “An Analysis of Linking Individual
Performance Evaluation to Group Achievement Assessment” by
Dr. Tsai Liang-wen

Leveraging two types of evaluation-based
incentives to improve civil service efficiency.

Dr. Gu Ai-hwa
Professor, College of Philosophy and Public Administration, Liaoning University

| found Committee Member Mr. Tsai Lang-wen’'s “An Analysis of Comparison of Linking Individual
Performance Evaluations to Group Achievement Assessment,” most enlightening. Performance evaluation is a
key to guiding government and the civil service towards continual improvement in all major aspects of
operations. The goal is to take a comprehensive and systematic management approach towards optimizing
public services through instituting evaluation as a part of overall public responsibility, quantitatively and
qualitatively measuring internal systems and the external economic and ethical consequences of rigid norms
and flexible mechanisms. From a management perspective, this evaluation is divided into group (team) and
individual performance, and then subdivided into manifest and potential performance. Manifest performance is
obviously more important; therefore Mr. Tsai’s discussion of a mechanism by which individual evaluation and
group performance can be integrated goes to the heart of the issue.

Government performance management focuses on performance, and the quality of services provided to
citizens are evaluated through consideration of many mechanisms including performance goals, data,
incentives, contracts, costs, programs, regulations, complaints and evaluations, etc. By these means, a
customer-centered management approach, applied within a comprehensive management system, can foster a
customer-centered approach emphasizing public responsibility, thus raising the quality of the civil service and
its public image. Individual performance assessment is a fundamental part of civil service performance
assessment, and is strongly correlated with team performance. Without high performance among civil servants,
overall administrative team success will be very difficult to achieve. The government’s approach to performance
management focuses on improving team performance through implementing human resource management
principles and techniques such as democratic management, participatory management, quality and capacity
analysis, team building, continual auditing and improvement of systems, performance-based pay and other
incentives, and civil service training and development.

Individual performance is primarily a function of the individual's personal ability and role within the team.
Individual performance factors, such as task-specific knowledge, intelligence and professionalism are all
strongly influence overall team performance, and can be used to predict team effectiveness. The individual
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ability of team members can be judged from the pride they take in their work, their professional knowledge and
the communication skills. The individual's role within the team refers to the behavior by which the individual
identifies himself within the team. By playing different roles within the team, the individual can greatly influence
the outcome of the team's operation. An individual in a self-serving role can have a significantly negative impact
on team performance, while an individual taking an active role will positively impact team performance. The
individual's work performance mainly consists of completing his or her individual tasks within the team, and
personal satisfaction comes from learning and personal growth. Within the team, individual performance can
mainly be considered from three perspectives: individual task completion or work outcome, personal
satisfaction of individuals within the team, and learning or personal growth. Individual performance within the
team is an important aspect of team performance management, and is an important consideration in the
appraisal of personal performance within the organization. Team performance depends on the efforts or
individual team members, and individual factors have a strong influence on the work of the team. In mainland
China, civil service assessment covers "ethics, ability, diligence, achievement and cost" Assessment is
conducted both in regular appraisals, along with more formal scheduled assessments based on the regular
appraisals. Rank and file civil servants are assessed annually to review their work responsibilities and relevant
qualifications. High-level civil servants, in consultation with the public, suggest the assessment grades, which
are confirmed by the relevant agency's director or evaluation committee. Regular assessments of agency
leaders are conducted by the competent authorities in accordance with relevant regulations, with evaluations
graded as Excellent, Good, Adequate and Inadequate. The assessed individual is notified in writing of the
results, which are used to adjust the individual's position, grade and salary, and may result in additional
incentives or training, or in dismissal.

Assessment of individual performance also contributes to assessment of team performance in that team
performance is the sum total of individual performance and the team’s task completion is reflected both in the
satisfaction of external stakeholders and team unity. In this, task completion refers to the ability of
administrators to complete their work according in accordance with organizational goals. The satisfaction of
external stakeholders is a key measure of the effectiveness of the civil service. Team cohesion among group
members is the goal of group activities to improve unity and cooperation. Aside from unity, the motivation with
which individuals approach their goals can be seen in their reliability, compliance and obedience. Key
measures include: is communication and information flows within the team are open and frequent; do
team members feel strongly engaged; are personal relationships harmonious; do team members care
for and respect one another; do team members feel dedicated; are team members willing to take on
team responsibilities and work collectively; and do conditions exist for the personal growth and
professional development of all team member? Are leaders and colleagues willing to contribute to the
development of others? In evaluating professional government organizations, an organization which
satisfies these conditions can be called a “Target Assessment Office”. Within a government
organization evaluation, a Target Assessment Office is organized according to detailed rules regarding
the evaluation principles, objects, categorization, scoring methods and level assignments and incentive
methods.

Evaluation is based on two principles. First use key point assessments, combining overall and key point
assessments in principle. In practice, key point evaluation combines economic indicators and the key work
items of each department. Second, use quantitative assessment methods, combining quantitative and
qualitative assessments in principle. Quantitative evaluation indicators should be consistent with the Bureau of
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Statistics annual report. Under normal circumstances, qualitative indicators should focus on performance over
time based on assessment of completed work.

Certain aspects of workplace performance resist comparison and these assessment items will be divided
into four categories: integrated departments at all government levels, government economic management
departments, government social development departments, and government integrated services departments.
Top performing units will be classified according to a set ratio of recommendations from these four categories: 1)
Work Goals: 200 points based on the “Target Responsibilities” assigned to each government level and
department; 2) fulfillment of each government level; 3) Public Evaluation: 200 points based on 100
representative public evaluations, including 20 from National People’s Congress representatives and members
of the Chinese People’s Political Consultative Conference, 20 from citizen and village representatives and 20
from industry representatives; 4) Work Advancement: extra points ay be awarded according to the actual
completion of work.

Assessment Scoring: Category One Goals are worth a maximum of 200 points, which can be achieved by
completing all indicators perfectly. Points will be deducted for failure to complete individual indicators multiplied
by the number of indicators to arrive at a base score; Category Two Goals are worth a maximum of 100 points,
awarded based on an evaluation by the leadership group; Category Three Goals are worth a maximum of 200
points based on 100 evaluation votes, with each vote awarding points in a range from 2.0 to 0.5. If fewer than
100 evaluation votes are submitted, the final score will be adjusted to account for the difference.

Assessment Rating: Each level of government is scored on maximum scale of 300 points (not including
extra sections), with a perfect score of 500 points (not including extra sections) for individual departments. The
Government Work Target Leadership Group will assess the situation of each department, calling an Office
Leader Conference to determine ratings of Excellent, Good, Adequate and Inadequate for each unit.

Incentives and Disincentives: Departments assessed as Excellent and Good will receive official
recognition, and Excellent units will receive a set bonus. Other departments will receive a critical evaluation.
Departments which fail to achieve their annual goals are required to give the relevant government agency a
written proposal on how to improve performance, and the department directors will be interviewed by the
leaders of their supervising agencies. Departments which fail to achieve their annual goals for two years
running are recommended to shake up their leadership. Evaluation is to be used as a means of incentive and
sanctions based on the use of cadres.

Individual and team performance evaluation management tools can be combined to improve government
administrative efficiency and the quality of social services. Systems can be designed in a way to guide the civil
service towards building a “citizens first” approach to administration, and to establish a harmonious relationship
between the government and the citizenry to continually improve the quality of public services.
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Tha Examination Yusn of the R.0.C.

Comments for paper titled “An Analysis of Linking
Individual Performance Evaluation to Group
Achievement Assessment” by Dr. Tsai Liang-wen

Dr. Jay N. Shih
Distinguished Professor & Chair, Department of Public Administration,
National Chengchi University, R.O.C.

This article attempts to discuss the issue on two levels: one theoretical and philosophical, the other more
pragmatic. The author should anticipate that the discussion of the first level can offer practical operational
guidance. The author has devoted considerable effort to producing a lengthy explanation for both approaches,
integrating many contemporary management concepts, prompting the admiration of the examiners and the
academic research community.

Personally, | feel the author’s description at the theoretical level is comparatively loose, which may result
in readers having trouble grasping the point he is trying to make. In several places, the links between section
headings and content could be reviewed as the theoretical section and its implications for practice, or the
functional dialog, may be unclear. In contrast, the author’s explanation of approaches to future practice from
four perspectives is clearer, and offers procedural topics which deserve to be reviewed by industry practitioners.
While many will agree with the author’s programmatic approach, the technical aspects of his proposal to assign
assessment functions to human resource departments may be difficult to implement.

More importantly, after fully reviewing the text, the issue of how to practically integrate group and
individual performance evaluations is left unclear, and shows not insignificant discrepancies from the main
analysis of the article’s main organizational diagram. For example, how will group performance evaluation be
conducted? How are group units defined? The author’s explanation focuses on the existence of technical
issues, but does not actively explain how these issues may be addressed. Without a discussion of approaches
to achieving group evaluation, how is the reader to understand how to guide individual-level performance
evaluations?

“‘Establishing Organizational Performance Management: Guidance for Employee Performance
Assessment Systems” (2004), discussed how organize clear performance management and guide individual
performance assessment, and also proposes possible methods for integrating organizational and individual
performance evaluations. Although this paper was not noted by the author, it may offer some value and | quote
from the original text:

Table 1 provides a brief organizational performance management framework. First,
institutions should establish three work systems columns, including all of the institution’s
mission-critical strategic functions, to achieve the main work plan as well as the operational
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items included in the work plan. Performance goals are set according to strategic functions,
planning and operations, and respectively represent the three performance concepts of
outcomes, outputs and active investment. Then, each employee inventories and lists all of the
work items for which he is responsible, including regular, project and other (i.e. temporary)
tasks, and describe how these work items correspond with institutional function, plan or
operational tasks.

For example, if a given university lists "research" as a major area of development, then
research results should be taken as a factor in determining the performance of each
academic department. While the evaluation of faculty would obviously depend on their
personal research status and results, the evaluation of department administrators would take
into consideration satisfaction with the administration support for research efforts within the
department. If the university chooses “teaching” as a core development area, the direction of
evaluation, from the university level, down through departments, faculty and staff, would
change. A university which chooses “teaching” as its strategic focus, but which primarily
evaluates faculty based on research performance, will face serious internal contradictions.

The key to goal-oriented employee performance assessment is guiding managers and staff to collectively
consider which work items are truly critical to performance. Once managers and staff have a clear
understanding of which work items and business do not contribute to unit or organization-wide improvement,
human resources can be focused on critical work items, resulting in improved execution. This is the ultimate

goal of organizational effectiveness management.

Table 1: Organizational Effectiveness Management and Individual Work Items

Organizational Level Employee Level
Maétﬁ:::?ct)?\glc L BT LB T Operantl:zl:s Item Oszga?ils;s Opg::t?:ms O:;I?:igtns
A A1 A11
A12
A13
A2 A21
A22
B B1 B11
B12
B2 B21
B22
B23
D
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The Examination Vuanaf the 8 0.

Thus, organizational performance management should be closely guided by organizational management
policy. Human resources performance management work takes place furthest down the management hierarchy
(Organizational Strategy — System — Employee Performance Management Plan). While the laws regarding
civil service assessment and performance are changing, little attention has been paid to basic principles, and if
changes are limited to cosmetic issues such as the ratio of different performance evaluation levels, the
improvement on government and employee effectiveness will be limited as well, resulting in difficulty in
implementing “organizational effectiveness”.
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