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[bookmark: _Toc215819065] Introduction
The appraisal interview is one of the most critical components of business today.  That is because of the high level of competition that requires companies to continuously improve.  One of the main ways to do this is though effective use of feedback within the appraisal interview.  But just as a good interview can improve productivity, poor interviews can lead to decreased employee satisfaction and lower productivity.  This is why it is essential to understand the process of appraisal interviews and how communication barriers can diminish the effectiveness of the interview.  
[bookmark: _Toc215819066]Purpose
The purpose of this exercise is to analyze a performance appraisal and evaluate the effectiveness of the process.  This evaluation is based on the goals and objectives of the parties involved in the interview as well as those of the organization.  Once the interview has been completed, key components to its success will be addressed along with strategies and tactics that can be used to improve the process and align the employees’ goals with those of the organization.  
[bookmark: _Toc215819067]Scope
The interview that was used for this exercise was a performance appraisal conducted at a fast growing medical electronics company Med-Tech.  The scenario depicts a production manager, Peter McBride conducting a quarterly interview of the production supervisor, Cindy Tiller.  Med-Tech has experienced substantial growth since it was founded ten years prior to this interview.  This expansion is due to the growing demand for technology based equipment for the medical industry.  This interview can be found on pages 288-290, of Interviewing:  Principles and Practices (see Appendix C).  
[bookmark: _Toc215819068]Limitations
Because we are limited to the sparse background information and non-descriptive dialogue of the interview, it is important to point out the limitations of this analysis.  For example, the scenario does not give contextual information that can give insight to the interpersonal relations between the manager and the supervisor.  Also the dialogue does not identify nonverbal communications that create the multi-level communication that contributed to each individual’s perception.  This limits the findings to be based on macro-level analysis that are then used to form a speculative micro analysis which will be used to identify the goals and objectives of the different parties.  This means that the inferences made in this analysis are based on the author’s personal processing of the information and are open for interpretations.  
[bookmark: _Toc215819069]Assumptions
There are some key assumptions made that will influence the interpretation and analysis of the interview.  These inferences will be the basis for determining the goals and objectives of Med-Tech, the manager Peter McBride, and the supervisor Cindy Tiller.  
The first assumption was that Med-Tech has a quarterly system of interviews based on a management objectives model (MOB) that focused on evaluating employees in an unbiased way.  This is based on the goals that McBride recited during the interview.  These “goals were quality improvement, meeting production quotas, and being on time with orders” (Line 7) parallel the “results-oriented goals” of this method as described by Stewart and Scott (271).  Because this style of evaluation relies on productivity it is also reasonable to believe that their results are used by the company when making decisions about each employee.  This would mean that the interview itself is a stronger motivator for both the manager and supervisor.
Finally the personal motivations of Peter and Cindy are interpreted by the interpersonal communication provided in the dialogue.  This is done by applying the FIRO-B postulate to the language used by the two individuals and then making assumptions of each person’s needs.  It is this desire for social, control, and personal needs that will help identify the most plausible motivations of these employees. 
[bookmark: _Toc215819070] Methods
The tools that will be used to analyze the interview will be the concepts addressed in class lectures and the text.  As was just discussed the review models provided in the text and the FIRO-B postulate will be the main theories used to determine the goals and objectives of Med-Tech, McBride, and Tiller.    Other communication barriers will so be used along with the meta-meta perspective and the PRISMM theories to explain the communication process.   
[bookmark: _Toc215819071]Defining Effectiveness
As was mentioned in the introduction there can be differing views of how successful an interview is.  That is because effectiveness is defined by each person’s goal.  Even when the goal is predefined by a superior the desired outcome will be different for each individual.  That is because all objectives are influenced by personal motives.  The following section will explore this theory by defining the objectives of Med-Tech and the company’s production manager and production supervisor.
[bookmark: _Toc215819072]Med-Tech’s Goals and Objectives
Earlier it was inferred that the leaders of Med-Tech had implemented an employee review system that was based on the MBO model.  With this information it can be concluded that these reviews were very important in how the company rewarded or disciplined their staff.  Steward and Cash indicate that this style of evaluation allows companies “to meet EEO guidelines and conduct fair and objective performance-centered interviews” (270).  They also point out that this is due to the fact that the MBO model, “account[s] for more job complexity…rate[s] more directly to what the employee actually does… minimize[s] irrelevant factors not under the employee’s control” (271).  An impersonal system like this would be a very effective when determining wages, promotions, disciplines, and terminations.  This is supported by the high turnover rate that was referred to in the interview (Line 9).  The following bullet points are the inferred objectives of the appraisal interview for Med-Tech.   
· Meet quotas and increase product output
· Improve product quality
· Meet production deadlines
· Increase profits
· Determine employee compensation and promotion
· Identify employees that need to be disciplined or terminated 
[bookmark: _Toc215819073]The Manager’s Goals and Objectives
As the production manager, Peter McBride has the responsibility of carrying out the appraisal interview in accordance to Med-Tech’s standard operating procedures (SOP).  It does appear that Peter understands that one of the main things to consider when doing the evaluation is to “Consider quality, quantity, time, and cost” (271).  When making conclusions about employee performance.  For example he informs Cindy Tiller that keeping employees late to meet quotas has driven the department’s payroll over the budgeted amount (Lines 15, 17, 35).  	
The interpersonal motives that seem to be the most powerful for Peter are the need for inclusion and affection.  The need for inclusion is illustrated when Peter begins his discussion with Cindy he uses a plural personal pronoun when referring to Cindy and the department (Lines 3, 7, 9) and when he expresses a desire to be accepted and liked by others (Line 33).
The manager also seems to be what Schultz classifies as an “abdicrat… [who] gravitates toward the subordinate position where he will not have to take responsibility for making decision and where someone else takes charge” (29).  This is illustrated when Peter asks Cindy if she had “reported this [situation] to the HR department” (Line 31).  This is a signal that he does not want to be the one to decide how to handle the problem employee.
These behaviors indicate that Peter’s objectives for the interview are less in line with those of the company which is to increase profits thought improved employee productivity.  This indicates that Peter is what Schultz categorizes as “a loyal lieutenant” (29).  This means that his goal is to complete the required interview.  The following bullet points are the inferred objectives of the production manager, Peter McBride.
· Complete the quarterly interview as scheduled 
· Review the established goals with the supervisor
· Identify which goals have been met
· Update goals according to evaluation
· Avoid though decisions
· Avoid reject and dislike by employees
[bookmark: _Toc215819074]The Supervisor’s Goals and Objectives
Like the manager, Cindy Tiller seems to have divided motives that are dominated by her interpersonal needs.  While it is probable that she is seeking a good review in order to earn a raise or promotion, this does not really appear to be her main motivator.  Unlike Peter Cindy is more expressive for her needs of inclusion and control.  As an “autocrat [Cindy has a] strong distrust that [the manager] may make decisions for [her] and the feeling that [he doesn’t] trust [her]” (29).  This is evident we the manager presses Cindy to explain why she has been making employees work overtime (Lines 20-30).  
	Cindy also demonstrates that she is “overpersonal… [making] an overt attempt to gain… approval” (31).  This need for validation is evident when she seeks acknowledges the approval she has received from the manager (Lines 13, 14).  This is further exemplified by her apparent need to “be extremely personal …and confiding” when she goes it to detail about her family and also April Proctor’s health and family (31) (Lines 4, 30, 32).  
	As with her need for affection, Cindy has a high need for inclusion or what Schultz would term as being “oversocial” (26).  It is this need that seems to be the most powerful because it seems to be the basis for her principle objective for the interview.  It is her desire to be with a group that makes her try to protect April Proctor during the interview. (Line10, 20-26).  The following bulleted points are the inferred objectives for the production supervisor, Cindy Tiller.      
· Prove that the goals from last quarter had been meet
· Gain recognition for her work 
· Maintain a sense of control by protecting employee
· Keep the employees in the department together
· Improve personal relationship with the manager
[bookmark: _Toc215819075]Evaluating Effectiveness
The effectiveness of this appraisal interview is identified from three different perspectives.  Each of these perspectives is based on the interpreted objectives that were outlined in the last section.  The effectiveness of the interview is then rated on a scale of one to five with one being the least effective and five being the most effective.    
[bookmark: _Toc215819076]Med-Tech’s Perspective									
Med-Tech’s ultimate goal for the appraisal system is to produce change in employee behavior that will lead to an increase in output that will maximize the profit for the company.  While it appears that some changes have occurred that increased the output of the department, there was one thing that kept the company from achieving its goal.  That was the over budget payroll that nullified these improvements.  Stewart and Scott warn that managers must “always consider quality, quantity, time, and cost” when using a MBO style of evaluation in order to insure “that the measurement will be accurate” (271).
As for identifying employees that need to be rewarded or disciplined for their performance this seems to be a more effective aspect of the interview.  April Proctor was identified as an underperforming employee, and the manager did imply that he was going to address the issue (Lines 26, 33).  
Effectiveness of the interview from the perspective of Med-Tech 
· Meet quotas and increase product output					3
· Improve product quality							3
· Meet production deadlines							3
· Increase profits									1
· Determine employee compensation and promotion				2	
· Identify employees that need to be disciplined or terminated			4
Overall rating of effectiveness							2
[bookmark: _Toc215819077]The Manager’s Perspective									
It appears that the interview was no more successful from the manager’s perspective and from the company’s perspective.  This is because Peter seemed to be torn between performing his duties and protecting his ego.  While he did complete the interview as part of Med-Tech’s SOP, the interview identified something that would endanger Peter’s personal objectives.  The problem with April Proctor was going to need to be addressed and the outcome of the meeting could threaten his reputation with the rest of the employees.
Effectiveness of the interview from the perspective of the production manager
· Complete the quarterly interview as scheduled 					5
· Review the established goals with the supervisor				5
· Identify which goals have been met						3
· Update goals according to evaluation						3
· Avoid though decisions 								2
· Avoid reject and dislike by employees						2
Overall rating of effectiveness 							3
[bookmark: _Toc215819078]The Supervisor’s Perspective								
The seemed the interview was much more effective from Cindy Tiller’s perspective.  For her the objectives of the meeting were mainly based on interpersonal motives which were on congruent with those of Med-Tech.  This divergence may be because Cindy did not know the goals of the company and the objectives that the MBO evaluation system.  This was apparent when she did not identify the overtime issue as a problem (Line 17).  Her attempts to protect April Proctor may have also been a product of this lack of information.  
Her personal objectives, on the other hand, seemed to be more effective.  She was able to manipulate the manager to express his approval of her performance of a lack of understanding of the evaluation   n from the other two perspectives.  From the EE’s perspective the meeting was also a success because she is going to get the company to keep an employee that she likes, by moving her to another department, and because she received the praise that she was looking for.
Because she seems to be improving some of the numbers and the responsibility of the problems of the 
Effectiveness of the interview from the perspective of the production manager
· Prove that the goals from last quarter had been meet				5
· Gain recognition for her work 							5
· Maintain a sense of control by protecting employee				4
· Keep employees in the department together					4
· Improve personal relationship with the manager				5
Overall rating of effectiveness							4
[bookmark: _Toc215819079]Barriers to Effectiveness
There are many factors that can contribute to the ineffectiveness of appraisal interviews.  They can be mistakes or they can be omissions, but the result of both is damage to the process.
[bookmark: _Toc215819080]Critical Factors
Probably the most important factor in the outcome of the MBO process was the apparent lack of understanding Med-Techs objectives.  While the manager did recognize that cost had to be weighed against the improvements made in production, he was reluctant to address the problem employee.  The need to be accepted and liked by the employees was a more powerful motivator.  
The supervisor on the other hand did not seem to understand that the purpose of these interviews was to identify output inefficiencies that would affect the bottom line of the company.  This lack of awareness of Med-Tech’s goals coupled with her interpersonal objectives, kept Cindy from taking action to address the problems with the employee.  
There also seemed to be a lack of trust between Cindy and Peter that negatively influenced the interview.  Cindy was reluctant to give Peter information about the employee who was causing the overtime problem (Lines 20-26).  According to Stewart and Cash this could be due Peter’s inability “to create a genuine dialogue…[or] be a good listener” Cindy (269).  For example the interview opened with the manager attempting to build rapport by asking Cindy about her family (Lines 3,4).  Peter gives a disconfirming response that signaled he was not actively listening to Cindy and that she was of  little interest to him.  
Another thing that contributed to the unsupportive atmosphere of the interview was the lack of specific information about the department performance and the goals that had been set in the last quarter.  It appears that the goals were not specific and that the manager did not contribute to the development of an action plan.  According to Stewart and Scott vague objectives like this can make employees “confused and agree” (275).  They go on to say that “goal-setting is the key to successful performance reviews and should constitute 75 percent of the interview” (281).  In this interview very little time was actually spent discussing the goals, and Peter closed the interview by indicating that they would “continue with the same goals [as last quarter] for the next quarter” (Line35).   
[bookmark: _Toc215819081]Missed Opportunities
Probably the most important thing that Med-Tech missed when designing an employee evaluation system, was how important feedback is to the success of a business.  According to Professor Clampitt, “performance feedback [has] a greater impact on [employee] performance than every other communication variable” (156).  Med-Tech’s choice of using a MBO model for employee evaluations limited appraisals to strict goals that did not account for personal factors like the one illustrated in this scenario.    
There are three important opportunities that the manager missed during the interview that could have improved the outcome.  The first thing was that neither the manager nor the supervisor seemed to fully understand how interpersonal needs and objectives would affect the interview.  According to Stewart and Cash the success or failure of the interview is in large part due to each person’s self-concept and self-esteem (23).  This is especially true in appraisal interviews because the process involved a large amount of risk for interviewer and the interviewee.  It is this need to protect the ego that motivates each individual and shapes his or her objectives.      
Another missed opportunity is closely related to this lack of awareness; linking motivations.  The manager missed the opportunity use Cindy’s own personal motivations to encourage the change he was trying to create in the supervisor.  For example, Peter could have linked her dedication to the staff with reasons to address issues that affect the bottom line of the company.  By attempting to use one of Cindy’s own “hot button” issues, Peter would have had a better opportunity to encourage the supervisor to buy in to the changes that he wanted to see.
	Finally, it appeared that Peter did not recognize that Cindy did not seem to understand the purpose of the interviews.  This is evident when Cindy was confronted by the problems with overtime.  If she had understood the main goal of Med-Tech was not simply to meet deadlines, but that it was to increase profits by meeting deadlines.  By not recognizing this problem Peter missed the opportunity to reinforce the company’s objectives.
[bookmark: _Toc215819082]Improving Effectiveness 
While there are a lot of changes that could be made to the interview itself, it appears that the most effective way to address the issues present in this scenario would be improve the company’s method of giving feedback to its employees.  By changing the strategy to a balance score card approach the company could insure that everyone at all levels of the company understood and knew the organization’s goals and objectives.  This review structure according to Steward and Cash is intended to get away from models like the MBO that are “highly judgmental, focused on the past rather that the future, [are] tied directly to salary, and [are] boss controlled” (267).  By getting away from these appraisals that symbolize a major risk for the employee, it is possible to reduce the tensions and mistrust that can hinder the effectiveness of the process.
Preparation is the main area that could be improved by Peter and Cindy.  It seemed that both parties saw the interview as a quarterly event that had to be conducted and could be done without much forethought.  Even though Med-Tech’s appraisals interviews were conducted quarterly, it is still necessary for the manager to develop a strategy for the evaluation.  By developing a strategy the manager would have identified the problem of excessive overtime and the problems with April Proctor giving him time to evaluate the supervisor and the employee’s performance.  
	Another key area that needs to be improved is with dealing with continuous improvement.  In this scenario the manager spent very little time talking about the goals of the past quarter and how well the supervisor was reaching them.  Peter was very abstract in his feedback about this which also could have caused some confusion for Cindy (Line 35).   According to Stewart and Cash, “goal-setting is the key to successful performance reviews and should constitute 75 percent of the interview” (281).      
Developing specific or SMART goals would also be an effective way to improve the outcome of this meeting.  By doing this the manager and the supervisor could develop an action plan for improving the departments output without going over budget in other areas. 
[bookmark: _Toc215819086]Conclusion
This analysis has examined how important it is to understand how success is defined differently for everyone.  This is particularly important for an organization and its managers to understand when determining strategy for evaluating employee performance.   	 


  


[bookmark: _Toc215819087]
Appendix:  A 
[bookmark: _Toc215819092]Perspectives
Direct This is one person’s direct view of an issue.  Congruence or incongruence between one person’s direct perspective and another person’s direct perspective creates agreement or disagreement.

Meta This is one person’s view of another person’s view of an issue.  Congruence or incongruence between one person’s Meta perspective and another person’s Meta perspective creates realization or failure of realization.

Meta-meta This is one person’s view of another person’s view of the first person’s view of an issue.  Congruence or incongruence between one person’s Meta-meta perspective and another person’s Meta-meta perspective creates a feeling of being understood or a feeling of being misunderstood.
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Appendix:  B
[bookmark: _Toc215819090]Terms and definitions
Abstractions This is when a sender communicates a message using a word or term that denotes a quantity or condition that is not specific or concrete.  This can lead the receiver to interpret the intended meaning of the sender’s message.

Examples:  Cindy attempts to use abstraction when faced with Peter’s questions about the slow production line.  She uses phrases like “some associates are faster than others…not many” to try to get away from pointing out the slow employee.  Pete responds to her use of abstraction by using one himself.  By phrasing his question the manager allows Cindy to continue with her vague responses instead of being direct with her response.   Lines 20, 21, and 22

Peter also uses an abstraction when evaluating the progress Cindy had made on the goals from the past quarter.  This lack of specificity meant that the supervisor would continue doing the things that she had been doing.  Because of this it is very unlikely that any change would occur in the department that would improve employee performance and productivity.  Line 35 

Inferences This is the act of drawing a conclusion based on a perception that is shaped by rules of thumb and past experience rather than proven facts.

Stereotyping This is when someone attacks a preconceived label to a person or thing based on the idea that all similar people or things will conform to this established type that is shaped by personal beliefs and experiences.

Examples:  When the manager asked why April Proctor was slowing production, he made the inference that the problem was with her “speed and efficiency”.  This assumption was based on Peter’s stereotype of underperforming employees and it does not take into consideration potential external forces that could be causing the problem.  By doing this he could have missed the opportunity to constructively address the issue and possibly fire a loyal employee with a good performance record.   Lines 27, 32

Bypassing A miscommunication that arises when the sender and receiver miss the meaning of a message because the same word holds different meanings or different words mean the same thing.

False Polarization This is a miscommunication caused by confusion between specifically defined opposites or contradictions like married or not married and opposites that have varying definitions or contraries such as tall or short.

Examples:  Peter makes a false polarization when he says that April can “either… do the job assigned or not”.  April could do her job, but she was not as fast as other employees.  Line 31

Links This is when the meaning of a communication is obscured as it moves from one person to another due to deleting, highlighting, or assimilating details of the original message.

Examples:  A link exists in the testimony Cindy gives about April’s commitment to the company.  The intro to the scene indicates that Cindy had worked for Med-Tech for three years, but she says that April had been with the company since it began ten years ago.  That would mean that her impression of April’s feelings toward the company is based on information she has received from other sources.  Without knowing more about whom the sources were it is possible that Cindy is not relaying an accurate image of the employee to the manager.  Her reference to the husband that was laid off is also part of a communication link that may be inaccurate about the reason he is not working.  This information could have come from April  in an attempt to use relational leverage and alibis to gain her own objectives.   Lines 32
[bookmark: _Toc215819091]PRISMM
Process This is the idea that past experiences shape the receivers interpretation of a message.  This is a continuous action that is not predictable.

Risk This is the aspect of communication where the sender and receiver interpret possible personal harm or humiliation due to the communication process. 

Examples:  The risk that is most important in this scenario is the risk that Cindy feels about exposing April as the reasons for the production slowdown.  She is aware of how the company uses this informant and knows that April could lose her job if she is not able to meet the standards set for the employee’s.  This risk also encompasses Cindy’s and Peter’s interpersonal needs for inclusion and acceptance.  These personal risks are the basis of each person’s objectives for the interview.    

Intention This is how the sender of the message wants the message to be interpreted by the receiver.  It is the goal, purpose, or motive of the sender.

Examples:  When going over the goals with Peter, Cindy reminds him that improving turnover was something they had discussed last quarter.  Even though turnover was labeled a “concern” and not a goal, she intentionally interjects this topic into the conversation.  This is because the supervisor has the need to hear praise and approval from her manager and in order to achieve this objective Cindy had to focus the evaluation on an area that she had been able to improve.  Line 8

Symbols These are things that are conventionally regarded as typifying or representing something. 

Examples:  Cindy uses the word “loyal” to describe April to Peter.  This is used as a symbol to give him an impression that it would be disrespectful and cold to discipline April after all she has done for the company.  It is an image that portrays April as someone who would never do anything to hurt Med-Tech, so Med-Tech shouldn’t do anything that would harm her.  Lines 32, 33, 35
 
Meaning Construction This is when the sender uses words or phrases that are suggestively significant or connotative or that are specific and literal or denotative to produce an intentional meaning.

Examples:  When probing Cindy for more information about how many employees were affecting the rate of production, Peter uses the phrase “Uh huh?” in an ambiguous manner.  This type of meaning construction could mean that he disapproves of the response she has just given.  It could also be interpreted as an expression of Peter’s understanding or doubt.  It could be inferred that Cindy’s abstract response to the question that preceded this phrase was due to a constructed meaning that implied the manager did not need specifics on the situation.  Lines 21  

Multi-leveled This is the layered effect to communication that includes situation, tone, body language, etc. to ascribe meaning to a message.
[bookmark: _Toc215819093]FIRO-B
This is a tool used to determine the an individual‘s orientation to interpersonal behavior as it relates to management and leadership development, identifying preferred leadership operating styles, employee development, team building, developing team roles, and improving team effectiveness.  The results are based on an individual’s expressed behavior that is based on what she prefers to do, and how much she wants to initiate the action and an individual’s wanted behavior that is based on how much she wants others to initiate the action and how much she wants to receive this action.  These actions are identified by the individual’s need for inclusion (recognition, belonging, and participation), control (influence, leading, and responsibility), and affection (closeness, warmth, and sensitivity). 

FIRO-B Scores for Peter McBride and Cindy Tiller

	 Peter McBride 
	1. Inclusion
	(C)   Control
	(A)   Affection

	(e)  Expressed
	7
	6
	8

	(w)  Want
	6
	4
	7


 
	Cindy Tiller  
	1. Inclusion
	(C)   Control
	(A)   Affection

	(e)  Expressed
	8
	6
	7

	(w)  Want
	8
	5
	7


[bookmark: _Toc215819094]
Appendix C
[bookmark: _Toc215819095]Performance Interview
From pages 288-290 in Interviewing:  Principles and Practices

Med-Tech manufactures a variety of electronic monitors and diagnostic tools used in hospitals and clinics throughout the United States.  It has grown in 10 years from a staff of 10 to more than 150, many of whom are engaged in assembling the complicated monitors and tools that rely heavily on microchips and tiny circuits.  Peter McBride is the manager of production, and Cindy Tiller is a production supervisor who has worked at Med-Tech for three years.
1.  ER:  Hi Cindy, have a seat.
2. EE:  Thanks.  It’s good to get off my feet for a bit.
3. ER:  I’m sure it is.  We’ve really been busy the past six months.  How’s the family?
4. EE:  They’re fine thanks, Mindy enters kindergarten this fall and Sarah is totally involved in gymnastics.
5. ER:  That’s great.  Anything special you would like to mention before we get started?
6. EE:  No…not really.  Things are going pretty well.
7. ER:  Great.  Let’s think back to three months ago when we last talked and set some objectives for this quarter.  Our major goals were quality improvement, meeting production quotas, and being on time with orders.
8. EE:  Yeah.  That’s what I recall as our major goals, but we were also concerned about turnover of associates.
9. ER:  That’s right, and as I look over the figures, we have lost only one associate when we had been averaging five or more.  Good job.  That’s amazing with the competition for skilled production people.
10. EE:  Thanks, I’m pleased with the quality and commitment of our associates.
11. ER:  Production looks good overall, pretty much on target.
12. EE:  I think a lot of that is due to the stability of our staff.  I’ve had to do a lot less training and correcting this quarter.  As you can see also, quality has improved so we do not have to return monitors and the new diagnostic tools to the line for corrections.  That speeds things up.
13. ER:  Very good.  I’m quite pleased.
14. EE:  I thought you would be.  It’s certainly made my life easier.
15. ER:  did notice one problem however.  Line three seems to be slower than the other five lines.
16. EE:  That’s true, but we’ve made our deadlines in spite of this minor problem.
17. ER:  Yes, you’ve met deadlines, but your overtime budget is up 12 percent from the previous quarter.
18. EE:  I’ve had to keep some associates past their eight hours from time to time.
19. ER:  Why is that?
20. EE:  Well… some associates are faster than others in assembling the new micro circuits and chips.
21. ER:  Uh huh?  Is this a problem with a number of associates?
22. EE:  Oh no.  Not many.
23. ER:  How many are slow enough to create an overtime problem?
24. EE:  Only one.
25. ER:  And this one is…?
26. EE:  April Proctor.
27. ER:  What is April’s problem?  Have you worked with her to increase her speed and efficiency?
28. EE:  Yes, but that’s not the problem.
29. ER:  And the problem is…?
30. EE:  She’s getting rather severe arthritis in her hands and fingers and is having difficulty maneuvering elements, particularly in the new monitors.  Sometimes she can’t come to work at all.
31. ER:  Have you reported this to the HR department?  It seems to me that either she can do the job assigned or not.
32. EE:  I understand that, but she’s been a loyal employee since Med-Tech was founded and her husband has been laid off for nearly a year.
33. ER:  Well, I certainly don’t want to appear heard-hearted, but we’re not a charity.  How about the three of us meeting on Wednesday morning at around 9:00 to evaluate her situation.  Perhaps we could transfer her to another position that would pay about the same.
34. EE:  That sounds good.  I’ll talk to her this afternoon.
35. ER:  I appreciate your wanting to protect a loyal employee, but these situations cannot continue when there’s no way to improve them.  Since everything else seems to be in order, let’s continue with the same goals for the next quarter.  Keep up the good work.
36. EE:  Thanks.  I’ll see you on Wednesday.
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Manager's Meta Perspective
Peter thinks Cindy thinks she is doing her job.


Supervisor's Direct Perspective
Cindy thinks she is doing her job.


Supervisor's Meta Perspective
Cindy thinks Peter thinks she is doing her job.


Manager's Meta-meta Perspective
Peter thinks Cindy thinks he thinks she is not doing her job.


Supervisor's Meta-meta Perspective
Cindy thinks Perter thinks she is doing her job.


Manager's Direct Perspective
Peter thinks Cindy is not doing her job.
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