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Abstract

Purpose — The academic literature and motivational theory recognise the positive
role of motivation on organisational performance and considers personal
development as a key motivational factor. In practice, most organisations employ
a Personal Development Review (PDR) process to drive and plan the
development of their staff. This paper investigates the interrelation and impact of
the PDR process, and its elements, on staff motivation.
Design/methodology/approach — The study is based on a case study research
approach carried out in two large manufacturing-engineering departments of a
world-class manufacturing organisation. A survey questionnaire was designed,
validated and distributed to the engineering staff and its results were analysed
using descriptive statistics.

Findings — The study’s results indicate that in most of the cases, a PDR process
does not by itself motivate staff. But it argues that a poorly designed and
conducted PDR process may make motivation, through personal development,
difficult to achieve.

Practical implications — This paper provides manufacturing managers with an
opportunity to understand whether a common business process (i.e. PDR), and the
elements that comprise it, can be employed as a method to aid in the motivation
of their staff.

Original value — This research expands the current knowledge on motivational
and manufacturing management theory by performing an initial and exploratory
study that establishes the impact of the PDR process on staff motivation. It is
among the very first investigations that correlate the PDR process and motivation,
especially in the manufacturing industry.

Keywords: Manufacturing, Staff motivation, Personal Development Review,
PDR
Paper type: Research paper



1. Introduction

Nowadays manufacturing organisations are facing ever more demanding and competitive
environments and markets. To effectively face these current challenges, manufacturing firms
have mainly turned to the improvement of their operations and quality of their products as a
strategy to gain competitive strength. In this context, extensive evidence suggests that
manufacturing organisations have embraced operations and quality improvement approaches
such as lean manufacturing (Hines et al., 2004; Taj, 2008; Forrester et al., 2010), Six Sigma
(Black and Revere, 2006; Antony, 2004), lean Six Sigma (Sharma, 2003; Kumar et al.,
2006), Total Quality Management (Wali et al., 2003; Sharma and Kodali, 2008), ISO 9000
(Briscoe et al., 2005; Mo and Chan, 1997), among others. However, although evidence also
suggests that such operational and quality improvement approaches do help manufacturing
organisations to become more competitive, their “readily available” nature may not make
their deployment a differentiating factor among manufacturing competitors.

According to Peteraf (1993), Barney (1995), Teece et al. (1997) and Harrison (2003),
competitive advantage and differentiation arise from a firm’s specific resources and
capabilities. In particular, employees are considered a specific resource and organisation’s
capability which provides an essential competitive advantage (Clulow et al., 2007). This is
particularly true for manufacturing organisations, where in most of the cases employees
develop highly specialised technical knowledge, competencies and skills. Schiller (1996)
suggests, however, that in order for employees to contribute and provide a sustained
competitive advantage to their organisations, they have to be motivated. Catteeuw et al.
(2007) mention that motivated employees continually strive to add value to their organisation
while Suff (2008) comments that motivated employees are willing to “go above and beyond”.

According to Mullins (2007), an important employees’ motivational factor is personal
development. Personal development is a strategy that provides staff with learning
experiences, internal and external, of the workplace, so business goals and organisational
growth can be achieved (Harrison, 1997). The development of personnel is considered not
only a key driver of sustainable competitive technological advantage over increasingly
developing competition but also a motivational strategy that harnesses innovation and ‘blue-
sky’ thinking (Browell, 2000). Lifeskills International (1999) mentions that in an
organisational setting, employee personal development is most effectively encouraged and
managed through a Personal Development Review (PDR). A PDR is a business process that
aids organisations to develop their employees’ specific personal and technical skills which
are relevant to the employee’s position and future growth within an organisation (Lifeskills
International, 1999).

However, although it is well accepted in the academic literature and motivational theory
that personal development acts as a motivational factor (Mullins, 2007; Newell and Grashina
2004; Browne et al., 2006), the impact of the instrument used to promote, plan and monitor
such personal development (i.e. PDR process) on employee’s motivation is unclear.
Therefore, this research investigates the relationship between the PDR process and the
personal motivation of the engineering staff of a world-class manufacturing organisation. A
number of empirical studies focussing on baseline process performance of operational PDRs
have been carried out by a number of researchers; Coutts and Schneider (2004), Farmer and
Campbell (1997) and Appelbaum et al. (2005). However, this research is among the very first
studies focusing on investigating the effect of a PDR process on employees’ motivation,
particularly in the manufacturing sector. The research assumes that an effectively designed
and conducted PDR process contributes to the motivation of employees, which will positively
impact on the overall performance of an organisation (Rothbard, 2001; Robertson-Smith and
Markwick, 2009; Kahn, 1990; Leary-Joyce, 2004). Therefore, the research argues that it is



important for manufacturing organisations to complement the implementation of process and
quality improvement approaches such as lean manufacturing, Six Sigma, lean Six Sigma,
Total Quality Management (TQM), etc. with an effectively designed and managed PDR
process in order for them to enhance their internal capabilities and gain a sustainable
differentiating advantage through the development of their employees.

2. Literature review on staff’s motivation, personal development and the PDR process —
a manufacturing perspective

2.1 Motivation

Mullins (2007) defines motivation as a driving force which encourages individuals to pursue
some goal in order to fulfil some need or expectation. Bartol and Martin (1998), on the other
hand, define motivation as a force that energises and gives direction to behaviour while
underlying the tendency to persist. In organisational terms, this driving force, when present
and/or developed within employees, contributes to improve the performance of organisations.
Kahn (1990) suggests that motivation positively affects performance in different
organisational areas and aspects. For example, Leary-Joyce (2004) argues that motivation
fosters innovation and creativity by providing a challenge and offering support to succeed. In
addition, Leary-Joyce (2004) also suggests that motivated employees are more likely to
promote their organisations as a positive place to work, thus attracting more dynamic and
high calibre staff. Robertson-Smith and Markwick (2009) and Hewitt Associates (2004)
comment that motivation is positively related to organisational commitment and staff
retention as well as it promotes improved productivity, higher sales and higher customer
satisfaction. According to Robertson-Smith and Markwick (2009), motivation also provides
an increase in an employee’s sense of self efficacy and an opportunity to invest themselves in
their work. Finally, Rothbard (2001) affirms that motivation in the workplace may result in
positive effects to health and feeling towards work and the organisation.

In particular, some authors have highlighted the importance of motivation for
manufacturing organisations, especially for the successful implementation of operations and
quality improvement strategies that help them to become more competitive. For instance,
Cheser (1998) argues that employee motivation is one of the main responsibilities of
manufacturing management. On the other hand, Kiemele (2005) identified motivation as one
of the successful factors for the implementation of lean Six Sigma while McAdam and
Laffert (2004) also agree that motivation plays a critical role in the success of Six Sigma
projects. Furthermore, Antony (2011), Hilton and Sohal (2012) and Aboelmaged (2010)
suggest that in most of the cases, cultural change is required for the effective implementation
of approaches such as lean manufacturing and Six Sigma. In this context, Pfeffer (1998)
comments that employees’ motivation is vital for the successful transition into a new
organisational culture. Therefore, motivation can be considered a critical element for the
transition into a lean or Six Sigma’s culture. This emphasises the importance of motivated
staff, specifically in the manufacturing industry, where the deployment of these approaches
has become a key factor for the survival and success of organisations.

2.2 Personal Development

As previously established, Mullins (2007) considers personal development as an important
motivational factor. This is supported by Pfeffer (1998), who suggests that employee
motivation can be achieved through personal or staff development. According to Zepeda
(1999), personal, or staff, development is an organisational activity that facilitates the growth
of individuals and organisations alike. Some of the most common benefits, for organisations,
associated with staff development include: increase rate of employee retention, increase



productivity and sales, lower rate of employee absenteeism, as well as higher cooperation and
ability to adapt to organisational changes (Phillips, 1997; Conway ef al., 2003).

Similarly as motivation, employee development is an important part of world class
manufacturing practices (Flynn et al., 1999). For instance, Schonberger (1990) emphasizes
the importance of employee development in the manufacturing industry while Buxbaum
(1995) and Cole (1995) mention that more than ever, manufacturers recognise the
performance benefits of investing in human capital. Particularly, a study carried out by
Stewart (1995) estimated that structured and systematic investments in training and personal
development can provide twice the return of investment in technologies. It is for this reason
that Giffi et al. (1990) suggest that the development of employee skills in the manufacturing
industry should progress in tandem with the development of technology. Similarly, another
study performed by Upton (1995) found that organisational flexibility does not emanate from
investments in automation but from a cross-trained workforce. Therefore, Schonberger
(1990) indicates that employee development in manufacturing organisations must be
primarily focused on internal means such as cross-training, job rotation and reinforcement of
employee development accomplishments, for example, through rewards and recognition. This
seems to be the personal development’s trend in the manufacturing industry as Flynn et al.
(1999) argue that the focus of employee development in manufacturing firms has moved
from pure training to include job rotation, cross-training, rewards and recognition, and
linkages with the firm’s strategy.

2.3 PDR Process

Staff development is commonly carried out as a planned programme of organisational and
employee improvement (Cascio and Boudreau, 2011), which in many cases is referred as
Personal Development Review (PDR). Lifeskills International (1999) mentions that a PDR
process is an approach used by organisations in order to most effectively encourage and
manage the development of their employees. Although it may vary among organisations,
Lifeskills International (1999) suggests that a PDR process is traditionally carried in the form
of a meeting between a manager and his/her employee, where three main elements are
reviewed, namely: (1) employee’s performance; (2) employee’s career and/or skills
development; and (3) employee’s reward.

In terms of the performance review, it is ideally linked to the business plan. Therefore, the
performance review element of a PDR process allows managers to evaluate their employees’
performance in relation to the organisation’s business plan and set new objectives, also
aligned to such business plan and overall organisational objective (Lifeskills International,
1999). On the other hand, unlike the performance review, the objective of the PDR’s element
of career and/or skills development review is to help employees work through specific and
professional development stages within the context of an organisation’s broader development
policy. According to Lifeskills International (1999), a career and/or skills development
review is also aligned to the organisation’s business plan. Technical and personal employee’s
skills traditionally developed by manufacturing organisations through the PDR’s career
and/or skills development element include: technical skills and functional expertise, courage,
common sense, breath, influence, delivery and team work. Finally, reward review is an
element of the PDR process that allows managers to evaluate and communicate decisions
related to annual base pay adjustment and/or performance pay levels (Shields, 2007).

Figure 1 illustrates a PDR within the context of an organisational business process that
consists of an input (i.e. manager and employee’s views, opinions, etc. regarding the three
elements reviewed — performance, career and/or skills development and reward),
transformational process (i.e. review of employee’s performance, career and/or skills



development plan and reward) and output (i.e. manager’s feedback to his/her employee in
relation to his/her performance and reward as well as agreement in relation to his/her career
and/or skills development plan). Figure 1 also illustrates the positive correlation that exists
between personal development and motivation as well as the interaction between the
instrument used to manage and encourage personal development (i.e. PDR process) and
motivation. The investigation of the interaction of these two factors (i.e. PDR and motivation)
is the main aim of this paper.

Take in Figure 1 here

3. Research methodology

The PDR process used as the basis for this research is that employed by a world-class
manufacturing organisation to evaluate the performance, define a development plan and
adjust the annual base pay of its more than 39,000 employees worldwide. Within the context
of this research, two large manufacturing-engineering departments, based in the UK, of the
organisation studied were considered. The PDR process employed by this organisation, and
particularly by the manufacturing-engineering departments under investigation, is a labour
intense and structured process. It is mainly carried out between the appraisers, in this case the
Manufacturing Engineering Managers, and the appraises, in this case the Engineering staff.
Figure 2 illustrates the PDR process used as the basis for this investigation as well as the
different stages, sequence and activities it comprises.

Take in Figure 2 here

3.1 Research and data collection methods

As this study is an empirical inquiry that investigates a particular phenomenon (i.e. impact of
a PDR process on staff motivation) within an individual and real-life context (Yin, 1994), the
research method followed in this investigation is that of a case study (Remenyi et al., 1998).
Cameron and Price (2009) consider a single detailed case study a valid research approach,
particularly when the focus of the study can not be detached from the organisational context
where it occurs. Even though a single case study might be considered a limited approach to
investigate and establish the interaction between a PDR process and staff motivation, if it is
replicated again in other organisations and/or industries, a generalisation and validation of
findings can be achieved. In addition, although it is accepted that robust conclusions can not
be inferred from a single case study approach, the case study is a very popular research
method in business investigations (Yin, 1994). Therefore, it would fall to a future research
agenda to expand the investigation of the effects of a PDR process on staff motivation
through the use of multiple case studies in other organisations and/or industries.



On the other hand, Houser (2008) comments that an appropriate and effective data
collection method is integral to support the research approach followed, and thus to produce
reliable evidence. As this research intended to systematically and directly gather information
related to the experiences, attitudes and perceptions of the manufacturing-engineering staff,
of the two departments investigated, in relation to the PDR process (Rea and Parker, 1997), a
survey was considered as the most appropriate data collection method. Houser (2008) regards
surveys as the most widely used method for collecting primary data and comments that they
can be categorised into two broad areas: questionnaires and interviews. In the case of this
research, a survey questionnaire was selected due to it was thought it would increase the
reliability of the data collected by limiting the involvement of the researchers and thus
maintaining the anonymity of the manufacturing-engineering staff investigated.

3.2 Survey questionnaire development

A questionnaire is defined by Oppenheim (1992) as a “lists of questions used to find out what
people think or feel about an issue, product or service”. Gillham (2007) categorises questions
into two types: open or closed. An open question requires the consideration of a response and
the respondent to write an answer. Closed questions, on the other hand, present the
respondent with predetermined possible answers (Gillham, 2007). In the case of this research,
a decision was taken to design the survey questionnaire based on closed questions. According
to Vinten (1995), this method of questioning demands minimal time and effort from the
respondents. Consideration of time was important for the design of this survey questionnaire
as the manufacturing-engineering staff investigated would fill the questionnaire within their
working hours.

Further consideration of minimal time and effort for the completion of the questionnaire
and analysis of responses was met by considering a Likert scale in most of the questions.
Bartikowski et al. (2010) comment that a Likert scale allows the respondents to indicate their
degree of agreement with positively or negatively worded statements of survey questions.
Adoption of the Likert scale questioning technique combined with a survey questionnaire
arguably present a straightforward method for response and data analysis. Therefore, this
method of questioning demands minimal time and effort from the respondents and
researchers (Bartikowski et al, 2010). In addition, Gillham (2007) mentions that the
respondents may be more inclined to complete the survey if it is simple and quick. Therefore,
the design of questions based on a Likert was not only used as a strategy to minimise the time
taken to fill the questionnaire and analyse its responses but also as a strategy to increase the
response rate. Particularly, the Likert scale used for this research and questionnaire consisted
of ratings from 5 to 1, which respectively meant: strongly agree (5), agree (4), neutral (3),
disagree (2) and strongly disagree (1).

3.3 Survey questionnaire’s structure

In terms of the questionnaire’s structure and content, it was divided into three parts. Part one
of the survey questionnaire established the general profile of the manufacturing-engineering
staff (i.e. age, job role and length of service in this role, as well as the time of service to the
company). In addition, part one of the questionnaire also helped to explore the effect of some
of these staff’s attributes (i.e. age and time of service to the company) on the PDR process
and staff’s feeling towards whether it motivates them. On the other hand, part two of the
questionnaire investigated the relationship between motivation and the PDR process based on
its input and the three elements that comprise it — performance, career and/or skills
development and reward. Similarly, part three also investigated the relationship between
motivation and the PDR process based on these three elements but from the PDR process’



output point of view. Figure 3 illustrates the questionnaire’s structure and the research areas
investigated.

Take in Figure 3 here

3.4 Survey questionnaire validation

Robson (1993) comments that the validation of a survey questionnaire can be completed
through a pilot study before it is distributed to the participants. Therefore, after completing
the survey questionnaire, a small scale pilot study was conducted by distributing, through
paper copies, the questionnaire to several Manufacturing and Quality Engineers that worked
within a comparable manufacturing department to the main body of this research. The main
motives behind carrying out this pilot study were:

o To eliminate any irrelevant questions from the questionnaire.

« Based on the pilot study’s feedback, to add any question(s) that were believed could
enhance the understanding of the Personal Development Review (PDR) process and its
relationship to staff motivation.

o To refine the language of the survey questionnaire in order to provide an easy to follow
and understand questionnaire to the participants.

o To receive general feedback from the respondents in terms of the questionnaire structure,
logic and language.

3.5 Questionnaire distribution and data collection

The chosen distribution method for the survey questionnaire was paper copies delivered to
the manufacturing-engineering staff by hand, by one of the researchers. The questionnaires
were filled and returned by following the instructions provided within the survey
questionnaire. As one of the authors of this research is an Engineer, working in the world-
class manufacturing organisation where the body of this research project was centred, every
member of the sample could be contacted in person by this researcher. Han et al. (2009)
comment that personal delivery of a questionnaire generates trust between the sample and the
researcher, which contributes to improve the quality of the responses as well as increase the
response rate.

All Engineers (i.e. 61) directly working in the two manufacturing-engineering departments
of the world-class manufacturing organisation studied were asked to participate in the
research. Out of the 61 Engineers, a total of 35 responses were obtained. This resulted in a 57
percent response rate being achieved, which is higher than the minimum response rate of
about 30-35 percent suggested by Cohen et al. (2007) as a statistically significant and
representative sample from where reliable analyses and conclusions can be drawn. Although
the sample is obviously not representative of all the Engineers and staff within the
organisation studied but only of the departments included in the study, the responses provided
sufficient data for an initial and general exploratory analysis of the PDR process and its effect
on staff motivation.



4. Survey results, analysis and discussion

4.1 Manufacturing-engineering staff’s profile

As previously commented, part one of the survey questionnaire intended to establish the
general profile of the manufacturing-engineering staff that participated in the study. In
particular, this section focused on identifying the following attributes of the Engineers
surveyed: (1) their current job role, (2) how long they had been employed by the company,
(3) how long they had performed their current job role, as well as (4) their age.

In terms of their job role, the majority of the respondents (83 percent) were Manufacturing
Engineers while 9 percent were Manufacturing Process Owners (i.e. team leaders). The
remaining respondents included Quality Engineers (3 percent), Coordinate Measuring
Machines (CMM) programmers (3 percent) and Material Resource Planning (MRP)
controllers (2 percent).

With respect to the time of services to the company, an employment range in excess of 5
years represented 66 percent of the total staff surveyed; followed by 0 — 2 years (9 percent)
and 2 — 5 years representing the remaining 25 percent of the employee’s time of service to the
company. On the other hand, a large proportion of the questionnaire (60 percent) was
completed by employees with over 2 years spent in their current job role. The remaining 40
percent of respondents were split with time in their current job roles varying from 0 — 6
months (17 percent), 6 months — 1 year (9 percent) and between 1 and two years (14 percent).

Finally, in relation to the manufacturing-engineering staff’s age, 29 percent of them were
over 51 years old while another 29 percent fell within a range of between 16 — 25 years old.
In addition, 17 percent of the manufacturing-engineering staff was between 41 and 50 years
old while the remaining 14 and 11 percent fell within the ranges of between 31 to 40 and 26
to 30 years old respectively. The data collected and presented in this section is illustrated in
Figure 4.

Take in Figure 4 here

4.2 Manufacturing-engineering staff’s profile and its effect on the PDR process and
motivation

Baker ef al. (2011) comment that profile related questions, such as the ones included in part
one of the survey questionnaire, are normally used by researchers to explore if the
respondents differ in behaviours, attitudes and/or believes based on various attributes.
Therefore, besides establishing the general profile of the manufacturing-engineering staff that
participated in the study, part one of the survey also allowed the researchers to collect
information to explore the effect of two attributes of the manufacturing-engineering staff (i.e.
age and time of service to the organisation) on the PDR process and motivation. In regards to
the age attribute, 80 percent of the respondents over 51 years old were not motivated by the
overall PDR process while 60 percent of the respondents aged 16 — 25 years old returned a
contrasting agreement that the PDR process motivated them. Gellerman (1963) mentions that
“young people will be motivated primarily by what their future seems to hold for them”,
which in this case can be clearly indicated and guided through a PDR process. In general
terms, this study indicates that while a PDR process can be used by manufacturing
organisations to motive their young Engineers and staff, a different alternative and/or strategy
would need to be sought for more experienced and older staff. The search of effective



methods to motivate more experienced and older staff should be of primary concern for
manufacturing companies. Similarly as in the case of the world-class manufacturing
organisation studied, the percentage of employees in the age group of between 50 to 60 years
old in the manufacturing industry will significantly increase in the following years (Slagter,
2007).

In relation to the attribute of time of service to the organisation, a high percentage (about
66 percent) mentioned a time of service above 5 years. On the other hand, 34 percent of the
survey population had 0 — 5 years of service. This may be considered significant when
reviewed in the context of employee motivation and its relation to the PDR process as
Woodford and Maes (2002) argue that evaluations lead to higher turnover rates and add
discontent of employees who loathe the time, paperwork, and discomfort that accompany the
evaluation process. Therefore, higher years of service held by staff may reduce the
motivational effect of the PDR process and thus the impact of the personal development
factor on motivation. In the case of this study, the results corroborated the Woodford and
Maes (2002) suggestion. The results indicated that staff with a length of service ranging from
0 — 5 years felt motivated (about 83 percent) by the PDR process while employees with more
than 10 years of service (about 95 percent) did not feel motivated by the PDR process.
Similarly as with staff’s age, the results of this study indicate that the PDR process acts as a
positive motivational approach for employees with short periods of service (i.e. 0 — 5 years)
while this is not the case for employees serving longer periods of time to an organisation.

4.3 PDR process input and its effect on staff’s motivation

In this part of the survey questionnaire the manufacturing-engineering staff was asked to
provide information to explore the ability of the PDR process’ input to act as a motivator
through its elements of performance, career and/or skills development and reward.

In relation to the performance element, it was considered in the context of clarifying
expectations (Seijits and Crim, 2006; Robertson-Smith and Markwick, 2009), roles and
objectives within the organisation (Woodford and Maes, 2002). In this case, 67 percent of the
Engineers surveyed agreed that the clarification and clear definition of expectations, roles and
objectives in a PDR process does not act as a motivational factor. On the other hand, the
remaining 33 percent of the manufacturing-engineering staff returned a positive response of
the ability of a PDR process to motivate them if their expectations, roles and objectives are
clearly defined and communicated. This indicates that although in some cases staff can feel
motivated by a clear definition of what the company expects from them as well as their role
and objectives, this is not the case for everyone. Even though the clarification of these may
not act as a motivational factor for the majority of the staff, it is still important for managers
to clearly define them and communicate them to their staff during the PDR process as
Buckingham and Coffman (1999) suggest that too little or poor clarification of these could
create confusion, turnover and frustration.

On the other hand, the investigation of the career and/or skills development element of the
PDR process’ input on staff motivation was measured based on the manufacturing-
engineering staff’s perception of the PDR process of providing them with an effective
framework to achieve their personal development objectives. In this context, it was assumed
that if the staff felt that the PDR process offered them such development framework, they
would be motivated. The survey results indicated that only 17 percent of the respondents
believed that the PDR process provided them with an effective structure to develop their
career. Therefore, the rest of the manufacturing-engineering staff (83 percent) did not
consider the PDR process as a career and/or skills development motivational factor. Thomson
and Mabey (1994) identify the need for a PDR to deliver development-driven objectives and



methods. For this reason, manufacturing organisations should assure that PDR processes do
not only act as a mere review of personal development activities but also as a framework to
encourage and guide staff to engage with and plan such activities. This will result in the
PDR’s element of career and/or skills development to act as a motivational factor for staff.

Finally, the reward element of the PDR process’ input was considered in the context of
whether the manufacturing-engineering staff felt that the PDR process gives them full
opportunity to effectively document and present their performance in order to achieve
appropriate recognition. Based on this, it was assumed that the manufacturing-engineering
staff would feel motivated by the PDR process if it were able to document and present their
performance so it could later be reviewed and the appropriate recognition given, if
appropriate. The survey’s results indicated that only 23 percent of the manufacturing-
engineering staff believed that the PDR process is an effective method to document and
present their performance for evaluation. Therefore, the rest of the manufacturing-
engineering staff (77 percent) did not feel motivated by such organisational process as it
could not be used as an effective platform and/or aid to gain a reward (i.e. pay increase,
bonus, etc.) or recognition. Gordon and Miller (2012) comment that the documentation of
performance is important as it helps to authenticate the performance review exercise, which is
an integral part of the PDR process, and lay the ground for its continuance.

4.4 PDR process output and its effect on staff’s motivation

Section three of the survey questionnaire requested the manufacturing-engineering staff to
provide information to explore the ability of the PDR process’ output (i.e. feedback) to act as
a motivator through its elements of performance, career and/or skills development and
reward.

In relation to the performance element, it was considered in the context of providing
employees with constructive and clear feedback to help them perform their job as effectively
and efficiently as possible in line with the needs of the organisation (Walters, 1995). In the
case of this research, 64 percent of the Engineers surveyed mentioned that a constructive and
clear feedback during the PDR process would encourage them to perform better in relation to
their job objectives. The rest of the respondents (36 percent), on the other hand, do not
consider a constructive and clear feedback as a motivational driver. The results obtained from
this investigation are in line with the statements of Seijts and Crim (2006) and Robertson-
Smith and Markwick (2009), who suggest that a clear and constructive feedback on job
performance is a key motivational driver. In practical terms this indicates that manufacturing
organisations should not only encourage the clear definition of their employees’ objectives
but also to provide them with regular constructive feedback about whether they are in the
right path for their achievement. Formulating strategies and deploying methods based on
performance criteria for staff to self-assess their performance may also help manufacturing
organisations to keep their staff motivated and thus continue providing a strong and critical
contribution towards the achievement of organisational goals.

In terms of the career and/or skills development element of the PDR process’ output on
staff motivation, it was measured based on the degree of engagement of the manufacturing-
engineering staff on career development activities after the PDR process. In this context,
although 57 percent of respondents did not disagree with the fact that the PDR process allows
them to identify career development opportunities, only 25 percent of the Engineers surveyed
agreed that they engage on career development activities after the PDR process has taken
place. This suggests that the career and/or skills development element embedded within the
PDR process does not act as a motivational factor that encourages staff to pursue personal
development. Therefore, manufacturing organisations should define and implement effective



strategies, supported by the PDR process, to encourage their staff to get involved in personal
development as it is an integral part for their success. Harris (2010a) suggests, for example,
the implementation of an Individual Development Plan (IDP) — “a plan to record and give
direction to planned and agreed development activities” — to provide a formal framework to
plan, agree and assess progress towards personal development objectives. Furthermore,
Harris (2010b) also suggests the use of an Individual Learning Plan (ILP) to help in the
prioritisation of development aspirations based on top-level business critical objectives.

Finally and for this investigation, the reward element of the PDR process’ output was
considered in the context of contribution of the PDR process to trigger performance related
benefits (e.g. pay increase, bonuses, etc.). Therefore, it was assumed that an employee who
recognises the contribution of the PDR process to trigger performance related benefits would
be motivated by such process. For example, Bowen (2000) suggests that reward and
recognition are factors that can most influence workers’ attitude, productivity and
organisational competitiveness while Romero and Kleiner (2000) mention that reward and
recognition are key to motivation. Particularly, the survey’s results suggested that only 12
percent of the respondents believed that the PDR process could generate performance related
rewards. Therefore, only these staff would be motivated by the reward element of the PDR
process’ output while for the rest (88 percent), this would not act as a motivational factor.
The inability of the PDR process to motivate staff to pursue performance rewards through the
achievement of defined performance objectives should be of concern for manufacturing
organisations as Nichol (1992) suggests that motivating employees through reward ensures
they exceed expectations.

4.5 Summary of research findings

Table 1 summarises the research findings. The investigation’s results summarised in Table
1 indicate that in general terms, most of the elements that comprise a PDR process (i.e.
performance review, skills and/or development plan review and reward reviewed) do not
have a positive effect on the motivation of staff. As suggested by Seijts and Crim (2006) and
Robertson-Smith and Markwick (2009), the only element that this research’s results indicate
contributes to motivate staff through the PDR process’ output is a clear and constructive
feedback in relation to their job performance. Although in overall terms the PDR process
seems not to provide manufacturing organisations with a method to motivate staff, especially
older and those with a long time of service to the organisation, the lack of an effectively
designed and conducted PDR may act as a motivational barrier. As illustrated in Figure 1, the
PDR process can be considered as the “conductor” that will allow the personal development
factor to act as a motivational driver. If this “conductor” is ineffective, instead of being a
facilitator channel it can become a barrier. Therefore, it can be concluded that a PDR process
does not by itself motivate staff. But a poorly designed and conducted PDR process may
make motivation, through personal development, very difficult to achieve.



Attribute

Age

Time of service to the
company

PDR’s Input

Element

Performance

Career and/or skills
development

Reward

PDR’s Output
Element

Performance

Career and/or skills
development

Reward

Results’ summary

o In general, older staff does not feel motivated by the overall PDR process’
experience while younger staff consider it as a motivational driver.

o Staff with few years of service to the organisation is motivated by the PDR
process while staff with more than 10 years does not feel that it acts as a

motivational factor.

Considered in the context of

Clarification of expectations, roles and
objectives

PDR provision of an effective framework
to achieve personal development
objectives

PDR provision of opportunity to
effectively document and present job
performance

Considered in the context of

Constructive and clear feedback

Degree of engagement on career
development activities after the PDR
process

Contribution of the PDR process to
generate performance related benefits

Table 1. Summary of research findings

5. Conclusions

Investigation results

e Most of the staff does not feel

motivated by the clarification of
such factors.

Majority of the staff does not
believe the PDR process
provide a framework for
personal development. Thus, it
does not act as a motivational
factor in relation to career and
or/skills development.

Majority of the staff does not
believe the PDR process is an
effective method to document
their performance. Thus, it does
not act as a motivational factor
to seek reward or recognition.

Investigation results
Most of the staff feels

motivated by a constructive and
clear feedback from their

managers.
Most of the staff does not get
engaged in personal

development activities post the
PDR. Thus, this element does
not act as a motivational driver.

Most of the staff does not
consider that the PDR helps to
generate performance related
benefits. Thus, it does not act as
a motivational factor to seek
reward or recognition.

Over the last few decades, the implementation of operations and quality improvement
approaches such as lean manufacturing, Six Sigma, lean Six Sigma, TQM, and many others,
has been part of the agenda and strategy followed by manufacturing organisations to remain
competitive and survive. This paper argues that although these approaches have helped, in
many cases, manufacturing organisations to become more competitive, an equally important
internal capability that such organisations should focus on developing and motivating, not
only to support the deployment of these approaches but also to gain a competitive and a



distinctive strategic advantage, is their staff. The positive effects of personal development and
motivated staff on organisational performance as well as the positive correlation between
personal development and motivation have been widely documented in the academic
literature. However, no research regarding the effect of the instrument (i.e. PDR process)
used by organisations to encourage and manage staff development on staff motivation had
been performed. This paper focused on investigating the impact of the PDR process on staff
motivation.

The research conducted and presented in this paper is based on a case study research
approach centred in two large engineering departments, based in the UK, of a world-class
manufacturing organisation with a labour force of more than 39,000 employees based across
50 countries. Due to the nature of the single case study research approach, the results
obtained from this study, and discussed in Section 4, must be interpreted with reservation as
no generalisations can be drawn. However, similar studies can be conducted in other
organisations and/or industries by following a multi case study approach, which can lead to
the generalisation of findings. In addition, although the population’s size and response rate
used in this study are statistically valid, they can also be considered limited. Therefore,
similar studies conducted by following a multi case study research approach and using a
larger population’s size and a higher response rate are considered part of the agenda for
further research proposed by this paper. Nevertheless, despite the limitation of the research
approach and population’s size used as well as the response rate obtained, this study has
provided an initial and general exploratory analysis of the PDR process as an instrument to
achieve employee motivation. This research can be used by manufacturers to understand how
the PDR process, and the elements that comprise it, may contribute to create positive
encouragement for their staff to pursue their personal and organisational goals. Finally, this
paper also suggests the use of inference statistics, including correlation and regression
analyses, as a method for the analysis of data in future and similar studies to validate the data
collected and strengthen the conclusions obtained.
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Figure 1. Illustration of the PDR process and its interaction with personal development and
motivation
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Figure 2. Illustration of the PDR process used as the basis for this investigation




Investigation of

Questionnaire’s Part
Effecton:
Manufacturing-engineering staffs profile
One PDR
Attributes: Age
Time of service to the organisation
Mativation
= Performance
revi e
Manager and = Career andfor o
Two Emplayee's  —M skills Motivation
input development
revi ew
= Reward review
Inout Transformational
P Process
= Performance
reyi e
= Career andfor Manager's o
Three skills P Feedbackto Motivation
development the Employee
revi evr
= Reward review

Transformational Output

Process

Figure 3. [llustration of the questionnaire’s structure and areas investigated



Age

I I
|SEEReeRorreee

e S

Length of Service in

Current Role

Length of Service

in Company

plosieah
GT-al
Pl
SIEE DE-OT

plosieah
or-1 £
Pl
e et 05|

plo saeadh
(3R]

SO 5[
1B &,

| -BLjUOW g

algad 7- |

aleah,
| UEL auojy

sleel 70

slEel G-F
aleah,

| G UELR BI0jy

Job Role of Interviewees

BN o5y
[EL =LY
slawedf oag

[
slaa uifug
Ayjenn

ElAU MY S8800

Buu o snu ey
alaau g

Bu urmgarnuegy

1040

80

I I I
T T T
[=} = (=1
F— [1=] ['E) - ] 2]

() afeyuaiag

Figure 4. Manufacturing-engineering staff’s profile



