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organisations, educational authorities, and governments. He is the Founder of You
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Executive Summa

The context for this data-gathering project was the significant re-structure and changes to
XYZ over past 18 months. The new COO wished to gain employees’ views from
quantitative survey data about the organisation’s standing vis a vis high performance.
Additional interest was securing baseline data on employee capabilities (attitudes, values,
behaviours) that moderate leadership/management and employee work performance.

126 employees of the XYZ Organisation (92% of total employees) comprising Directors,
Managers and Staff of all four Departments of XYZ completed a variety of high
performance on-line surveys with the following results obtained.

: Indicators of High Performing Organisations

Respondents completed a 52-item survey where they were asked to rate different
indicators of their organisation’s performance. Key findings:

Above average indicators: Teamwork-Relationship, Customer-Focus, Productivity
Below average indicators: Innovation, Fairness, Innovation, Employee
Experience, Leadership

Survey: Values in Action

Respondents completed a 20-item survey that asked how ‘effectively’ and ‘frequently’
they engaged in behaviour that reflect the XYZ’s core values. Those values that
employees self-reported as not being engaged in effectively include:

Sharing knowledge and actively participating in communication.
Actively sharing and soliciting ideas.

Creating learning ethos by analysing team success.

Taking responsibility for self-development

Survey: Effectiveness in Tough Work Situations

Respondents completed a 20-item survey that asked them to self-report on the
frequency of occurrence of 20 tough work situations and the extent to which they
experienced the situations as stressful and disruptive to their work performance.
Key findings:

Directors and Managers: The most stressful and disruptive work situations are

Endless flow of work and tight deadlines

Not enough support to implement new procedures

Change direction from above (which necessitates changing plans and possibly
approach to a piece of work)

Lack of clarity or changes that require re-work

Not being consulted over changes that impacts work

Staff: The most stressful and disruptive work situations are:

Organisational practices consisting of a lack of cross-Branch/across Team
cooperation, issues surrounding senior executive (consultation, communication,
values), and lack of role clarity/role confusion.
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Management practices including lack of alignment and transparency, project
management (lack of guidance and support), inadequate feedback and
relationships with team members.

Time/workload pressures contain items dealing with changing priorities/urgent
deadlines, workload and external causes of workload pressures.

igh Impact’ Leadership Behaviour: Leading

Respondents completed a 20-item survey ¥ Key areas of need:

Talk to team about tough things interfering with performance
Spend time helping team members form strong relationships
Contribute innovative ideas on how to do things better
Listen to others without thinking what to say next

igh Impact’ Team Behaviour

Staff completed a 20-item survey that asked for self-ratings for 20 ‘high impact’
behaviour ¥ Key findings:
Staff strengths in team behaviour include:
quick to praise others
delivering on time assigned work
performing work at a high standard

Staff areas of relative need in team behaviour include:
initiating challenging conversations
expressing opinions
speaking/contributing innovative ideas

Survey: High Performance Mindset

Respondents completed a three-part, 70-item self-report survey ¥ Key findings:
Commitment to Others is highest, followed by equally strong Commitments to Self
and Commitment to Success
Work beliefs that need strengthening: Self-Direction, Creativity, High Frustration
Tolerance, Feedback
Behavioural Strength: Persistence
Areas for further development: Confidence
Performance Blockers:

Areas of strength: (not) Feeling Down, Anger, Procrastination
Areas of need: Feeling Worried

Recommendations

Data provided from the high performance surveys completed by employees indicate
attention can be placed by leadership on the priority and importance of highlighting and
engaging in best organisational and leadership practices related to the strengthening XYZ’s
‘below average’ indicators of Fairness, Leadership, Innovation and Employee Experience.

Performance Feedback as Part of Organisational Culture — in order for Directors, Managers
and Team Members to increase their communication and feedback to each other
! additional recommendations follow.
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Background

High Performance Workplace Framework

The high performance workplace framework represents various factors that contribute
to and mediate the workplace performance of individuals, teams, departments and an
organisation (see Figure 1, next page).

The framework operationalises organisational performance in terms of seven
indicators that research reveals distinguish high from low performing workplaces’ That
is, high performing organisations are rated higher by their employees on these
indicators than employees of lower performing organisations rate their organisation.

The seven indicators are:

Productivity

Innovation

Leadership
Teamwork-relationships
Quality of employee experience
Fairness

Customer-focus

NoakrON=

The framework draws the obvious connect between an organisation’s Vision, Mission,
Values and Strategy and organisational performance. That is, the more inspirational
the vision, how well mission is articulated, the extent to which organisational values
spell out the behaviours whereby people can enjoy their work, collaborate and perform
at high levels, and how explicit, realistic and well delineated the organisation’s
strategic plan, the higher the likelihood of an organisation being rated highly on many
of these indicators.

However, based on extensive research from the fields of positive psychology,
organisational development, leadership and human performance, the framework also
includes intrinsic, employee capabilities that moderate the impact of vision, mission,
values and strategy on organisational performance. The strength of these capabilities
across all employees determines the levels of performance of individuals, teams,
departments and the organisation as a whole.

Chief amongst these capabilities is the individual and collective performance mindset
of employees. Research clearly reveals that the psychological capital® of people
sometimes called mindset®* is more important to high levels of performance than
economic capital (resources, infra-structure), human capital (educational background,
technical skills) and social capital (relationships, networks). Research indicates that
one predominant way in which mindset impacts organisational performance is
enabling people to engage in difficult, high impact behaviours (“High Performance”).

The framework reveals three aspects or domains of the high performance of
employees that research indicates contributes to high performance outcomes. First,
the extent to which the values of an organisation are regularly and effectively modelled
in the behaviour of all employees®. Second, how frequently and effectively leaders
engage in ‘high impact’ best practice behaviour in leading teams and individuals®.
Third, the effectiveness and calmness with which people respond to challenging
situations and people who engage in difficult behaviour’ ¥ .
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Figure 1. The High Workplace Performance Framework
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High Performance Workplace Surveys

The surveys described below were completed by employees (Directors/Managers and
Team Members) of the XYZ Organisation.

Survey: Indicators of High Performing Organisations (all employees).This survey
examines employee perceptions/ratings of seven indicators of high performing
workplaces revealed in latest organisational development research including:
Productivity, Innovation, Leadership, Teamwork and Relationships, Quality of
Employee Work Life, Fairness and Customer-Focus.

Survey: High Performance Mindset at Work (all employees). Based on research
from the fields of positive psychology that illuminates the positive psychological
capabilities of top performers, this survey completed over the years by 1,000s of
employees at all levels, assesses employee perception of core work commitments
(success, others, self), 15 supporting work beliefs (e.g., self-direction, optimism, other-
acceptance, empathy, self-acceptance, authenticity) and four intrinsic work
performance blockers (procrastination, anxiety, anger, feeling down) and behavioural
strengths (confidence, persistence, organisation, getting along)

Survey: Organisational Values in Action (all employees). Items on this survey
reflect the extent to which employees perceive they model in their behaviour their
organisation’s core values. The organisation’s values were used to develop items for
this survey.

Surveys: ‘High Impact’ Leadership Behaviours (a. Leading Teams, b. Leading
Individual) (Directors, Managers). Items on this survey measure those high impact
‘best practice’ behaviours international research reveals top leaders routinely
employee in leading teams and managing people.

Survey: ‘High Impact’ Team Behaviours (Staff). Items on this survey measure
different positive and collaborative behaviours that research indicates as demonstrated
by members of high performing teams.

Survey: Effectiveness in Tough Work Situations (Leadership/Managers; Staff).
written for these surveys reflect common cross job sector tough situations as well as
those identified by XYZ executives.
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1. Indicators of High Performing Organisations

Survey Demographics

126 employees comprising Directors, Managers and Staff of all four Departments of
XYZ completed the 52-item survey, Indicators of High Performing Organisations.
Survey items asked respondents to indicate on a 5-point scale (7 = Very low, 2 = Low,
3 = Not low/ Not high, 4 = High, 5 = Very high) specific aspects of organisational
performance (see Table 4).

Table 1. Characteristics of respondents completing the survey, Indicators of High
Performing Organisations

Total Department 1 Department 2 Department3  Department 4
ORGANISATION | 126 24  19.0% 34 27.0% 44 34.9% 24 19.0%
LEVEL
Directors 12 10% 4 17% 2 6% 2 5% 4 17%
Managers 38 30% 6 25% 8 24% 16 36% 8 33%
Staff 76  60% 14  58% 24 71% 26 59% 12  50%
Total 126 24 34 44 24
GENDER
Male 50 40% 4 17% 8 24% 26 59% 14 58%
Female 76  60% 44  183% 26 76% 18 41% 10 42%
Total 126 24 34 44 24
AGE
20-29 24 19% 0 0% 6 18% 18 41% 0 0%
30-39 24 19% 4 17% 8 24% 6 14% 6 25%
40-49 26 21% 4 17% 8 24% 8 18% 6 25%
50-59 46 37% 14  58% 10 29% 10 23% 12 50%
60+ 6 5% 2 8% 2 6% 2 5% 0 0%

126 24 34 44 24

Please Note: The ratings provided by respondents to the six surveys completed have
been summarised in tables using the following statistics:

Mean (M): average rating of respondents

Standard Deviation (SD): A measure of the range of ratings above and below the mean. The
more spread apart the ratings, the higher the standard deviation. A low standard deviation
indicates that the ratings by respondents tend to be tightly clustered around the mean - a high
standard deviation indicates that the ratings are spread out over a large range of values. When
the ratings of respondents are normally distributed meaning that most of the ratings are close to
the mean, about sixty-eight percent of the data are within one standard deviation of the mean.
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1.1. Findings: Organisational Level

Table 2 reports employee ratings for each of the seven indicators of high workplace
performance. Their order of appearance goes from highest to lowest indicator.

Note: To interpret means (M), use 4.00 as a cut-off. Those indicators above 4.00 can be
considered relatively high. Those indicators below 4.00 can be considered relatively low,

Table 2. Respondent ratings for indicators of high performance

Indicator Mean sD 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0
Retatiomebios 437 142 ]

Cotorer- | 4m os [N

Productivity 413 0.74 ]

Innovation 3.91 0.81 _

Fairness 3.84 2.26 _

E:‘ppelgz:?:e 3.50 22 _

Leadership 3.44 0.18 -

Total 3.93 1.14

Rating Scale: 1 = Very low, 2 = Low, 3 = Not low/ Not high, 4 = High, 5 = Very high

Key Findings and Comment

Overall, ratings by all employees of the Organisation across the seven indicators of high
performance indicators are generally high.

Above average: Teamwork-Relationship, Customer-Focus and Productivity
Average: Fairness, Innovation

Below Average: Leadership, Employee Experience

© 2015. The Bernard Group 11
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1.2. Findings: Department Level

Table 3. Respondent ratings for seven indicators of high performance
!

Department 1 Department 2 Department 3 Department 4

M ) M SD M ) M )

Teamwork- 433 065 455 074 438 055 417  0.63

Relationships

g“smmer - 435 0.70 4.13 0.74 4.65 047 | 4.03 063
ocus

Productivity 397 068 407 072 4.25 0.65 410  0.86

Innovation 3.88 0.82 3.78 0.85 4.01 0.77 3.93 0.76

Fairness 3.89 0.86 3.37 1.28 4.44 0.69 3.00 1.26

Emp"’.yee 360 079 320  0.87 280 073 230  1.01
Xperience

Leadership 414 091 240 1.06 3.80 0.66 220  1.08

Rating Scale: 1 = Very low, 2 = Low, 3 = Not low/ Not high, 4 = High, 5 = Very high
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