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Introduction
During the past twenty years the subject of accountability in higher education has become ever more a matter of public debate. What was once talked about in hushed tones within universities and colleges is now discussed openly in the mass media. This widening of the debate has led to many different aspects being addressed, including quality assurance, value for money, value added and institutional and individual performance indicators.

The introduction of the Research Assessment Exercise, and the ensuing shake-up in institutional evaluation that this produced, led to further changes in the way that evaluation of staff performance was perceived. Recent quality process reviews have now moved the evaluation debate back to the assessment of teaching.

This paper will consider the background to these developments, focusing upon the introduction of performance indicators for institutional evaluation and the effect this has had on the establishment of criteria for individual appraisal. In particular the reasons for the establishment of a Performance Planning Appraisal and Development scheme (PPAD) at City University of Hong Kong and the resistance by staff and management to its implementation will be discussed in some detail.

Historical background
Until the middle of the 1960s universities in Great Britain, like similar institutions throughout the Western world, drew their students from a small percentage of the school population, this usually from a selective-entry secondary-school system. With just 26 universities in Great Britain in 1961 only around 6.5% of those aged 18 went on to higher, as distinct from further, education. Degree standards were defined largely in a totally informal and unwritten way, usually via informal or semi-formal peer-group (old-boy?) networks. 

Prior to 1964, the money allotted by the government for the funding of the universities was given to the University Grants Committee directly by the Treasury: this  was handed over with the minimum of inquiry as to how it was to be used. Universities were free to recruit students into different disciplines according the criteria of their own choosing. University staff enjoyed ‘tenure’ provided they did nothing especially outrageous and then got found out! This meant that they   had security of  employment until retirement. Within very broad limits, they could teach what they liked, how they  liked and when they liked.


 “No-one inquired into the ways in which they taught, or whether they were ‘efficient’ teachers: the 
relationship between teacher and student was confidential and sacrosanct, beyond any external 
scrutiny. Academics could engage in research - or not -as they pleased: there was certainly no financial 
incentive to do so. The universities exercised academic autonomy. Those who taught in them exercised 
academic freedom. ‘Standards’ were their business, and no-one else’s.”
(Alderman, 1996)

In September 1964 Lord Robbins’ inquiry into higher education was published. This proposed the establishment of a whole new group of universities, increasing the number from 26 to 44, and based around the ten Colleges of Advanced Technology. A new breed of Polytechnics was also proposed that would concentrate on higher vocational and professional education. They could not award their own degrees but their students could enrol for degrees awarded by a new Council for National Academic Awards  [1]. The CNAA was highly ‘pro-active’. It approved the syllabuses, supervised the examinations, conferred the degrees, and occasionally allowed the conferment of the professorial title on some (very few) academic staff. However it was the expansion of Her Majesty’s Inspectorate from the school and further education sector into the higher education arena that introduced the concept, and reality, of external evaluation. The HMI’s duty was to inquire into and report on the quality of the educational experience to which polytechnic students were exposed. Parallel to this was the gradual introduction of evaluation by the professional institutions - especially in the engineering professions - of degree courses so that exemption from the institutions qualifying examinations became possible. [2]

Whilst the establishment of what became known as the ‘binary system’ was taking place in Great Britain a similar expansion in access to university level education was taking place in other Western countries. However the divide between established universities having high degree of freedom and newer institutions with very few academic freedoms was not as wide in other countries. The establishment of the state university and community college system in the USA around this time did bring some parts of higher education under local government scrutiny, but this was minor compared to the influence that the town hall had on its local polytechnic in Great Britain.

The relative success of the polytechnics in Great Britain, especially in regard to their lower costs than the universities, alerted government and the media to the disparity, especially as far as quality assurance was concerned.  This was soon emphasised by the recession at the beginning of the 1980s. Although this was a world-wide phenomena the rise of Thatcherism meant that if any country was to be at the forefront of change, then it would be Great Britain. As Alderman comments:


“The Thatcherite assault on those who spent taxpayers’ money was characterised, inter alia, by a 
determination to enforce transparency and accountability. But this was only in order to obtain ‘value 
for money’. Hitherto an unwritten convention had ensured that the very considerable authority which 
derived from the state investment in university education was not actually used to interfere with the 
manner in which the university sector conducted itself: he who paid the piper did not call the tune. 
...Thatcherism turned its back on this tacit understanding and, indeed, repudiated it in a comprehensive 
fashion.” (Alderman, ibid)

The coming of evaluation
The questions raised by this went to the very heart of university autonomy, and resulted in a series of legislative measures which changed forever the elevated status in society that universities had previously enjoyed. These questions included; What research actually went on? Was it worth the taxpayer’s money? Shouldn’t the taxpayer know something about the teaching universities delivered? Was academic tenure an unjustifiable privilege? Did tenure stop market forces playing their part in restructuring? To what extent did degree programmes meet the needs of the ‘real’ world? According to Alderman, these questions were valid. However,  the way in which they were raised brought about ‘a massive interference, in the name of the preservation of quality’. At the same time the contradictions in the government’s approach to universities compared with other high-spending departments, such as Defence, was illustrated by an interview given by the Principal Quality Officer, Ministry of Defence in 1995. 


“It is astonishing to realise that while proper concern with quality has led the Ministry of Defence, 
during the lifetime of the Conservative government, to abandon its former policy of detailed 
monitoring and inspection of the quality processes used by its thousands of suppliers - ranging from 
the manufacturers of life jackets to the builders of nuclear submarines - the same alleged concern with 
quality has led the Department of or for Education to adopt an ever greater interventionist approach.“
(Price, 1995)

This sudden interest in quality by the government prompted the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals (CVCP) to establish the Academic Audit Unit in 1990. This was enlarged  into the Quality Audit Group of the Higher Education Quality Council in 1992 when the polytechnics and some other colleges acquired university status, bringing the total to 121. Coincident with this was the winding up of the CNAA. However the HMIs didn’t disappear; they were transformed into a new mechanism of control exerted by the Higher Education Funding Councils created by the 1992 Further and Higher Education Act.

The 1992 Act placed upon the Funding Councils the obligation to ‘secure that provision is made for assessing the quality of education’ provided in taxpayer-financed institutions of higher education.  The methodology adopted for determining such quality standards in universities aroused as much controversy as that associated with that in schools. However, although the publicity was not as great, the same criticisms of comparability, validity and training of assessors has been raised.  As one noted historian commented:


“It no longer really matters how well an academic teaches and whether he or she sometimes inspires 
their pupils; it is far more important that they have produced plans for their courses, bibliographies, 
outlines of this, that and the other, in short all the paraphernalia of futile bureaucratisation required 
for assessors who come from on high like emissaries from Kafka’s castle.” (Johnson, 1994)

Proponents for the change asked two fundamental questions: Can you name any significant changes to British higher education over the past 30 years or so which have been proposed and facilitated by the universities themselves? And can you name one significant change to British higher education .. which has been generally welcomed and accepted by universities? (Roberston, 1994). Opponents counter with that since the second world war the university in the UK


“...has not just survived. It has expanded, diversified, multiplied and networked outwards and inwards. 
Compared to most other major institutions or activities - eg the National Health Service, the car 
manufacturing industry (in Britain or North America), the Church of England, government itself 
(notably in Canada) - the performance of our higher education systems may be judged to be above 
average.” (Tight, 1994)

The truth is, as usual,  probably somewhere in between! The so-called reform movement states that it is addressing a number of problems. These include adjusting to new perceptions of world economic relations and competition; improving the relationship of higher education systems to the economy; controlling the increasing costs of public services including higher education; systematising higher education systems which have expanded rapidly; making publicly visible an accountability process for higher education; judging and rewarding successful performance and punishing failure; and guaranteeing, to concerned publics, the quality of higher education systems (Cowen, 1996). One of the consequences of this has been to organise the universities into an internal market; for example, they are graded  on research output, on a scale for 1 to 5. These grades would be made public and those with the highest grades would be rewarded with more money etc. Secondly, ‘the state has to create both a macro-ideology and a micro-ideology of the market’ (Cowen, ibid). Thirdly, these new educational systems see the growth of a new class of ‘managers’ in educational institutions. Fourthly, market driven educational systems have a problem; the academic nature of the university. Fifthly, ‘the definition of what it is to be educated in market-driven systems of education becomes blurred, while what it is to be qualified becomes standardised’ (Cowen, ibid).

On the other hand, the threat of evaluation, especially by external assessors, does have its supporters. 


“Often the forthcoming visit of the assessors has prompted academics, supposedly working to offer 
a  single course to students, to talk to each other for the first time about their various contributions to 
it. The paradox is evident: a state-sponsored evaluation is engendering dialogue among the 
supposedly self-critical academics. The paradox reaches further for, as expressed, it implies that a 
system intended to offer external accountability can also yield self-improvement. In other words, the 
circle can be squared. We are seeing the arrival at the same time of the intrusive state and a greater 
collegial and self-evaluative professionalism towards teaching among the academics. (Barnett, 1995).

Others have noted that teaching lacked professionalism until there was external evaluation. According to Imrie, before external evaluation there was a concept of teaching the ‘subject’ as distinct from addressing the needs of the learner. At the same time there was a lack of systematic professional development for the academic as teacher, and there was also evidence that few academics/teachers ‘read the literature’ of teaching/assessment/learning in higher education (Imrie, 1996a).

The Research Assessment Exercise

Many other countries, not all for similar reasons, decide to follow similar routes. These included Australia, New Zealand, three German lander, Ontario Canada, the Netherlands, Sweden, Denmark and Chile. Many followed the lead given by the American state of Tennessee which established a form of performance based funding in 1979. One of the first attempts to relate funding  to performance in the UK was the introduction of the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE). The first RAE was held in 1986, followed by others in 1989, 1992 and 1996. Although initially aimed solely at the evaluation of research output, the RAE has acted as a stimulus for the reevaluation of all aspects of university life. The UK RAE was designed to provide a standard rating of research programmes in order to increase selectivity in the allocation of central government funding. Each exercise has been more refined than the previous one. In each exercise, institutions prepare a standard statistical and narrative material for submission to central panels for assessment. The information considered is purely documentary; no site visits occur. These exercises have ”provided a unique opportunity to assess the usefulness of certain statistics as indicators of quality research” (Patrick and Stanley, 1996).

The impact on university organisation over the period since the first RAE was conducted has been substantial. There has been increased monitoring and control of research; greater coordination of research activity; a quest for greater efficiency through reorganisation; and the promotion of the university’s research culture. The need to assess staff capabilities in the research area was one of the main factors in allowing a culture to develop that was responsive to related initiatives in other areas of university life. These included the ‘reengineering’ of university administration as well as the concept of performance indicators covering all aspects of staff activities’. 

At this point it is interesting to compare and contrast the UK RAE with assessment of US research-doctorate programmes. One of the first research assessment exercises in the USA was reported by Jones, Lindzey and Coggeshall (1982). This showed that the purpose of the US exercise was to assess the quality of doctoral programmes and, in particular, their effectiveness in preparing students for careers in research. Although there has been no similar study until 1995, Patrick and Stanley (1996) report similar conclusions.  In the UK only a single measure of quality is published; in the US no attempt was made to establish composite rankings of programmes. In the UK the principal ‘stakeholders’ are the central government agencies that fund research. In the US the major stakeholders are seen to be students and their advisors, scholars of the educational system, administrators, and funders. In general the US assessments are geared more to the needs of individuals than the UK exercises. [3]

The first RAE was introduced into Hong Kong in 1993. Although initially based upon the UK model a number of variations have evolved which significantly alter the emphasis. The entire  RAE was controversial. The controversy emerged “partly because of the looseness in the design which was inevitable in such an initial operation, and partly because of conflicts between a foreign framework and local conventions” (Cheng, 1996)

The most controversial issue is whether or not it was legitimate for the University Grants Committee (UGC) to use the RAE results as a basis for resource allocation. As they were proposing a 25% ‘top-slicing’ of each university’s budget to be reallocated according to the RAE findings, it is clear why this was so.The RAE and its subsequent use in resource allocation has major implications for institutions. “Such implications infiltrate into departments and, eventually, to individuals”. (Cheng, ibid)

Department heads have become very conscious about the composition of their staff. The change in the balance of personnel strengths and weaknesses has caused changes in the lifestyle of individual academics. Those academic staff who concentrated on teaching, at the expense of their research output, are now penalised when it comes to promotion, for example. “Publish or Perish, a syndrome which was thought to be American now prevails in Hong Kong’s community of higher education”, according to Cheng. One unfortunate side effect of this was that the culture moved towards research and publication and away from teaching and the needs of students. [4]

One side effect of the RAE was the necessity to implement some form of performance evaluation, in most instances, for the first time in an institution. The subject and use of performance indicators within higher education has been debated since the late 1970s. Pollitt (1990) offers an analysis of the development of performance indicators across the higher education sector. The view that the political and economic well-being of a country as being partially dependent upon the performance of higher education has been mentioned  earlier.  Thus the development of research rankings should be viewed in the contest of other more fundamental changes, particularly the reductions in funding that affect the entire education system (Smith, 1987). This led the UGC in the Great Britain to “gravitate towards a system of performance indicators as one aspect of a movement to centralise management within the higher education system” (Sizer, 1988). A striking factor in the discussion on performance indicators is that there are two opposing parties. “It is mostly governments who lay strong emphasis on the importance of using performance indicators: they are optimistic about the possibility of determining the right indicators. Higher education institutions, on the other hand, are generally very reserved and sceptical about their use” (Vroeijenstijn,1995).

There are a number of academics who do feel that performance indicators have a place in higher education, especially as far as ‘quality’ is concerned [5]. 


“Performance indicators should be used not as an end in themselves to draw definitive conclusions, 
but  to trigger areas of concern and provide a catalyst for further investigation”. (Ashworth and 
Harvey,  1994)

The effect on City University
The RAE significantly tilted the balance between teaching and research, to such an extent that many accused the UGC of over-reacting. This has prompted them to try to readdress the balance by initiating a Teaching and Learning Quality Process Audit - TLQPA, which formally started early in 1996. [6] This does not evaluate teaching directly but that the institutions possess the capacity to conduct quality assurance in teaching. Unlike the RAE the institutions were warned well in advance of the exercise, thus allowing them to establish the mechanisms to deal with   it. Although initially conceived as a teaching and learning quality assurance exercise, consultation resulted in the integration of the proposed exercise with the process audits. “This was a good decision and highly significant in that it ensured that quality assessment and quality audit would not be separate as in the UK” (Imrie, 1996c). This then metamorphosed into TLQPR - the Teaching and Learning Quality Process Review. The establishment of TLQPR, and its predecessor, was instrumental in the setting up of a number of support units in each institution. At City University this led to the formation of the Professional Development and Quality Services unit, PDQS. In its pre-visit TLQPR submission, City University noted that PDQS had been formed, in 1995, to enlarge the responsibilities of the existing Professional Development Unit.


“PDQS has broad responsibilities to assist staff in their role as teachers and to support the work of the 
Quality Assurance Committee, thus bringing the work of staff development into a clearer relationship 
with quality assurance”. (City University, 1996a)

This emphasis on quality assurance audit/review by the UGC in Hong Kong led a number of institutions to consider their internal procedures, especially where performance indicators of staff were concerned. As noted above, the initial emphasis on research evaluation meant that most panicked into stressing this area of university work at the expense of teaching. However a number of local factors affected the way in which individual institutions reacted.

The Director of the then  City Polytechnic (later Vice-Chancellor of City University)  was someone who seemed to be influenced by the latest ‘trend’. In the summer of 1994 he read “Reengineering the Corporation” (Hammer and Champy, 1993).  He immediately instructed the Polytechnic Management Board to do the same, and then arranged a workshop for them where a proponent of Champy presented the concepts. The Director decided that there was not enough information concerning staff performance and that a new mechanism had to be set up as soon as possible. He totally ignored the existing Executive Information System available to all senior staff which held most of the information required.

After reading a further article in the IEE Engineering Management Journal in December 1994 (Perry, 1994), again circulated to all members of the Management Board, a further residential workshop was held in January 1995, where it was decided to implement a corporate reengineering strategy in three areas - procurement, recruitment, and performance planning and appraisal. It is interesting to note that unlike many  institutions in Hong Kong and elsewhere, development and planning were emphasised over performance. Academic staff were to be the first to come under the new appraisal regime. This decision, made with little or no discussion amongst the staff to be affected, followed a major two day conference of all interested academic staff on collegiality! However two briefing meetings were held at the end of June 1995, after the decision had been made.

Parallel to this was a move by the staff representatives on a number of university committees to regularise the way in which Heads of Department and Deans evaluated staff for substantiation (tenure) and promotion. Up to this point this had been an uncoordinated procedure with no agreed guidelines to ensure consistency throughout the university. Discrimination and  favouritism were common complaints and the staff representatives saw some form of coordinated performance evaluation as essential. Thus most members of staff were positively inclined to such an idea. However by the time that it came to be implemented many were sceptical of the motives, and worked, passively or actively, against its implementation. How and why did this happen?

The initial meetings of the Working Group were chaired by a Pro Vice Chancellor who had little interest in the subject. An external consultant was hired to advise the members but he resigned after a few months in frustration. There were many discussions within the Working Group as to whether the structure should include performance and planning, whether it should be used for development as well as assessment, and how judgmental it should be.  One member of the Working Group, Brad Imrie,  had however implemented an Appraisal Scheme at Glasgow University some time earlier. The model used at Glasgow emphasised development as an outcome of appraisal and also emphasised the ‘ownership’ of the person being appraised [7]. 

This distinction is emphasised in the introduction to the PPAD Guidelines. This states that the Performance Plan is the individual’s contribution to the departmental plan; the Staff Development Plan is the department’s contribution to the individual’s development. Appraisal is a process linking the two planning concepts.    

By June 1995 the Working Party had accepted the recommendation to follow the Glasgow model, as most of the literature and manuals associated with such an exercise were already in existence. This meant that it could be implemented relatively quickly. The main arguments then centred upon the level of compulsion that would be used in that implementation. It was decided that a pilot scheme would be launched for Semester B of the 1995/6 academic year. Against the advice of those who had been involved with previous schemes, the training for appraisers was made voluntary, not mandatory. There was also a residual concern that such appraisal would be used for assessment, especially as the (now) Vice Chancellor, (who by this time had announced his move to another university), had proposed a ‘double increment reward, zero increment penalty’ for staff performance. Although this was rejected by the Management Board it alerted staff to potential problems, especially if  a new Vice Chancellor had another agenda to implement.

As Imrie himself has written concerning the implementation at CityU: “PPAD is a comprehensive policy framework for professional development as quality assurance for all academic staff and for all principal professional activities. Introduced in 1995 as a pilot scheme, a related scheme is being developed for all other staff. Such a policy provides for both freedom and control”. (Imrie , 1981). “PPAD is based on the appraisal scheme introduced at Glasgow University but strengthened by introducing ‘front end’ performance planning”. (Imrie, 1996 b). “As always the crucial issues are those of  implementation and the effectiveness of heads as managers (of human resources). Management  (including administration) is also an area which requires professional development for quality  outcomes”. (Imrie, 1996 c)

PPAD aims at “establishing a culture in which individuals and departments take responsibility for continuous improvement of their own performance and contributions; assisting staff to optimise their professional capabilities which would in turn enhance the capabilities and organisational effectiveness of the university; providing staff and departments with a systematic process of planning performance and development” (City University, 1996b). As PPAD incorporates planning, appraisal and development it is a process which is primarily developmental. It is supposed to emphasise two-way communication between academic staff and the HoD. In theory it involves a partnership between the department and the individual staff; they both contribute to and benefit from the scheme and they both can claim ownership of the PPAD outcomes.

At its best, when implemented properly, PPAD will help staff to understand what is expected of them; identify their role in the department; enhance their performance, and develop strengths and potential. It should also help the HoD to understand the personal goals and expectations of staff; communicate the departmental mission and objectives; appraise staff performance in an objective manner; identify and appreciate staff contributions; achieve departmental objectives through planning and monitoring; plan and implement staff development, and promote collegiality. [8]

At CityU staff performance is to be appraised against four criteria. These are teaching, research, service to the profession and administration.  Performance plans should include workload distribution amongst different areas of work taking into account work requirements in the department and can be modified during the year in view of changing circumstances. The criteria for appraisal are based on the staff members’ individual performance and developmental needs, which may be different from those criteria for personnel decisions. 

Both qualitative and quantitative means should be used to formulate performance plans and appraise staff performance. This means that appraisers may sit in on an appraisee’s lectures, for example, and that student feedback, in the form of Teaching Feedback Questionnaires, may also be used. [9]  should have the right of one refusal on the appraiser assigned by the HoD. Of course, if the HoD is the only appraiser this cannot be implemented!

In September 1996  Imrie was made Head of the new academic support unit,  Professional Development and Quality Services. This   unit would provide the support to the new scheme, now called Performance Planning Appraisal and Development  (PPAD), as well as coordinating all teaching quality enhancement activities within the university. PDQS arranged a number of seminars/workshops for appraisers and appraisees. The first set of these was to explain the Performance Planning aspects, the second to explain the Appraisal and Development aspects. Out of 16 planned workshops for appraisers only eight ran. The attendance amongst appraisers was around 18%, that of appraisees 5%.

When questioned on their lack of interest in the workshops many appraisers and/or Heads of Departments made comments along the lines “I’m a professional; it’s an insult to ask me to be trained. I know all there is to know already”. 

Although the guidelines suggested that there be one appraiser for not more than ten appraisees in some departments the HoD decided to do all the appraisals themselves, up to 33 staff in one case. In other departments the HoD did follow the guidelines and appointed enough appraisers so that they could then review the results.

Problems with implementation

One of the main objections, both spoken and tacit, against introducing the idea of PPAD, especially on such a comprehensive scale, was the overload on staff time. A report published internally by the university (City University, 1995) showed that academic staff spent an average of 8.94 hours per ‘official’ working day and 2.98 hours per ‘unofficial’ working day [10] on university related duties. The average number of working hours per week for academic staff is 50.7. However the key to staff feeling overloaded and not being receptive to the paperwork involved with PPAD is that on average 25% of staff time is related to administrative duties, most of it pushing paper’. At the senior level, where the main burden of appraisal falls, the average working hours on an official day are 9.52, with 38% already spent on administrative duties before the extra loading due to PPAD is taken into account.


“There is no time left to work on quality because the faculty has to continually provide evidence of 
it”.  (Vroeijenstijn,1995)

Another objection was the use of peer review. PPAD is essentially a peer appraisal. Although not explicitly stated, the ‘peer review’ within PPAD is not about comparative judgements but deals with self-referenced expectations. The fact that an appraiser can sit in on appraisee’s lectures and inspect their teaching material is within this context. It also involves a large element of self-evaluation. The subjective nature of PPAD means that it cannot be used for assessment or evaluation - even though some HoDs are trying to do just that.

However both of these elements have their critics. 


“The major difficulty with self-assessment is that it is subjective. It also frequently lacks rigour. Peer 
review is open to the same charge, even though it may incorporate elements which appear to 
demonstrate greater ‘objectivity’ (e.g. the use of performance indicators...)”. (Green, 1994)

In addition to subjectivity, the major methodological weakness of peer review is its unreliability (Harvey, Burrows and Green, 1992). Indeed, it is questionable as to whether peer review is an effective method of making comparative judgements, given the qualitative nature of the judgements involved (Green, ibid). In addition, a number of charges have been identified relating to their use in quality assurance, such as interpretation, the risk that priority will be given to objectives which are easily measurable (Sensicle, 1991), and the charge that their use may lead to unanticipated and undesirable behaviour. [11]

For some reason, maybe lack of consultation or lack of explanation or lack of training, many HoDs saw PPAD as extra work which would not add anything to their abilities to manage. At the same time, some HoDs took PPAD as an excuse to impose further control over their staff. For example, in one department, although PPAD is supposed to be about performance planning and staff development, the HoD has produced an eight page document with ‘scores’ detailed to the third significant figure. He plans to add these ‘scores’ and publish a ranking list of staff in the department. Those at the bottom will be put on a ‘watch list’ and will have problems with substantiation (tenure) and may even be dismissed!   Although the scheme was not supposed to be used for assessment purposes, clearly in this case it is.

The actual implementation differed substantially in many departments. Some followed the guidelines rigorously. Others went their own way and only paid lip-service. Only when staff in those departments complained was some effort made to follow the guidelines in any way. Typical of the attitudes of very senior staff was that shown by one HoD when calling a meeting of the academic staff to explain the process just before the pilot scheme started. He prefaced his remarks with the comment “This is really all a waste of time but we have to do it. Don’t take it too seriously!”. Another considered the whole exercise a joke and laughed all the way through his presentation. Compare these attitudes with another department where the HoD presented the PPAD scheme closely following the guidelines and discussed the whole process and its implications with the staff concerned. 

In those departments taking a ‘more relaxed’ approach the appraisals for the 1995/6 academic year have been carried out six months after the year ended, and the staff development plan is also 4 months behind schedule. In the latter the exercise is complete. The reasons given in the first department are that staff are too busy, whereas in those departments taking the exercise seriously,   the HoD’s enthusiasm has carried the staff with him and all is complete.

In many departments the appraisees themselves forced the HoD to follow the guidelines. This gave rise to a certain amount of resentment; but the cavalier and disinterested way in which most HoDs carried out the process only added to staff’s concerns about the exercise. The pilot scheme was supposed to evolve into full implementation for Semester A 1996/7. However changes within the administrative structure owing to the arrival of the new Vice Chancellor - now renamed President - meant that there was now no ‘owner’ of the scheme in the university hierarchy. The appointment of a new Director of Human Resources, scheduled to be in post in January 1997, has also meant that few decisions on appraisal are being made in general. We therefore have the situation where only the pilot scheme has been approved and the full implementation is being carried out on an ad-hoc basis. Most departments have not yet finished the appraisals for 1995/6 and have not yet started the performance planning for 1996/7. The University Management Board has put all formal discussion of the scheme on hold until further notice. This again has added to staff cynicism as the scheme was supposed to be applied in its second stage to all those graded HoD and above!

Conclusions

The first major attempt to implement individual performance  planning and appraisal in Hong Kong has met resistance and indifference at the highest levels of the university. This has caused staff to question the motives for the scheme, which were initially aimed at helping staff develop their strengths and identify their weaknesses. Only one other university in Hong Kong has implemented a similar scheme and that is used solely for review, not development. Some commentators have argued that cultural differences will work against such a scheme being implemented properly.

Cowen describes the resistance to the introduction of appraisal  in higher education which is occurring in Japan. 


“This flows around the traditional status of the professor in the university as someone who is an 
authority figure. It is the potential ‘loss of face’ which gives as much pause as the potential loss of 
‘academic freedom’ in a Japanese university........It seems likely that the Asian societies, locked into 
a narrow debate about the nature of their own modernity, will have to review the evaluation systems 
which they are on the edge of borrowing”. (Cowen, 1996)

In some ways this has been seen at CityU. With no external pressure to implement an appraisal scheme many staff see PPAD as the thin end of the wedge, especially as some HoDs seem to be using it as a backdoor for introducing staff assessment and strengthening their own authority. The cultural aspects in Hong Kong are contradictory, however. The ‘academic freedom’ described by Cowen is also overlaid by a certain Confucian respect for authority. The fact that PPAD is not being imposed by an all powerful external agency - the UGC - and is not designed to influence funding, for example, means that staff are ambivalent.

Another problem is that the scheme was introduced very much on the whim of the then Director. There was a certain amount of consultation, but it was introduced very quickly. Others have identified the need to introduce such schemes slowly.


“Change in the professional bureaucracy (like universities) does not sweep in from new administrators 
taking office to announce major reforms, nor from government techno structures intent on bringing 
the professionals under their control. Rather, change seeps in by the slow process of changing the 
professionals”. (Mintzberg, 1983)

The scheme at City University had elements of the views expressed above. The scheme was initially supported from the grass roots. Most people in the institution saw the need for change; the staff to help them plan their work and to show that agreed performance plans had been met and to ‘protect’ themselves from arbitrary decisions by HoDs. Management wanted a scheme that would show the UGC that they were taking teaching and quality concerns seriously, thus scoring high marks in the review process, as well as giving detailed management information that had not existed before. And both staff and management saw the scheme as bringing some common vision to a relatively new institution. 

At the same time such a scheme can be handled professionally and competently by academics if the programme is considered as content rather than process, and if quality is represented by norm-referenced outcomes. However, PPAD, like other human resources management responsibilities requires more than subject competence or experience; the requirement is for management capability and competence. If HoDs are to use such information properly they will need to be trained, a situation rejected at CityU. Unfortunately, as with teaching, there is no requirement, incentive or motivation to be trained.  Unlike most other institutions implement appraisal schemes HoDs and above are not included. Maybe if they  were things would have been different. Coupled with the indifference by senior management, many of whom were mostly concerned with keeping their jobs under the new administration, and the hijacking of the scheme by some HoDs for their own agendas, it never really had a chance, certainly in its present form.
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