Forced Ranking Exploratory Survey

Exploratory Survey of U.S. Managers With Experience in Performance Management Forced Ranking, to Identify Perceived Strengths and Weaknesses When Assessing Performance through Forced Ranking

	Survey Question
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	Respondent 4

	Respondent 5

	Respondent 6


	1. How would you describe what forced ranking of associates is and is not?
	It is an attempt to assess which members of the team are making significant and appropriate contributions and which are not. It is not an objective exercise based on an unchanging set of assumptions. Needs of the business and the team change and with them, the expectations of the team members.
	A ranking of associates by use of pre-determined variables use across the board and ranked by scale.
	Forced ranking of associates is purposely placing associates in an order from highest performer to lowest performer regardless of whether or not you have a person that "does not exceed".
	It is stupid and unfair. You are forcing a group of people into the bottom quartile, which may not be accurate.
	Forced ranking is a tool similar to the life boat drill to determine who is and who is not having impact.
	When rating employees' performance, "forcing" there to be certain percentages of the employees placed in each rating category.   

	2. How is it used in your experience?
	R1: I have used it in two cases: (1) under Company X, as a precursor to cutbacks. Company X never stated this was the reason for the ranking, but the manager and staff understood the behavior pattern. As a result, the exercise was corrosive to the organization. Under Company Y, I instigated the exercise to get managers to understand that under-performing employees were all over the organization and being hidden. It was one of several steps taken to jolt the leadership into action. I do not believe it was successful.
	R2: Company Z attempted it to determine superior performers and those at the lower end of the spectrum.
	R3: In my experience, forced ranking was used at a banking center level where our region would rank our associates from best to worst.  I have never experienced it first hand in a banking center because I was never a PB [personal banker].
	R4: Usually [for] layoffs.
	R5: To determine layoffs and by some companies who are not very tuned into more appropriate performance measurements methods.
	R6: To determine who the most and least valuable people are in a group.

	3. What or where is the value?
	R1: The exercise should have its most obvious impact at the high and low ranges. Employees who may be quietly effective and overlooked by management can be recognized. Employees who do not perform or whose attitude is not helpful to the team can also be identified. Finally, it helps me understand which of the leaders are looking at their teams with a critical eye with the goal of optimizing performance and which are simply trying to manage with the least amount of pain and disruption.
	R2: I did not see any, as it did not allow for high achievement or production by the entire team. It assumed someone was always a “poor” performer.
	R3: It adds value when trying to determine incentive payments. I do not believe that all associates should receive the same incentive payment and forced ranking helps to determine who should get paid what.
	R4: I do not see a value in forced rankings. I feel all employees need to be analyzed [evaluated], but not this way.
	R5: Only possible value would be in a staff reduction exercise.  Many factors must be considered when dealing with compensation and rewards ranking does not always consider that.
	R6: Determining who to lay off, and giving some liability protection to the company doing the lay offs; also, making leaders aware of who their top people are so that efforts are made to retain them.

	4. What factors seem to contribute to success? 
	R1: (1) Taking a disciplined approach where this exercise is performed on a regular basis. It heightens awareness about performance and prevents the organization from believing that this is simply a cover for identifying potential layoff candidates. (2) Creating a forum in which leaders communicate how they arrived and their conclusions so that they take the exercise seriously.
	R2: I do not think this performance tool can be successful.
	R3: In the Consumer Bank, the factors that seem to contribute to success are goals being met, no product popping, but opening quality/long term accounts and products for customers.
	R4: No response
	R5: Not a fan of forced ranking at all.
	R6: I don't really think it is successful,  which is why the company I work for has abandoned it

	5. What factors seem to contribute to failure?
	R1: Allowing leaders to water down the process in any way. Accepting leaders input without meeting with them.
	R2: It pits associates against each other.
	R3: Factors that seem to contribute to failure are not meeting goals individually and/or as a team.
	R4: No response
	R5: Impossible to level set the process.  What one manager determines is best is not always the same as another.  
	R6: Employees in the bottom rungs don't understand how they can move up in the rankings; using the forced rankings as a performance review rating.

	6. What examples of evidence regarding its impact could you comment on?
	R1: At Company Y, I made it abundantly clear that we had a leadership problem of serious proportions. I have never observed the exercise actually having an impact on employee performance. Those that will perform do and those that won’t perform don’t.
	R2: It lowers morale.
	R3: No response
	R4: You are forced to put x number of people on the bottom and then create a plan to bring them up to speed. What if they are already up to speed…what if you have a group of superstars…it’s the wrong approach.
	R5: Have seen people become very discouraged and even more competitive with each other as a result of rankings
	R6: I've seen examples where an employee was rated in the first (top) grouping, moved to another position and group in the company (a lateral not a promotion), and was then rated in the bottom grouping. I've seen employees who were ranked in the bottom category who were completely demoralized and left the company.  Leaders have told some employees that the were put in the bottom grouping because "someone had to be there".  

	7. What makes it work? Why, when, how should it be used? 
	R1: What makes it work is a regular cycle of usage and a concise ranking system that measures the key attributes that tie to the company’s desired culture.
	R2: If my definition of it is correct, I don’t think it works at all.
	R3: I think the thing that makes it work is that no one wants to be on the bottom, therefore it may push associates to be successful.
	R4: Shouldn’t be used.
	R5: Very few circumstances.  Weighted average criterion based rankings into quartiles rather than forced rank is much better way to go and elicites [sic] opportunities to determine development and planning.
	R6: It should not be used as a performance rating tool. Rankings themselves (not with forced percentages) should be used only to determine who the top performers are, who the bottom performers are that need more development. It can also be used as way to ensure that leaders are being somewhat consistent in how they do rate and reward the employees across teams.  

	8. How would every day managers use this in service to strategic goals, especially those related to performance? 
	R1: Applied frequently enough with discipline, it should cause the manager to constantly consider the impact of poor performance on the overall team and recognize that weeding out poor performers is a service to those that perform their jobs well. 
	R2: If used at all, it would be to evaluate measurable quantitative goals.
	R3: Within a banking center, managers could rank tellers, and post this in a break room somewhere, however I would not want to be the teller at the bottom of the list.
	R4: No response
	R5: Would stay away from it.
	R6: The only way that I can see that could be somewhat successful is to set very objective, measurable, and achievable goals for employees, and after scoring the employee's ability to meet their goals, use that as the basis for the ranking.  However, I think that once the employee's score is determined in meeting the objectives, that score  should determine their performance rating, NOT a ranking. It should be well defined how the individual's achievement of the goal will be measured and scored.

	9. What happens to the organization and individuals when attempts are made to do force rankings? What happens to “real people” implement this intervention.
	R1: This is stressful. It is especially so in an organization with high barriers to change and no desire to make hard decisions. It plays to staff cynicism about management. Improperly performed, it can make leadership look clownish.
	R2: Morale and cooperation is lowered.
	R3: Differentiation is easily seen when comparing the best to the worst (for lack of a better term).  Hopefully, the individuals at the bottom of the ranking would realize that they either need to begin to determine why they are not making their goals, or decide that maybe this is not the type of job they want to be in.
	R4: No response
	R5: Everyone gets hurt.  The people who do the ranking feel guilty and defensive, the people being ranked are angered and scared.
	R6: My own first hand experience has shown that the organization suffers - employees are demoralized and distrustful of the leaders.  The method was perceived as just a way for management to justify who they laid off.  It is interesting to note that the senior executives who implemented forced rankings at our company are now NO LONGER with the company.  Good riddance.   

	10. Any other comments
	R1: This is not a black-or-white issue. I don’t necessarily subscribe to the Jack Welch “ditch the bottom 15% every ranking” school of thought. On the other hand, leadership must always assess what the market expects of the company and how the staff’s capabilities and attitudes match up to those expectations. These rankings should be a source of constant discomfort. Without that discomfort, good enough becomes good enough until the market moves in another direction.
	R2: I am not in favor of this model.
	R3: No response
	R4: I do not believe in this method. If you have 5 great people, you are forced to rank one of them at the bottom, when they are really not.
	R5: No response
	R6: No response


� Respondent was chosen because of his experience in two different companies using performance management forced ranking. Respondent is a male executive in his mid-forties, currently leading a division of 300 employees, in a privately held financial services company. He has over twenty years in this field (several of which were with a global provider of information technology (IT) services) and holds an MBA degree.


� Respondent was chosen because of her extensive Human Resource leadership experience in financial and municipal software companies, some of which used performance management forced ranking. Respondent is a female manager in her early fifties, currently a Business Analyst with a municipal software organization. She holds a master’s degree in education administration.


� Respondent was chosen because she is currently a Human Resource and compensation project manager in an international Fortune 100 company in the financial services industry. She has implemented performance management forced ranking and led projects to teach other managers to use it. Her age, years of experience, and educational level are unknown.


� Respondent was chosen because of twenty years leadership experience in Customer Service, having used forced ranking for several years while employed with a global provider of IT services. She is in her mid-forties and level of education is unknown.


� Respondent was chosen because of twenty years experience in leadership roles in training and development. He is director of training and development for a Fortune 500 company that supplies various services to the federal government. He has a master’s degree in education.  


� Respondent was chosen because she is an executive with a large global IT services provider, who has participated in forced ranking for several years. She is in her early forties, with an undergraduate degree in art history.





PAGE  
1

