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Abstract 

 

In view of the potential for controversy associated with performance appraisal (PA), the 

study considers it as the object of controversy worthy of rhetorical attention. However, 

being the object of controversy, which attracts rhetoric, PA becomes a less significant 

focus for the thesis. Instead, the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in the 

talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding the PA practiced in their banks becomes the 

primary subject of the research, particularly with regard to understanding how they 

construct the reality of their PA. Accordingly, the rhetorical framework of the study is 

drawn from the ideas of Aristotle (1991) and the contemporary authors, Billig (1987; 1991; 

1996) and Potter (1996). The study contributes towards understanding the importance of 

rhetoric in an organisational context characterised by the controversy or the potential for 

controversy. For example, the evidence of the presence of the argumentative and 

persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in the talk of appraisees and appraisers throughout the 

analysis represents rhetoric not only as an important aspect of PA, but also demonstrates it 

as a valuable persuasive skill used by them. Respectively, this contributes towards building 

a theory of PA from the perspective of rhetoric. Hence, as a practical implication of the 

study, rhetoric should be regarded as an important skill to be mastered by appraisees and 

appraisers. Moreover, the application of the rhetorical framework for the analysis 

contributes towards testing the theory, which constitutes the rhetorical framework, on the 

talk of appraisees and appraisers. Similarly, the rhetorical framework used in the study 

provides an important methodological contribution and implication for future studies For 

example, it may be used in the future studies which are based on organisational practices 

characterised by the controversy or potential for controversy. Another important 

contribution of the study involves the ‘argumentative context’ and ‘justification process’ as 

the analysis demonstrates how people anticipate the arguments of absent audiences, and 

use rhetorical devices to justify their own arguments, regarding a potentially controversial 

matter. In this regard, an interesting phenomenon observed in the analysis is the code-

switching of the appraisees and appraisers, from English to Urdu, when they discussed the 

sensitive or taboo subjects, which suggests their preference for their native language for the 

potency in their expressions. 
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Chapter 1−Introduction 

 

The study of rhetoric has its roots in classical Greek philosophy (Symon, 2000) which can 

be traced back to the 5th century. At that time, one’s ability to argue a case was viewed as a 

skill (Symon, 2000). Similarly, the study of rhetoric calls attention to the work of ancient 

Greek philosophers, such as Aristotle and Protagoras (Symon, 2008). These philosophers 

developed “various dimensions of rhetoric” (Hamilton, 1997: 229) which can still be 

utilised in current scenarios of arguments and so the field of rhetoric provides the 

opportunity to the contemporary scholars to use such dimensions in a variety of different 

ways. For example, in their own writings to argue about something and in the spoken 

words of others to identify how other people argue. Aristotle (1991) defined rhetoric as the 

art of persuasion. Clearly, it is a broad definition of rhetoric but it may be seen as a good 

starting point in terms of developing the foundation for the rhetorical framework used in 

the current study. Of course, Aristotle is considered more than just a starting point in this 

thesis. 

 

The rhetorical framework of the current study has its foundation within the boundaries of 

both the classical and contemporary rhetorical tradition as it focuses on both the 

argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric. The idea of taking into consideration 

both the classical and contemporary rhetorical traditions for the current study is generated 

from the fact that classical rhetoric is commonly considered to restrict itself to the study of 

formal public speeches while contemporary rhetoric is considered to include all kinds of 

situations in which there is persuasion by words (Bonet, 2014) and visuals. However, 

classical rhetoric is the theory of persuasion which is not merely restricted to the study of 

formal public speeches (Bonet, 2014). For example, according to Aristotle (1991: 70), 

rhetoric is about “the detection of persuasive aspects of each matter”. In doing so, rhetoric 

has its greatest impact by defining the situation in such a manner as to make the speaker’s 

conclusions seem naturally right, so that the listeners feel that they have discovered for 

themselves something that should have been obvious right from the start (Krebs, 2015). 

Hence, Aristotle (1991) considered rhetoric as a tool for creating common sense for 

persuasion. Therefore, the current study is based on both the argumentative and persuasive 

dimensions of rhetoric. In fact, the emphasis on classical rhetoric provides the reason to 

emphasise its argumentative dimensions (the idea may be better understood as this chapter 

will progress). For example, Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969/1971), referred to 

rhetoric as the practice of both argumentation and persuasion.  
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Similarly, with its focus on the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric, the 

current study rejects the common negative view of rhetoric in contemporary times which 

considers it as “cunning, manipulation, underhandedness, distortion of ‘facts’ or 

emptiness” (Hamilton, 1997: 230).  Hence, the rhetorical framework of the current study 

appreciates the positive view of rhetoric and draws its inspiration from both classical and 

contemporary rhetorical traditions. Particularly, this involves utilisation of the ideas from 

the works of Aristotle (1991), Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) and Potter (1996). It is this 

rhetorical framework which provides the basis for the analysis in the current study as it 

determines the codes for the analysis. 

 

As far as the application of the rhetorical framework for the analysis is concerned, it is 

applied to the talk of appraisees and appraisers, regarding their performance appraisal 

(PA), which assists in our understanding of the argumentative and persuasive dimensions 

of rhetoric in their talk. For example, the evidence of the presence of the codes, which are 

determined by the rhetorical framework, assists in our understating of how the appraisees 

and appraisers construct the reality of their PA through the argumentative and persuasive 

dimensions of rhetoric in their talk. These appraisees and appraisers belong to two banks 

within Pakistan. The talk of the appraisees and appraisers is attained through the utilisation 

of semi-structured interviews in which they were asked about different aspects of the PA 

process practiced in their banks. The banks and the respondents’ names are not disclosed in 

this thesis so as to safeguard their confidentiality. Hence, the banks are referred as Bank A 

and Bank B in the entire thesis.  

 

Moreover, the responses from 32 interviewees (14 from Bank A and 18 from Bank B) were 

considered for the rhetorical analysis in the current study. As these interviewees belong to 

two groups, appraisers and appraisees, they were organised in dyads for maintaining the 

dyadic relationship between them throughout the data collection process. Similarly, the 

dyadic relationship between the appraisers and their respective appraisees is also carried 

forward to the analysis. Therefore, 32 interviews with the appraisers and their respective 

appraisees from the 7 dyads were considered for the analysis. Each dyad includes one 

appraiser and a number of appraisees who were appraised by that appraiser in the dyad. 

These interviewees were selected by application of the convenience sampling technique. In 

fact the sample selection process and the collection of data happened simultaneously which 

initially produced 69 interviews from 11 dyads. But later in the research process, they were 



- 13 - 

 

screened down to 32 interviews from 7 dyads. This is all explained in detail under the 

research methodology (chapter 5).  

 

However, it is important to underline here that even though 32 interviews with the 

appraisers and appraisees were considered for the analysis in the current study, the actual 

analysis in the current thesis is conducted on the final selected interviews’ extracts of the 

appraisees and appraisers from the 7 dyads. Accordingly, those final selected interviews’ 

extracts of the appraisers and appraisees from the 7 dyads are the unit of analysis in the 

current study. Therefore, there have been multiple screening levels used in the current 

study for various different reasons to reach to the final interviews’ extracts for the analysis. 

Again, the chapter on research methodology explains this all in detail. 

 

Another important point is that the PA process used in the two banks is mainly based on 

the PA forms, while the appraisal interviews (AIs) (or feedback interviews of PA) are not 

considered as mandatory in both of the banks. This makes the occurrence of such 

interviews a rare activity in both of the banks. As a result, rather than observing such 

interviews which rarely happen, semi-structured interviews with the appraisees and 

appraisers regarding their PA was the best choice for the data collection. This is one reason 

which justifies the use of the semi-structured interviews as a method of data collection. 

Other reasons which justify the use of semi-structured interviews will be discussed in the 

methodology chapter. 

 

With regard to the reason behind choosing the talk of the appraisees and appraisers for the 

analysis, it lies in the notion that PA is a potentially controversial practice. For example, 

there are many different parties involved in the process with potentially different views and 

interests. Appraisees and appraisers are considered to be the two important parties to the 

PA process. This suggests that not only the PA process, but also the talk of the appraisees 

and appraisers regarding the process, is worthy of rhetorical attention. This is because 

rhetoric has long been linked to the controversial topics, issues and phenomena. 

Accordingly, the reasoning is that when something which is controversial attracts attention 

from the discipline of rhetoric then something which is potentially controversial should 

also be worthy of rhetorical attention. Therefore, the element of the potential for 

controversy in PA points to its rhetorical significance. These ideas are further discussed in 

chapter 2 (critical literature review on rhetoric), and chapter 3 (critical literature review on 

PA) in details. Specifically, chapter 3 substantiates the grounds for the rhetorical attention 
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to PA, by establishing the link between PA and rhetoric, and discusses where the current 

study stands.  

 

Similarly, according to Billig (1991), the old writings about oratory are full of insight 

regarding the psychology involved in argumentation. Accordingly, from the ancient texts, 

it can be taken as an insight that thinking itself is rhetorical and argumentative (Billig, 

1991). Hence, it is an essentially rhetorical and argumentative matter to hold opinions 

(Billig, 1991). These opinions determine our attitudes in terms of representing our 

positions or arguments in a matter of controversy (Billig, 1996).  

 

Therefore, in view of the potential for controversy in PA, “the interviewees can, therefore, 

be seen to express attitudes, that is,” (Hamilton, 1997: 239) “evaluations which are for or 

against things, issues, people or whatever” (Billig, 1996: 206). This requires us to 

appreciate the “argumentative context” (Billig, 1987: 91), “that is the possible counter-

positions against which the speaker is arguing – we can only understand a particular 

argument if we know what is being argued against” (Symon, 2000: 478). Therefore, the 

arguments or positions of the appraisers and appraisees during the course of interviews can 

be regarded as the reality of their PA itself as they are their anticipated positions of each 

other based on their experiences of each other and their PA as a whole.  These ideas have 

also been discussed later in this chapter, and in chapter 4 (rhetorical framework), as they 

are the essence of the current study. 

 

Further to the previous discussion, I will now state the purpose, focus and the contributions 

of the current study. The purpose of the current study is to rhetorically analyse how the 

appraisees and appraisers construct the reality of their PA through the argumentative and 

persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their talk. Hence, the focus of the current study is the 

argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric.  

 

Moreover, owing to the potential for controversy associated with it, PA is considered as an 

object worthy of rhetorical attention. Therefore, being considered as an object worthy of 

rhetorical attention, it is a less significant focus for the thesis. Instead, the argumentative 

and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in the talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding 

their PA is the primary subject of the research. This is in order to determine how they 

construct the reality of their PA through the use of such dimensions in their talk. 
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Consequently, the study mainly aims to contribute towards our understanding of rhetoric 

and its uses in controversial or potentially controversial matters. 

 

In this regard, certainly, it is important to know the reality of the PA that is constructed by 

the appraisees and appraisers. (e.g., it is important to know their arguments or positions 

about their PA). What is essentially focused in the current study is how they have 

constructed it.  Needless to say that without knowing what they have argued or constructed 

about their PA (or what the reality is of their PA), it is not possible to know how they have 

argued or constructed about their PA (how the reality of their PA is constructed). What 

they have argued or constructed as the reality of their PA, therefore, provides the material 

for the rhetorical analysis to find out how they have argued or constructed that reality of 

their PA. There is a very fine line between the two and so the study should not be 

confused. For example, the use of semi-structured interviews as a method of data 

collection, in the current study, provides the data regarding what they have argued about 

their PA, while the implementation of the rhetorical framework provides the method to 

analyse that data in order to understand how they have argued about their PA. This 

suggests the study’s methodological contribution in a sense that such rhetorical framework 

may be used in the future studies which are based on organisational practices characterised 

by the controversy or potential for controversy. 

 

Having discussed the purpose, focus and the apparent contributions, the current research 

aims to answer the following three research questions:  

 

1. What are the antagonistic characteristics of the arguments in the talk of appraisees 

and appraisers regarding the performance appraisal (PA) practiced in their banks? 

 

2. How do appraisees and appraisers employ persuasive appeals to construct the 

arguments in their talk regarding the PA practiced in their banks? 

 

3. What are the dominant stylistic aspects (figure of speech, particularly tropes) of the 

arguments in the talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding the PA practiced in 

their banks? 

 

The focus of the current study, which is on the argumentative and persuasive dimensions 

of rhetoric, can be clearly noticed in the three main research questions. This further 
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elucidates that the rhetorical framework, which is employed for the analysis, mainly 

emphasises the persuasive discourse (Nelson et at., 1987). Accordingly, Aristotle’s (1991) 

available means of persuasion are given importance in this regard (e.g., logos ethos and 

pathos). Whilst advocating the ideas of contemporary scholars, Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) 

and Potter (1996), emphasis is given to the argumentative nature of rhetoric. Needless to 

say, the emphasis on the persuasive discourse itself emphasises the argumentative nature of 

rhetoric (as mentioned earlier). This calls to attention the idea of dialogueic characteristic 

or two-sidedness of the arguments which contributes to the rhetorical framework of the 

current study.  

 

The idea of two-sidedness of the arguments has its roots connected to an ancient Greek 

philosopher, Protagoras, who particularly contributed to the discipline of rhetoric with the 

notions of ‘logoi’ and ‘dissoi-logoi’ (logos and anti-logos). On the other hand, within the 

boundaries of the cotemporary rhetorical tradition, these are the notions which Billig 

(1987) utilised to combine and contribute to the two disciplines, classical rhetoric and 

social psychology. Therefore, Billig’s stance on rhetoric “is very much Protagorean” 

(Simons, 2014: 26).  “Protagoras’s assumption was that any ‘logos’ could be matched by a 

counter-statement” (Billig, 1987: 75). Billig (1987: 75) referred to the term “counter-

statement” as “anti-logos”, while he referred to “logoi” as any form of “discourse, speech 

or talk which can always be challenged by counter-statements, the anti-logoi” (Hamilton, 

1997: 234). This also forms the base for Potter’s (1996) ideas on rhetoric which further 

contributes to the rhetorical framework of the current study.  

 

Potter (1996) referred to two techniques which are used by the speakers, and on the basis 

of which one can identify ‘logoi’ and ‘anti-logoi’. They are offensive and defensive 

techniques of rhetoric which Potter (1996) also termed as “ironizing” and “reifying” 

discourses where “ironizing” can be seen as offensive rhetoric and “reifying”, on the other 

hand, can be regarded as defensive rhetoric (Potter, 1996: 107). Potter (1996) suggested 

that such descriptions are a central feature of rhetoric where rhetoric is treated as a feature 

of antagonistic relationship between versions (in other words, how a description counters 

an alternative description, and how it is organised to resist being countered). Accordingly, 

offensive and defensive rhetoric (or ironizing and reifying discourses) can be referred to as 

the argumentative dimensions or devices of rhetoric which are used by speakers (such as 

appraisees and appraisers) to construct the reality of some phenomena (such as PA).  

Hence, the presence of these dimensions or devices in the talk of appraisees and appraisers 
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would suggest the presence of the antagonistic relationships between their accounts or 

versions, and so these dimensions or devices can also be referred to as the antagonistic 

characteristics of their arguments. 

 

In addition, Potter (1996:107) stated that “many weapons serve both purposes”. In other 

words, speakers can use several other argumentative dimensions or devices to “reify” and 

“ironize”, or to build up and undermine the “factual status of descriptions” (Potter, 1996: 

176). Those other argumentative dimensions or devices can potentially affect the speaker’s 

construction of the offensive and defensive rhetoric in either positive or negative way, 

based on how well they have been utilised by him or her. And so, this can affect the 

persuasiveness of the arguments respectively. Therefore, those other argumentative 

dimensions or devices are also being investigated in the talk of appraisees and appraisers. 

All these dimensions or devices are later discussed in this chapter as codes for the analysis 

while the rhetorical framework (chapter 4) provides a detailed discussion about them. 

 

Moreover, in consideration of the positive view of rhetoric in the current study, the 

argumentative rhetorical dimensions or devices, which will be identified in the analysis of 

the talk of appraisees and appraisers, should not be regarded as their tactics to manipulate 

the reality. In fact, their arguments should be taken as the reality of the PA itself (as 

discussed earlier). However, the use of the argumentative and persuasive dimensions (or 

devices) of rhetoric in the talk of the appraisees and appraisers will have a positive or 

negative effect on the persuasive power of their arguments; for example, in terms of their 

arguments being taken or not taken as naturally right (Krebs, 2015). This suggests an 

Aristotelian conception of rhetoric which has been discussed earlier in this chapter and 

throughout in chapter 2 (Critical literature review on rhetoric). 

 

All the previous discussion regarding the argumentative dimensions of rhetoric provides an 

understanding in answering the first research question. So now I will specifically discuss 

all the three main research questions from the perspective of the rhetorical framework used 

in the current study. However, it is important to mention that the detailed discussion 

regarding the rhetorical framework is done in chapter 4 (rhetorical framework). With 

regard to answering the first research question, it can be noticed from the previous 

discussion that the rhetorical framework focuses on the argumentative dimensions of 

rhetoric. In other words, the rhetorical framework utilises the ideas from the work of Billig 

(1987; 1991; 1996) and Potter (1996). Therefore, rhetoric is treated “as a feature of the 
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antagonistic relationship between versions: how description counters an alternative 

description, and how it is organised, in turn to resist being countered” (Potter: 1996: 108).  

 

A number of argumentative dimensions or devices, from the rhetorical framework, have 

been decided upon as the codes for the analysis of the talk of the appraisees and appraisers. 

The codes are: arguments and counter arguments / offensive and defensive rhetoric / 

ironizing and reifying discourses, ethnomethodological understanding of reflexivity, 

managing the dilemma of stake (stake invocation, stake inoculation, stake confession, 

category entitlement, out-there-ness (empiricist discourse, consensus and corroboration and 

vivid detail) and ontological gerrymandering. Hence, these codes are sought in the talk of 

the appraisees and appraisers, for the analysis, in order to answer the first research 

question. Accordingly, the presence of these argumentative dimensions or devices of 

rhetoric in the talk of appraisees and appraisers will suggest the antagonistic characteristics 

in their arguments.  

 

With regard to answering the second research question, the rhetorical framework focuses 

on Aristotle’s (1991) persuasive appeals. They are classified as ethos (i.e., appeal based on 

the character and credibility of the persuader), pathos (i.e., appeal directed to the emotions 

of the persuadee) and logos (i.e., appeal based on evidence and reason) (Shapiro & Schall, 

1990). Therefore, these three persuasive dimensions (or devices) have been decided as the 

codes for the analysis of the talk of appraisees and appraisers. Accordingly, the arguments 

of the appraisees and appraisers are analysed for their utilisation of these three persuasive 

appeals.  

 

With regard to answering the third research question, the rhetorical framework focuses on 

Aristotle’s (1991) canon of style (or ‘elocution’). This involves a focus on the stylistic 

aspects in the talk of appraisees and appraisers. In comparison, the first two research 

questions fall under Aristotle’s (1991) canon of invention (or ‘inventio’), which involves 

focus on the technical argument in the talk of the appraisees and appraisers. Therefore, 

answering the third research question requires a search for the dominant figures of speech 

(particularly tropes). Ever since antiquity, figures of speech have been commonly 

associated with ornamentation for its own sake (Cicero, 1954, cited in Kallendorf & 

Kallendorf, 1985). However, in the current study, the reason behind searching for the 

dominant figures of speech in the talk of appraisees and appraisers is to observe the 

persuasive artistry and imagery in it. In addition, as the figures of speech have been 
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associated with logic and reasoning at various points in the history of rhetoric (Kallendrof 

& Kallendrof, 1985), so their relation with the persuasive appeals and the argumentative 

dimensions or devices is also considered in the current study (e.g., in terms of their positive 

or negative effects on the persuasiveness of the appraisees and appraisers’ arguments). For 

example, McGuigan, (2010) maintained that rhetorical devices, such as figures of speech, 

can make an argument stronger and more convincing. However, their inefficient use 

potentially result in a weak non-persuasive argument.   

  

Accordingly, the efficient use of the argumentative and persuasive dimensions (or devices) 

of rhetoric in the talk of appraisees and appraisers will essentially be considered in the 

analysis. This will not only be done on an individual basis (e.g., how efficiently they have 

been used by the appriasees and appraisers in their respective arguments), but also in 

comparison (e.g., how efficiently they have been used by the appriasees and appraisers in 

terms of their dyadic relationship).   

 

Having discussed all three research questions from the perspective of the rhetorical 

framework used for the analysis, I will now particularly discuss the current study from the 

perspective of rhetorical analysis (e.g., in terms of what the RA enables us to achieve). For 

example, “The rhetorical analysis enables us to see how the actors are rhetorical beings 

who construct their own organisational ‘realities’” (Hamilton, 1997: 239). Therefore, the 

focus of the rhetorical analysis in the current study is:  how the reality of the PA is 

constructed by the appraisers and appraisees with their use of the argumentative and 

persuasive dimensions (or devices) of rhetoric in their talk. Moreover, with an effort to 

maintain the dyadic relationship between the appraisees and their respective appraisers, the 

current study provides an opportunity for the comparison in the analysis (e.g., a 

comparison between the arguments of the appraisees and their respective appraisers based 

on how they construct their arguments for attaining persuasion).  

 

Here again, the current study suggests the methodological significance and contribution in 

relation to our understanding of rhetoric. For example, in terms of how the talk regarding a 

potentially controversial practice is analysed through the use of a rhetorical framework 

which is based on the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric. At the same 

time, it is an empirical study. Hence, the evidence for the presence of the argumentative 

and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in the talk of appraisees and appraisers would 

suggest the importance of the use of rhetoric to the stakeholders of PA. Similarly the 
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rhetorical analysis contributes in the sense that it delineates a thorough way for 

management researchers to study the rhetoric of members of organisations regarding a 

potentially controversial, and important, management and human resource management 

(HRM) phenomenon. Moreover, the theory, which constitutes the rhetorical framework in 

the study, is tested on the actual talk of the appraisees and appraisers. While the evidence 

of the presence of the codes, which are determined by the rhetorical framework, in the talk 

of the appraisees and appraisers builds a theory of PA from the perspective of rhetoric. 

This contributes to the literature of both rhetoric and PA. 

 

However, the important thing to emphasise is that neither are they the only aspects of 

rhetoric which can be explored, nor they are the only approach to rhetoric which could 

have been drawn upon (Edwards & Nicoll, 2006). In view of this, the current study may 

inspire the use of rhetorical analysis in a variety of different ways in future research. For 

example, within the boundaries of the positive view of rhetoric, the talk of appraisees and 

appraisers may potentially be rhetorically analysed with the use of different rhetorical 

frameworks. Similarly, different methods of data collection may be utilised for rhetorical 

analysis by the future researchers (such as recorded observations of the feedback 

interviews of the PA), along with the utilisation of a different rhetorical framework. On the 

other hand, a similar rhetorical framework, as in the current study (e.g., which integrates 

concepts from both the classical and contemporary rhetorical traditions), may be used for 

the analysis of the talk of the parties to a controversial or potentially controversial 

management and HRM practice. 

 

Last but not least, I will discuss the importance of this study in terms of its novelty. The 

current research’s novelty lies in the fact that it has fused together a number of factors, 

such as its attention to the PA from the perspective of rhetoric, the particular rhetorical 

framework which has been employed in the study for the analysis of the talk regarding a 

potentially controversial practice (e.g., PA), the data collection method used in the study 

(e.g., semi-structured interviews), the dyadic consideration in both the data collection and 

analysis, and finally, the context of the study which is the PA process of the two banks 

within Pakistan. All these factors expand the scope of the current study from the 

methodological perspective. Therefore, these factors are regarded as the strengths of the 

current study. They all have been discussed and justified time and again in the current 

thesis. 
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In this regard, simply take the case of the context of the current study (e.g., which is the PA 

process of the two banks within Pakistan). The organisations of Pakistan are under 

researched in terms of such study. However, this does not mean that such study is not 

worth conducting. For example, despite of the potential for controversy associated with 

PA, it is a widely used HRM practice in the organizations within Pakistan. Thus, making 

the scenario of the organizations in Pakistan immensely suitable for such study.   

Additionally, the scope of the current study is not limited from the methodological 

perspective. For example, the PA process practiced in the two banks may be similar to, or 

different from those utilised in the other banks within Pakistan. It may even be similar to, 

or different from, the banks and organisations of other countries. Nevertheless, as long as 

there are controversial or potentially controversial management and/or HRM phenomena to 

study, and there is an involvement of people (or an involvement of the rhetorical beings) in 

those phenomena, there will always remain an exigency to study those phenomena from 

the rhetorical perspectives of the people who are the part of those phenomena. Similarly, 

there will always be an exigency to investigate how the parties to those phenomena 

construct their realities of those phenomena with the use of the argumentative and 

persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their talk. This is an important aspect to emphasise for 

the studies because, in turn, this cannot only be used for understanding the positions of the 

parties involved in those phenomena, but also in understanding the realities of those 

phenomena through their positions. 
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1.1. Structure of the Chapters 

 

The next two chapters, chapter 2 and 3, critically review the literature on rhetoric and 

performance appraisal (PA). In these two chapters, different concepts, studies, theories and 

frameworks of different authors, scholars, researchers and philosophers are discussed 

through a critical lens which substantiate the grounds of the current study. Subsequently, 

chapter 4 is concerned with the rhetorical framework which is based on a combination of 

views from the classical and contemporary rhetorical traditions. Specifically, it is based on 

the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric with a focus on the ideas from the 

work of Aristotle (1991), Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) and Potter (1996).  It is the framework 

which establishes the basis for the analysis.  Next is chapter 5, research methodology, 

which mainly discusses the different methodological considerations of the current research.  

Following this, chapter 6 comprises the findings and analysis. It rhetorically analyses the 

talk of the appraisees and appraisers, in accordance with the rhetorical framework and the 

three research questions, and presents the findings simultaneously. Finally, chapter 7 

provides a conclusion and discussion which mainly reflects the results of the study, 

suggests limitations, and provides contributions and future directions. 
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Chapter 2−Critical Literature Review on Rhetoric 

 

This chapter critically examines the literature on rhetoric in order to substantiate the 

grounds for the current study as it covers all the important areas concerning the current 

study from the perspective of rhetoric. However, this chapter is only one of the two 

chapters on literature. The next chapter on literature covers the area of performance 

appraisal (PA), and critically examines the important literature regarding it in relation to 

the current research. Moreover, after critically examining the literature in this chapter, it is 

towards the end of next chapter that the close link between rhetoric and PA is established. 

Therefore, both the chapters on literature are important to substantiate the ground for the 

current study. 

2.1. Rhetoric: An Introduction 

 

Since antiquity, rhetoric has been recognised as a potent and important social phenomenon 

(Hopfl, 1995). According to Kennedy (1998), human beings are imbued with the rhetorical 

instinct as they can reflect on their past, speculate about their future, tell stories, create 

literature, philosophize about politics and ethics and last but not least speak about speech. 

This makes rhetoric “a natural phenomenon: the potential of it exist in all life forms that 

can give signals, it is practiced in limited forms by nonhuman animals” (Kennedy, 1998: 

4). Thus, Kennedy (1998) argued that rhetoric has an importance in reality for the 

speakers, writers, critics, teachers and audiences.  

Raymond (1982) asserted that when the discipline of rhetoric is applied to the humanities 

or any other field, it is more useful than when it is applied to the science. This is “because 

it deals with questions that the science methodologically excludes”; for example, 

“questions about values, ethics, esthetics, meaning, politics, justice, causality involving 

human motives and causality involving an indeterminate number of variables” (Raymond, 

1982: 781). As such, physics can tell us how to build a nuclear reactor; however, it cannot 

tell us whether we should build one, or on balance, whether the costs will overshadow the 

benefits (Raymond, 1982) of such a decision. The reason behind this is that these are the 

issues which involve the potential for controversy and so require debate or arguments and 

persuasion. In other words, these issues involve rhetoric. Similarly, the perspective of the 

current study is that when the appraisees and appraisers talk about their PA, a potentially 
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controversial practice, they are involved in debate or arguments and persuasion. In other 

words, their talk cannot be seen as a mere talk but it is rhetoric. This means that the notion 

of the current study lies within the boundaries of the positive view of rhetoric, which 

emanates from the classical discipline of Aristotle’s (1991) rhetoric. However, in this 

regard, the current research has come across a vast amount of literature which is based on 

Plato’s (1999a) common criticism or view on rhetoric, where he “dismissed rhetoric as 

‘mere cooking’” (Tonks, 2002: 807). 

 

2.2. Rhetoric and Oratory 

 

In the ancient Greek times, rhetoric was primarily concerned with the oral discourse as the 

students were taught rhetoric to become orators or public speakers (Yulong et al., 2006). 

The ‘word’ rhetoric itself is derived from the Greek ‘word’ rhetorike, and the ‘word’ 

rhetorike is derived from the Greek ‘word’ rhetor (e.g., where rhetor as a ‘noun’ means 

orator or a public speaker, and as a ‘verb’ means to speak) (Yulong et al., 2006). Hence, 

the ‘word’ rhetoric was used to refer to the art of an effective public speaking (Yulong et 

al., 2006). 

The speaker in rhetorical public speech was therefore someone more than merely a person 

who says words in the presence of others (Crick, 2014). He was considered to have 

adequate skills for persuading the audience. In other words, he was considered to have 

adequate rhetorical skills. For example, according to Crick (2014), a rhetorical public 

speaker is called a ‘rhetor’ because he is considered as a conscious instigator of social 

action who uses persuasive discourse in order to achieve his ends (Crick, 2014). Therefore, 

there was a close relationship between rhetoric and oratory in the ancient times. The latter 

was considered as the means of achieving the former.  

According to Watson (1994) rhetoric has traditionally been associated with grand speeches 

and flights of oratory. The relationship between rhetoric and oratory can be further 

explained with what Yulong et al. (2006: 1) argued: “Oratory can be considered the 

foundation of rhetoric. Oratory is more than ordinary speech but a special kind of public 

speaking. The orator speaks for a special purpose, in a special way and at a special time. 

Oratory rises above the common level of speech and has a greater level of appeal and 

emotional impact of the audience. Its purpose is to impress, convince, or move the 

audience to action. Oratory had been practiced long before the ancient rhetoricians 
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developed a theory and a vocabulary for rhetoric. The ancient rhetoricians observed that 

certain orators were effective and others were not. They then developed a set of principles 

for successful communication. These principles make up the art of rhetoric.” 

However, one needs to understand that rhetoric as a field of study is a very broad field. It is 

neither merely restricted to speech and writing, nor it is merely confined to public and 

political speeches. In its true spirit, rhetoric can be applied to all sorts of disciplines (e.g., 

music, architecture, advertisement, management, etc.), social situations (e.g., my 

interviewing of the appraisees and appraisers regarding the PA practiced in their banks), 

and even to those fields and situations where there is no apparently visible audience (e.g., 

one may possibly be his or her own audience, and so potentially be persuading himself or 

herself through his or her cognitive or thinking process).  

In case of the current study, the application of the rhetorical analysis on the interviews’ talk 

of the appraisees and appraisers regarding the PA practiced in their banks is an important 

approach to study how they construct the reality of their PA. Therefore, this rhetorical 

approach in the current study should not be regarded as an inadequate approach, especially 

when the rhetorical analysis is considered as an emerging approach, which is applied to a 

number of areas in the organisational and management studies, in a variety of different 

ways, for attaining different purposes. There is a whole portion, discussed later in this 

chapter, which covers the literature regarding the rhetorical analysis in different 

organisational and management studies. 

2.3. Towards Defining and Understanding Rhetoric 

 

The ‘word’ rhetoric has been associated to both the positive and negative connotations; 

therefore, it has taken on a wide range of meaning over the years (Yulong et al., 2006). 

Nash (1989: ix) asserted that rhetoric is an “ordinary human competence … an ordinary 

thing with some extraordinary manifestations, some graceful, some less so”. We often 

experience that “the term has become almost wholly used in a pejorative way, to label talk 

which is contrived, fanciful and devoid of substance” (Watson, 1994: 183). This sort of 

negative view of rhetoric has been discussed in detail in the later part of this chapter. 

However, it is important to mention that although many people assign negative 

connotations to rhetoric, others do not. According to Watson (1994: 183), “Writers like 

Nash are keen to restore rhetoric to its proper place as a widely used human skill”. In this 

sense, the current study can be seen as an affirmative contribution.  
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Therefore, in the consideration of different meanings attached to the ‘word’ rhetoric, the 

task of defining it is not very straightforward. For example, Poulakos (1999: 19) affirmed 

that since Plato’s attack on rhetoric as “mere cookery,” one of the persistent questions that 

rhetoricians have sought to answer is: “What is rhetoric?” The answers have been wide-

ranging, from Aristotle’s ‘‘the faculty wherein one discovers the available means of 

persuasion in any case what so ever,’’ to Francis Bacon’s ‘‘the application of reason to the 

imagination for the better moving of the will,’’ to Kenneth Burke’s concept of  

“identification” which assumes that “you persuade a man only insofar as you can talk his 

language by speech, gesture, tonality, order, image, attitude, idea, identifying your ways 

with his,” to Group Mu’s notion of rhetoric as stylistics (Poulakos, 1999: 19). In some 

cases the definitions attributed to rhetoric have made it as narrow as to include little more 

than style and delivery within its purview while in other cases, its meaning has been as 

broad as to colonise and include all other forms of discourse, ranging from logic to poetics 

( Poulakos, 1999). 

 

Winsor (1998) maintained the fundamental and frequently suggested definition of rhetoric, 

which is ‘the art of persuasion’, where rhetoric is viewed as a persuasive discourse. 

Similarly, according to Adegoju (2008), the studies of persuasive speaking essentially 

require an exploration of the art of rhetoric. However, Adegoju (2008) emphasised that 

persuasive speech always occurs in a situation where two or more point of views exist 

(Adegoju, 2008). Adegoju’s (2008) idea is parallel to what Lucas (2015) argued, that is, 

there is no need of persuasion in the cases where there is no disagreement.  Given this 

viewpoint, Adegoju (2008) further argued that persuasive speeches centre on four types of 

propositions or arguments: propositions of fact, value, policy and concern about a problem. 

O'Hair et al. (1995) explained that propositions of fact assert that something is true or false, 

propositions of value allege that something is or is not worthwhile, propositions of policy 

recommend a course of action or policy as necessary and desirable / unnecessary and 

undesirable, and the speech designed to create concern about a problem asks an audience 

to agree that specific conditions should be perceived as a problem requiring solution. 

Adegoju (2008) asserted that the classification into these categories is often mixed as a 

topic in one category could easily be made to fit into another.  

Now back to Winsor. Winsor’s (1998) definition of rhetoric has its roots in Aristotle’s 

definition of rhetoric. Aristotle’s work on rhetoric is the foundation of the system 

commonly called classical rhetoric (Corbett, 1967). According to Aristotle (1991), the 
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speech can produce persuasion either through the character of the speaker (ethos), the 

emotional state of the listener (pathos) or the argument (logos) itself. In particular to 

examining the advertising industry, Adegoju (2008) explicated that Aristotle's work on 

rhetoric was a remarkable departure from the earlier works which had neglected  “the 

power of observing the means of persuasion on” (Aristotle, 2010: 7)  the key subject 

matters of proof. For example, in the view of Adegoju (2008), the earlier works on rhetoric 

were mainly confined to explore the emotional appeal of persuasion in the argument (and 

ignored the other two, logical and ethical appeals). Hence, Freese (1959) argued that 

Aristotle's contribution to the art of rhetoric marked a systematic and scientific orientation 

to rhetorical theory as it considers the presence of all the three appeals or means of 

persuasion.  

Therefore, to this point, it will not be wrong to say that the notions of rhetoric and 

persuasion go hand in hand together (de Wet, 2010) or in other words, persuasion is 

inseparable from rhetoric (Alo, 2012). One may develop a clear understanding of their 

relationship after understanding them from Aristotle’s perspective. For example, Aristotle 

(2010: 6-7) argued: "Rhetoric may be defined as the faculty of observing in any given case 

the available means of persuasion. This is not a function of any other art. Every other art 

can instruct or persuade about its own particular subject-matter; for instance, medicine 

about what is healthy and unhealthy, geometry about the properties of magnitudes, 

arithmetic about numbers, and the same is true of the other arts and sciences. But rhetoric 

we look upon as the power of observing the means of persuasion on almost any subject 

presented to us; and that is why we say that, in its technical character, it is not concerned 

with any special or definite class of subjects."  

 

The three interconnected Aristotelian concepts (or appeals to persuasion), logos (logical 

appeal), ethos (ethical appeal), and pathos (emotional appeal), represent the relationship 

between the speaker and audience, and have survived as important notions, not only for the 

speakers wishing to be effectively persuasive, but also for the rhetorician seeking to 

evaluate arguments (Summa, 1990). Summa (1990) further argued that the first two of 

these dimensions, ethos and pathos, have to do with the character of the relationship 

between the author and the audience. It is interesting to see that although these two 

dimensions do not refer to the basic content of the argumentation, they are connected to the 

forms that arguments take as they actually occur in the particular human context 

(Edmondson, 1984). Logos, in comparison, refers to the abstract intellectual construction 

of the argument itself (Edmondson, 1984).  



- 28 - 

 

 

Similarly, Rapp (2002) explained that the persuasion is accomplished by character when 

the speech is delivered in such a way that it generates the credibility of the speaker among 

the audience. In addition to the credibility of the character, the persuasive efforts depend 

on the emotional dispositions of the audience (Rapp, 2002). Hence, the speaker has to 

stimulate the emotions of the audience because emotions have the power to modify their 

judgements (Adegoju, 2008). Finally, the speaker persuades by the argument itself 

(Adegoju, 2008) with its logic and reasoning.  

 

Similar to Winsor (1998), as discussed earlier, Munz (1990) also maintained rhetoric as 

‘the art of persuasion’. In this sense Munz’s (1990) ideas of rhetoric are similar to 

Aristotle’s (1991) ideas of rhetoric. According to Munz (1990), any sort of persuasion is 

rhetorical as long as it does not rely on physical coercion. For example, in Munz (1990) 

views, persuasion is mostly done by language; however, it can also be done by ceremonies, 

body language, or staged displays of sounds or images. However, further Munz (1990) 

emphasised on the notion that there is one great exception where persuasion takes place 

without rhetoric. In the elabouration of this notion, Munz (1990: 122) pointed to what he 

considered as a fundamental distinction between truth and persuasion as he asserted: 

“People can be persuaded of the truth of a statement when there is reasonable or rational 

grounds for the statement. In that case no further persuasion over and above the evidence 

or the rationality of the argument itself is required. This exception is indicative of the heart 

of the matter. We believe we rely on rhetoric when there is no or little evidence for a 

statement and when there is no or little logical argument to support it. The heart of the 

matter is that when a statement can be shown to be true, no rhetoric is required to persuade 

people to give their assent. When it cannot be shown to be true and even when it is 

believed to be false, nevertheless people can be persuaded to give their assent by the 

employment of rhetoric”.  

 

Munz (1990) argument is debatable. For example, how does one decides on whether there 

is a rational or reasonable ground for the statement where rhetoric is not needed for 

persuasion? Moreover, one may argue that saying that rhetoric isn’t required in such a 

situation is itself rhetoric?  Munz (1990: 122) further asserted: “Truth, provided it shows 

itself to be true, commands assent. When there is no truth or when such truth as there is 

cannot be shown, other forms of persuasion are needed. Rhetoric is important for 

persuasion even when truth can be exhibited. But the great problem and questionable merit 
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of rhetoric is that it can be employed successfully even when the statements, which people 

are persuaded, by rhetoric, to give their assent to, are not true. The reason why the 

importance is attached to rhetoric is an index to the history of ideas lies precisely in this 

relationship between rhetorical persuasion and persuasion by truth. In ages and in societies 

in which there is no established manner of finding truths and in which propositions are 

counted as true because they are current in a given community or in a culture in which all 

positions are considered to be equally valid, rhetoric obviously must take pride of place. 

Also in situations in which communities with different standards of behaviour and belief 

rub shoulders, rhetoric is the only way in which differences of opinion can be ironed out. 

Finally, in ages and societies in which there is no “science,” the value of different opinions 

can only be assessed by rhetorical devices.” However, the issues still remain debatable as 

Munz’s (1990) explanation leaves rational persuasion outside of rhetoric (McCloskey, 

1990).  

 

In the views of McCloskey (1990:143), “Munz has not grasped the main point of The 

Rhetoric of the Human Sciences, which is that intellectual historians need an art of 

argument.” For example, according to Munz (1990), rhetoric is merely limited to 

persuasion in case the rational methods fail. McCloskey (1990) considered identifying 

rhetoric with irrationality as a persistent error made by Munz (1990). Even what Munz 

(1990) considered as logic and evidence are themselves dependent on rhetorical decisions 

which we human beings make (McCloskey, 1990).  

 

Similarly in case of the current study, when the appraisees and appraisers talk about the PA 

practiced in their banks, one may expect them to talk rationally or realistically and so 

rhetoric cannot be dismissed as a product of such situations where rationality or reality is 

absent. Especially when their talk is about a potentially controversial practice where one 

may expect them to involve in arguments or debate. Moreover, one may be interested to 

see how the appraisees and appraisers construct the reality of the PA practiced in their 

banks. For example, what sort of rhetorical devices they use to construct the reality of their 

PA. Even if we suppose that their arguments are beyond rationality, it opens room for 

debate and arguments in order to ascertain how their arguments are beyond rationality. 

Thus, rhetoric cannot be dismissed because of its argumentative dimensions which involve 

cognition and thinking. And these are the ingredients to rationality.  
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Therefore, it is important to mention that the current study does not agree to the beyond 

rationality conception of rhetoric, and so considers the talk of the appraisees and appraisers 

as reality based on rationality (or in other words, reality based on the argumentative and 

persuasive dimensions of rhetoric). Accordingly, the study practically seeks the presence 

of the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in the talk of the appraisees and 

appraisers in order to determine how they construct the rationality or reality of their PA. In 

this regard, a particular rhetorical framework is being used, which emanates from the work 

of Aristotle (1991), and the contemporary scholars such as Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) and 

Potter (1996). The rhetorical framework is discussed in chapter 4.  

 

Now back to more definitions and conceptions of rhetoric from the perspective of different 

scholars. Bizzell (1992: 218) brings our attention back to rhetoric’s traditional notion and 

asserted that “Rhetoric is the study of the personal, social, and historical elements in 

human discourse - how to recognise them, interpret them, and act on them, in terms both of 

situational context and of verbal style. This is the kind of study one has to perform in order 

to effect persuasion, the traditional end of rhetoric”.  

Moreover, Burke (1969: 41) introduced the concept of ‘identification’ and defined the 

fundamental function of rhetoric as “the use of words by human agents to form attitudes or 

induce actions in other human agents”. Therefore, Burke (1969) did not take away the 

focus from the traditional view of rhetoric, persuasion. According to Burke (1969) 

‘identification’ is a fundamental process for human beings to communicate because all 

human being are different from each other; therefore, they seek to identify with each other 

through communication which results in overcoming their differences with each other. In 

other words, Burke (1969) emphasised rhetoric as something which is action-oriented with 

the fundamental concept of ‘identification’. For example, in order to prove his point, Burke 

(1969) associated the concept of ‘identification’ with persuasion: “a speaker persuades an 

audience by the use of stylistic identifications; his act of persuasion may be for the purpose 

of causing the audience to identify itself with the speaker's interests” (Burke, 1969: 46).  

In addition, Kennedy’s (1998: 3) defined rhetoric as “a form of mental and emotional 

energy”. According to Kennedy (1991), this energy is inherent in the emotions and 

thoughts, which is transmitted to others through a system of signs and language in order to 

influence their decisions and actions. In order to make this idea clear, Kennedy (1998: 5) 

further explained that “Rhetoric, in the most general sense, may thus be identified with the 

energy inherent in an utterance (or an artistic representation): the mental or emotional 
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energy that impels the speaker to expression, the energy level coded in the message, and 

the energy received by the recipient who then uses mental energy in decoding and perhaps 

acting on the message. Rhetorical labour takes place.”  

Furthermore, Booth (1988: xiv-xv) affirmed that rhetoric holds “entire dominion over all 

verbal pursuits. Logic, dialectic, grammar, philosophy, history, poetry, all are rhetoric.” 

Again, this represents the idea of omnipresence or universality of rhetoric which has been 

discussed earlier in the chapter. Similarly, Richard McKeon (1987) virtually expressed the 

same opinion as for him rhetoric is best understood as (Herrick, 2016) “a universal and 

architectonic art” (McKeon1987: 108). All right, we understand that “Rhetoric is universal, 

that is, present everywhere we turn” but what McKeon (1987) meant by architectonic? 

(Herrick, 2016: 3). In order to answer this question Herrick (2016: 3) further explained: 

“By this term, McKeon meant that rhetoric organises and gives structure to the other arts 

and disciplines”. This is because rhetoric is, among other things, the study of how we 

organise and employ language effectively, and thus it becomes the study of how we 

organise our thinking on a wide range of subjects.” These points provide a base for the use 

of the semi-structured interviews in the current study (e.g., for the rhetorical analysis of the 

talk of the appraisees and appraisers in order to know how they construct the reality of 

their PA). 

There is an interesting move in understanding rhetoric from the perspective of discursive 

social psychology (DSP) which combines two fields, discourse analysis (DA) and social 

psychology (SP). Therefore, much of the modern interest, particularly among discursive 

researchers, in the link between attitude and argument in discourse draws upon Billig’s 

(1987) work on rhetoric (McKinlay & McVittie, 2008). In Billig’s (1987: 111) views, 

“humans do not converse because they have inner thoughts to express, but they have 

thoughts to express because they converse”. Billig (1987) work suggested the importance 

of studying the way which emphasises that expressions of attitude are publicly adopted 

positions which are located within current controversy.  This means that expressing an 

attitude involves either implicitly or explicitly criticising possible counter-positions and so 

from this perspective, then, all attitudinal discourses are rhetorical (McKinlay & McVittie, 

2008).  Similarly, in the current study, when the appraisees and appraisers talk or argue 

about their PA, they can be regarded as expressing their attitudes through which they 

criticise the potential counter-arguments implicitly or explicitly. In this way, Billig’s 

(1987) approach to rhetoric drives our attention beyond the approach of rhetoric which 

merely confines it to the political or public speeches and courtrooms. For example, one of 
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the consequences of adopting Billig’s (1987) approach is that, if all attitudinal talk is 

essentially rhetorical, then the ideas such as argument and rhetoric become applicable in a 

whole range of situations or contexts: “beyond those which are typified by the ideological 

persuasion observable in political speeches or the explicitly persuasive blandishments of 

the courtroom lawyer” (McKinlay & McVittie, 2008: 126).  Hence, this justifies the setting 

of the current study which is appraisees and appraisers talking about the PA practiced in 

their banks during a course of one-to-one interviews with them.  

 

Similar to Billig’s (1987) views on rhetoric, Potter’s (1996) views are also inspired from 

the discipline of DSP. According to Potter (1996), Billig’s (1987) views can be applied to 

the factual accounts. For example, Billig’s (1987) perspective on rhetoric emphasises the 

way that attitude of objects are socially constructed by the production of accounts which 

are designed to be heard as factual statements (McKinlay & McVittie, 2008). Accordingly, 

Potter (1996) emphasised this rhetorical approach of Billig (1987) in order to suggest that 

such factual accounts are essentially argumentative (McKinlay & McVittie, 2008).  This 

gives the idea that there is a presence of an antagonistic relationship between different 

versions of the factual accounts produced by the speakers (Potter, 1996). 

 

However, Potter (1996) argued that treating such factual accounts as essentially rhetorical 

does not rely on the notion of cognitive SP in which the efficacy of persuasion is measured 

by establishing whether the audience’s mental state (such as the mental representations 

encoded within their attitudes) have changed or not (McKinlay & McVittie). Instead, 

according to Potter (1996: 108), the antagonistic relationship between different versions 

produced in factual accounts should be studied in terms of “the traditional notion of 

‘suasive’ rhetoric, which is discourse designed to elicit expressions of agreement from an 

audience”. This again drives our attention to Billig’s (1987) perspectives on rhetoric. 

Therefore, there is a need to identify the ways through which people persuasively justify 

their own accounts while undermining the positions of others (McKinlay & McVittie, 

2008; Potter, 1996). 

2.4. Discourse Analysis (DA), Discursive Psychology (DP) and Discursive Social 

Psychology (DSP): The Rhetorical Turn 

 

DA is basically analysing the use of language in writing, speech, conversation, or symbolic 

communication in order to know how individuals construct the events (Edwards & Potter, 

1992a; Edwards, 1997; Harre & Gillett, 1994). According to Edwards (2005), in general 
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term, DA covers a range of somewhat related but mostly contrasting kinds of work; for 

example, sometimes it is proposed as a general methodology (Wood & Kroger, 2000) 

while on the other, it is proposed as the critique of social power and oppression 

(Fairclough, 1992; Parker, 1992; Wodak, 1998), and last but not the least, sometimes it is 

proposed as the theory and critique associated to social constructionism (Gergen, 1994; 

Harre & Gillett, 1994; Potter, 1996). Therefore, in order to understand the difference 

between the various types of DA, it is important to consider different methods through 

which DA is performed (Edwards, 2005). According to Stubbs (1983), some discourse 

analysts are linguists or applied linguists so they analyse the textual materials, which are 

often written texts rather than spoken interaction, in terms of their grammatical structures. 

On the contrary, other discourse analysts mainly base their studies on conversation analysis 

(CA) and analyse the transcribed recordings of everyday talk in terms of the social actions 

performed in each successive turn (Edwards, 2005). In addition, there are those discourse 

analysts who do not rely on particular procedures of detailed analysis; instead, they look 

for the patterns of the language use that can be related to broader themes of social structure 

and ideological critique (Parker, 1992). Last but not the least, some discourse analysts mix 

one or more approaches with the other (Edwards, 2005). For example, one kind of DA, 

critical discourse analysis (CDA), combines the linguistic analysis and ideological critique 

(Fairclough, 1992; Kress & Hodge, 1979) and another combines these elements with the 

construction of cognitive models of how people think (van Dijk, 1998). 

In the modern vein (Mininni et al., 2008) “the ancient ideas of rhetoric show the gaps in 

modern psychological theories (Billig, 1996: 51). DP is the application of ideas from DA 

to the central topic in social psychology (Potter & Edwards, 2001). It is not social 

psychology of language but an approach to psychology which fundamentally takes in to 

consideration the action-oriented and reality constructing features of discourse (Potter & 

Edwards, 2001).  Edwards & Potter (1992a) developed the concept of DP. It is considered 

as a way of studying what people are and what they do through their dialogueical practices 

(Harre & Gillett, 1994). In other words, it insists on the considerable skills of interaction 

used by the ordinary people (Brown & Reavey, 2013) and shifts the focus of theoretical 

and methodological analysis from (Mininni et al., 2008) “individual cognitive events and 

processes to situated interaction” (Hepburn & Wiggins 2005: 595).  

According to Brown & Reavey (2013), from an early age, human beings are all capable of 

using discourse and rhetorical resources to accomplish an enormous range of social acts 

and so the concept of DP ought to be principally concerned with the social development 
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and enactment of these abilities (Brown & Reavey, 2013). For example, Edwards & Potter 

(1992a) maintained that if a cognitive process (such as memory) is studied in the real 

world setting within which it is occasioned, the main focus should be on the conversational 

pragmatics through which the psychological act is accomplished (Brown & Reavey, 2013). 

In the case of memory, Edwards & Potter (1992a) “took issue with the way experimental 

psychologists make the assumption that it is possible to clearly establish the truth or 

veridicality of a given recollection, in such a way that claims can be  made about the 

accuracy or distortions present in testimony” (Brown & Reavey, 2013: 49).  However, 

according to Brown & Reavey (2013: 49), “establishing ‘what happened’ is precisely what 

a great deal of social interaction around memory is seeking to accomplish”. Here it is 

important to mention the famous study conducted by Neisser (1981) regarding the 

testimony given by John Dean to the Watergate hearings. For example, even though the 

hearings do step outside the labouratory to explore a real world instance of the Dean’s 

recollection; however, Neisser (1981) relied on the idea that it is ultimately possible to 

establish the truth of such recollections (Brown & Reavey, 2013). Edwards & Potter 

(1992b) proposed that the analytically interesting aspect in the case study of Neisser (1981) 

is to look at how the participants, including Dean, “fit their claims about what happened 

into the evolving conversational contingencies of the hearings” (Brown & Reavey, 2013: 

49). 

Moreover, DA focuses on the rhetorical organisation as persuasive and morally 

consequential features of language use (Potter & Edwards, 2001). Therefore, in DP, DA is 

sensitive to the idea that discourse is guided towards persuasion (Potter & Edwards, 2001). 

This in typical sense results into an argumentative organisation of the talk and text (Billig, 

1991) which in practical terms means that the talk and text can be analysed in terms of how 

they orient to or take into consideration culturally available opposing argumentative 

positions (Potter & Edwards, 2001).  

Rhetorical analysis (RA) enhanced by DP aims to highlight interaction-oriented, dialectical 

and situated nature of the production of meaning where “people are recognizable as human 

beings through what they do within specific contexts of encounter where they strive (with 

different degrees of consciousness) to make sense of their experience” (Mininni et al., 

2008: 236-237). Therefore, “the rhetorical asset that defines ‘how’ is as relevant as the 

conceptual (propositional and semantic) asset which marks ‘what’” (Mininni et al., 2008: 

237). The same idea can be explained in a more specific manner from the perspective of 

the link between DSP and rhetoric. Discourse is considered as both an object and a practice 
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in DSP as it is defined as talk and text, studied as social practices (Potter & Edwards, 

2001).   

 

Therefore, for theoretical, methodological and empirical reason, DSP takes discourse as 

central to social life; for example, most social activity involves or is directly conducted 

through discourse (Potter & Edwards, 2001). In the views of Billig (1987 and 1991), DSP 

conceptualizes discourse as pervasively rhetorical.  This means that claims and 

descriptions that are offered in the talk are often designed to counter potential alternative 

descriptions and resist attempts, which may perhaps be actual or potential, to disqualify 

them as false, partial or interested (Edwards & Potter 1992a). In other words, they are 

constructed with the use of both the offensive and defensive rhetorical strategies (Potter, 

1996) as Billig (1991) argued that when the people provide evaluations or arguments about 

something, they are, by and large, involved in the business of countering some other 

evaluations or arguments. These ideas suggest the importance of rhetoric in the disciplines 

of DA, DP and DSP with the notion that rhetorical forms are unavoidably involved in 

shaping the realities (Simons, 1990). Hence, these ideas provide the base for the current 

study. For example, during the interviews, when the appraisees and appraisers talk about 

their PA, they can be regarded as being involved in the rhetorical business of producing 

both an offensive and defensive rhetoric. Moreover, these ideas also rationalize the use of 

semi-structured interviews in the current study. Therefore, even though the matter of using 

interviews as a method of data collection for the current study has been discussed in the 

research methodology (chapter 5), but I have also discussed it in this chapter and in chapter 

3 (critical literature review on PA) because it is an important matter in terms of the 

contents of these chapters. 

 

2.5. Significance of Interviews in a Rhetorical Study from the Perspective of 

Discursive Social Psychology (DSP) 

 

According to Cruickshank (2012), the discursive context of the interview guides how the 

subject perceives or pictures reality. As such, the subject is something considered as 

essentially social and de-centreed; for example, its position does not spring from itself but 

attributed from the symbolic and inter-subjective reality (Cruickshank, 2012). Cruickshank 

(2012) further asserted that the subject does not have any centre, core or essence that can 

produce intentions or meaning (Cruickshank, 2012). In other words, it means that human 

beings do not inhabit any pre-discursive unconscious core (an id that is indifferent from 
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reality) in their psyche (Cruickshank, 2012). This is the point where Lacan (1995) departed 

from Freudian psychoanalysis which maintains that human beings inhabit such a core in 

their psyche with some degree of agency (Cruickshank, 2012).  

Similarly, in an agreement with Lacan’s (1995) notion, which is contrary to the notion of 

Freudian psychoanalysis, Stavrakakis (1999: 20) emphasised on what Lacan (1995) stated: 

“By submitting to the laws of language the child becomes a subject in language, it inhabits 

language, and hopes to gain an adequate representation through the world of words”. 

Therefore, if one agrees with Lacan’s (1995) notion then it seems adequate to use 

interviews for the studies which are inspired by DSP as the words of the subject may 

exactly be considered as the reality. However, Billig (1999: 7) argued that he never 

enjoyed reading Lacan’s work, for he finds it incomprehensible, and in contrast, 

appreciated Freud’s work which he remarked as “intellectual writing at its finest”. This 

doesn’t mean that Billig (1999) dismissed the idea of the use of interview data for the 

studies which are embedded with rhetorical flavor in DSP. In fact, interviews seem to be 

one of the appropriate choices available for such studies. The idea can be understood in the 

successive discussion. 

According to Edwards & Potter (2005), DP focuses on person and event descriptions in the 

talk and text as it examines how factual descriptions are assembled, how they are built as 

solidly grounded or undermined as false, and how they handle the rational accountability 

(or otherwise) of actors and speakers. In this regard, Edwards & Potter (2005: 243) 

particularly focused on what they “(provisionally) call ‘mind and reality’ – on how people 

deploy common sense notions of an ‘external’ reality as a kind of setting for, and 

evidential domain for inferences about, a range of mental states and personal 

characteristics”. Moreover, Edwards & Potter (2005) emphasised on the rhetorical 

organisation in DP; for example, how descriptions and their inferences routinely (and not 

only in adversarial contexts) attend to possible or actual counter versions. Similarly, this 

emphasis is considerably apparent in Billig’s (1987; 1991; 1996) work. 

Moreover, Cruickshank (2012) argued that DP takes a slightly different direction from the 

traditional discourse theory, by making the agency of the subject as an object of the 

investigation, as the traditional discourse theory does not make the agency of the subject as 

part of the analysis. This is because, in the traditional discourse theory, human beings are 

not considered to have any unambiguous attitude for which they need statements or 

arguments to express it (Cruickshank, 2012). Hence, discourse analysis (DA) is 
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traditionally used to study the way the subject appears in the interview which leads one to 

question about the role and conceptualization of the human subject or interviewee 

(Cruickshank, 2012). On the contrary, in DP, the human subject is not only considered to 

mirror a deeper psychological or social reality, but also it is considered to construct the 

reality (Cruickshank, 2012). This means that one may reject an extreme view regarding 

interviews, that is, the data obtained through interviews cannot provide an insight into an 

external reality (Mihelj, 2013). 

Therefore, when we say that descriptions are constructive of their objects, it doesn’t mean 

that talk brings things into the world (Edwards & Potter, 2005). It means that the reality is 

constructed through talk or argument as psychological phenomena are not hidden in mental 

units, but they arise from social activities (Billig, 2001). “Minds and selves are constructed 

from cultural, social and communal resources” (Wetherell 2001: 187).   Hence, showing 

agreement to Billig’s (1987; 1991; 1996) notions of rhetoric in DSP, Edwards & Potter 

(2005) argued that there are always actual or potential alternatives available to the 

descriptions as they are categorizations, distinctions, and contrasts. As such, in the current 

study, using interviews’ talk of the appraisees and appraisers, regarding their PA, seems 

quite an appropriate approach for the rhetorical analysis (RA).  

Furthermore, rhetoric in DSP is not treated as guaranteeing persuasion, it is considered as 

oriented to persuasion; therefore, it is not surprising to see that any rhetorical device can 

have a range of counters (Potter & Edwards, 2001). For example, categorization can be 

countered by particularization (Billig, 1985). Therefore, in the current research, it would be 

interesting to see that how the appraisees and appraisers use the particular rhetorical 

devices in their interviews’ talk regarding a potentially controversial practice, PA, which is 

practiced in their banks. Here it is important to mention that DSP focuses on how discourse 

performs action or practices of various kinds such as blaming, invitations, displays of 

neutrality, and so forth (Potter & Edwards, 2001). Therefore, in DSP, the focus is on the 

way cognitions are constructed in talk and how their implications are oriented which 

makes DSP a constructionist phenomenon (Potter & Edwards, 2001). Specifically, rather 

than treating attitudes of people as their inner entities which drive their behaviours, in DSP, 

attitudes are considered as constructed evaluations which are studied as part of discourse 

practice (Potter, 1998).   Potter & Edwards (2001) argued that such an approach might 

consider the way evaluations are organised in an interaction. Interviews provide a good 

opportunity for an interaction. However, this sort of interaction may not be among the 

participants of the study alone, it may be between the interviewees and interviewer where 
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the interviewees are the participant of the study but not the interviewer (e.g., the case of the 

current study).   

Here it is important to explain what it means when one says that DSP is constructionist. 

According to Potter & Edwards (2001: 105-106), DSP is considered to be constructionist 

in two ways: (1) it “studies the way discourse itself is constructed. Words, metaphors, 

idioms, rhetorical devices, descriptions, accounts, stories and so on are drawn on, and built, 

in the course of interaction and in the performance of particular action”; and (2) it “studies 

the way discourse constructs versions of the world. That is, it studies how versions of inner 

life, of local circumstances, of history and broader social groups and structures are 

produced to do particular things in interaction”. 

Therefore, it will not be wrong to say that from the rhetorical perspective, the discourse in 

DSP “is both constructed and constructive” (Potter & Edwards, 2001: 106). It is 

constructed in a sense that how it is constructed (which gives the attention to the rhetorical 

devices, both argumentative and persuasive, used in the discourse in order to construct it) 

and constructive in a sense that what it is oriented to or what action it is oriented to (which 

gives the attention to the end result of the discourse, that is to achieve persuasion).  Here it 

is important to mention that in rhetorical sense the end result of the discourse is to achieve 

persuasion, not argumentation. People use both the argumentative and persuasive rhetorical 

devices to achieve persuasion. The current study follows this notion.  

In addition, the idea of constructionist approach in DSP particularly emphasises on the 

construction of versions in discourse as the process of assembling and stabilizing versions 

to make them factual and independent of their producer (Potter & Edwards, 2001). If we 

add the rhetorical flavor to DSP, then again we needs to see this constructionist approach 

from the perspective of discourse being both constructed and constructive as explained 

earlier. For example, how versions are considered as factual and independent of their 

producer (which again drives our attention to the rhetorical devices used to construct such 

versions) and why the versions are needed to be made as factual and independent of their 

producers or what such versions are oriented to (which drives our attention to the outcome 

of such versions, that is to achieve persuasion).    

Therefore, in the view of the constructionist approach, interviews seem a good method to 

collect data (or such versions). For example, one can argue that if the evaluations are both 

constructed and constructive then it doesn’t matter that whether they are captured in a 
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naturally occurring (or mundane) environment of every day talk or in a separate interview 

setting. This is because they can be viewed as constructed and constructive in both the 

situations if the constructionist approach is applied.  In fact, one can further argue that in 

the separate interview setting, the evaluations from the participants provide more insight to 

the topic area which may not be observed in the naturally occurring environment due to the 

presence of various variable factors (such as the time constraint to observe a naturally 

occurring environment by the observer or researcher, the time constraint to perform certain 

activity in the natural occurring environment by the participants which may lead them to 

perform or deal with some of the areas of their activity on the specific day or days of their 

observation while some on some other days or time when the activity is repeated or 

performed again, the participants may be conscious of the regular surveillance of their 

organisation and it may make the matter worse for them or pressurize them when they 

know that they are being observed for a study while already being under the surveillance of 

their organisation, and so forth). All these factors may have been present in the current 

study if the naturally occurring environment was preferred over the interview method.   

According to Potter & Hepburn (2005), one reason often given in defence for the use of 

interviews in a research is that due to the sensitivity of topic, it is often impossible to do 

research any other way; for example, the practicalities and ethics of access to delicate 

material are complex. This exactly depicts the case of the current study as the access to the 

naturally occurring environment of the feedback interviews of PA is a sensitive matter so 

the banks denied any such access.  Therefore, the best alternative method, interview, had 

been adopted for the current study.  Similarly, Mihelj (2013) argued that in some cases, it 

may simply be unfeasible or impossible to gain access to the natural setting; for instance, 

obtaining access to a relevant talk in a natural setting may prove too cumbersome or time 

consuming and may result in a wealth of material or otherwise. Such material may not be 

valuable for the topic area of the study. In this regard, one may say that the interviews give 

the control to the researchers to remain within the boundaries of their topic areas with the 

help of the questions they ask.  

Now to sum up the whole argument from the perspective of the rhetorical turn in DSP, and 

the use of interviews in the current study, once again we need to recall the idea of rhetoric 

which is considered as both constructed and constructive in DSP. In the current study, even 

though the arguments of the appraisees and appraisers are not occasioned in the natural 

setting of the feedback interviews of the PA, they are still constructed (by the appraisees 

and appraisers with their use of the rhetorical dimensions) and constructive of persuasion 
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(or in other words, oriented to achieve persuasion by the appraisees and appraisers). 

Therefore, the knowledge of these rhetorical dimensions or devices is important in terms of 

how they are used by the appraisees and appraisers to construct their arguments. Hence, the 

important area in the study is how the appraisees and appraisers construct their arguments 

regarding the PA practiced in their banks in order to achieve persuasion. Similarly, as the 

current study follows the notion that positions or opinions are given because there are 

always potential alternative counter-positions or opinions, this makes the appraisees and 

appraisers an audience of each other’s rhetoric. In this regard, they are not essentially 

required to be the part of each other’s interviews (e.g., as a visible audience of each other). 

Thus, the use of interviews in the current study is justified from both the constructionist 

and argumentative perspective of rhetoric. 

2.6. Rhetoric and Language, Particularly in Relevance to the Field of Management 

 

According to Giddens (1984) and Heracleous & Barrett (2001), rhetoric, like all language 

use, involves institutionalization processes and continues to exist as text. It creates reality 

by constructing and using persistent social structures (Giddens, 1984; Heracleous & 

Barrett, 2001).  Rhetoric does this by means of tropes (figures of speech). In this regard 

there are four popular master tropes, such as metaphor-where an object or action is 

represented by a word or phrase to which it is not literally related (Morgan, 1996; Oswick 

& Grant, 1996), metonymy-where the actual name of a thing or concept is substituted by 

the name which associates to it in terms of meaning (Hamilton, 1997;Watson, 1995a), 

synecdoche-where a part of something is used for referring to the whole of it or otherwise 

(Oswick et al., 2002), and irony-where language is used in a way which suggests the 

opposite of what actually is meant (Hatch, 1997). However, these are just the so-called 

four master tropes. The stylistic features of rhetoric offer more than these four tropes.  

 

Fahnestock (2011) argued that the rhetoricians have always had taken into account the 

inexplicitness of real-world arguments, and the audience’s role in filling in and filling out.  

Therefore, in addressing the audience, rhetoric shows sensitivity to the audience’s response 

by using commonplaces or appeals to ethos, logos, and pathos (Aristotle, 1959), by 

establishing audience identification (Burke, 1966), by appeal to the universal audience 

(Perelman & Olbrechts- Tyteca, 1969/1971), or by alignment with celebrated folk stories 

(Fisher, 1987). The achievement of all these matters essentially requires the use of 



- 41 - 

 

language. However, this does not mean that rhetoric is impossible without the use of 

language. Non-verbal elements may be as appealing for the audience as the verbal ones. 

 

Burke (1969: 43) defined rhetoric as “the use of language as a symbolic means of inducing 

cooperation in beings that by nature respond to symbols”. He further distinguished the 

symbols as “the verbal parallel to a pattern of experience” (Burke, 1968: 152). Similarly, 

according to Sillince (2006), rhetoric usually involves the use of language, but it also has a 

symbolic meaning beyond the literal. Such meaning can be complicated to comprehend. 

For example, we find that meaning in images such as silent advertisements, in words such 

as figures and tropes (Corbett & Connors, 1999), in actions such as the medical equipment 

in doctors’ offices (Burke, 1969), in firing of top executives, and in closing of factories 

(Johnson, 1990). According to Cheney et al. (2004), additional complexity arises because 

rhetoric usually has an ambiguous intent as it seeks to have a strategic effect which is 

beyond a self-contained effect (Cheney et al., 2004). However, persuasion remains an 

important aspect in the use of language (Sillince, 2006). For example, the use of figurative 

language or figures of speech by the speakers and writers is mainly inclined to achieve 

persuasion. Similarly, Malmkjaer (2002) argued that rhetoric originates from the theory of 

how best a speaker or writer can achieve persuasion by the application of linguistic 

devices. In addition, Alo (2012) argued that persuasion refers to both the speaker’s 

intention and the textual outcomes. Therefore, the measure of a successful rhetoric is its 

ability to persuade (Alo, 2012) where language plays a significant role. 

 

Moreover, language has a very important role in the field of communication. In this regard, 

there is a strong relation between rhetoric and communication. Sillince (1999) argued that 

human communication cannot avoid being rhetorical. Similarly, Clifford (1988) 

maintained that discourse, on the whole, is a communication scheme. The reflections and 

discussions about the theory of communication take place within philosophy, “inter alia 

under the label of rhetoric” (Trop, 2015: 35). Bonet & Saquet (2010) argued that from the 

modern perspective, rhetoric is an important theory of communication, which focuses on 

persuasion, meaning, and arguments. They further argued that even though along its 

history, rhetoric has focused on public speeches, it has been very significant in the ways of 

writing (Bonet & Saquet, 2010).   

 

However, in rhetorical studies, there has been a great debate regarding the relationship 

between language and reality. Rhetoric has a long history of being considered as an object 
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of suspicions because of being linked to the notions of manipulation and deception 

(Hartelius & Browning, 2008). This is the reason, it is often portrayed in contrast to reality. 

Particularly, elocutio (or style) is one of the five cannons of the classical rhetoric which has 

been viewed as the potential refuge of deception (Trop, 2015). The view has been imported 

from the classical Greece where Plato stands as the prime exponent of this sceptical 

attitude towards rhetoric (Trop, 2015). 

 

In this regard, Kamoche (1995) distinguished between rhetoric and plain speaking, and 

maintained a rift between language that is straightforward and perfunctory (with pure 

content being transferred from sender to receiver in line with the traditional conduit model 

of communication) and language that is used to control and possibly deceive. It is due to 

this recurring distinction made by various scholars that rhetoric is often classified as being 

separable from content, thus represents it as superfluous and even impoverished (Hunt, 

1994). In criticising the positive view of rhetoric, Carter & Jackson (2004) argued that 

despite of the negative connotations associated with it, the ‘word’ rhetoric has been 

liberally applied in discussions of the language of management knowledge and practice.  

On the other hand, there is also no shortage of people pointing out that the language of 

management is rhetorical in pejorative sense (Carter & Jackson, 2004). Surely, this is a 

very common misunderstanding regarding rhetoric. 

 

The concepts and activities of creating meaning, sense making and symbolic actions relate 

contemporary rhetoric to modern management (Bonet & Saquet, 2010). In the views of 

Hartelius & Browning (2008), rhetorical scholarship’s attention to the discipline of 

management has arrived because of the language of management; for example, rhetoric is 

conceptualized as the spoken dimension of the ideological practices of the management. 

Nevertheless, ideology is viewed as the larger collection of beliefs which includes values, 

paradigms, codes, and other sets of ideas and rule structures which guide in terms of how 

to act (Amernic & Craig, 2004; Heracleous & Barrett, 2001; Holt, 2006). Accordingly, 

Astley & Zammuto (1992) argued that the main objective of the managerial language game 

is to facilitate the practical action. For example, they described leadership as the language 

game which largely aims to preserve organisational coherence (Astley & Zammuto, 1992). 

Similarly, Gardner & Avolio (1998: 42) argued that charisma is a language game in which 

a leaders make use of rhetorical tropes such as “rhythm, repetition, balance, and 

alliteration” in order to influence or inspire their followers.   
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Moreover, the rhetorical studies in management are notably concerned with the issue of 

power and control where the language of the management scholars plays an important role. 

However, there is a significant tension (Hartelius & Browning, 2008) among the 

management scholars. This is because management scholars who use rhetorical 

terminology seem to be torn between different understandings of rhetoric (Hartelius & 

Browning, 2008). Again this brings our attention back to the negative view of rhetoric in 

the field of management. On one hand, some scholars draw on rhetoric’s centrality in 

organisational language clear and obvious, and treat it as a source of influence (Hartelius & 

Browning, 2008). On the other, many management scholars relegate it to a marginal 

position in human interactions and theorize it as being superficial or supplementary to 

substance (Goldberg & Markóczy, 2000; Hunt, 1994).  

 

All this discussion about rhetoric and language, under the current headline, is particularly 

important because one area of the current study focuses on hunting the dominant stylistic 

features (e.g., figures of speech, particularly tropes) in the talk of appraisees and appraisers 

regarding the PA practiced in their banks. For example, how these tropes help in the 

construction of reality or persuasive arguments in their talk. 

2.7. Historical Background of Rhetoric 

 

2.7.1. A Brief Overview  

 

According to Munz (1990), one of the remarkable features of the second half of the 20th 

century is the revival of an interest in rhetoric. In ancient times, among the Greeks and the 

Romans, rhetoric was considered to be of great importance, particularly because there was 

no other recognised way to resolve the clash of opinions (Munz, 1990). Therefore, 

“Originally, rhetoric arose as the art of persuasive discourse in public life: the social 

practice of using language to effect” (Moberg, 1990: 70). Subsequently, by the time of 

Cicero, the art of rhetoric included both oratory and written composition (Moberg, 1990).  

 

Then “Gradually through medieval times - especially after the invention of printing - 

rhetoric as a term came to include the rules for producing discourse in general” (Moberg, 

1990: 70). People started taking rhetoric, as a part of a course, together with grammar and 

dialectic (Munz, 1990). They had authoritative books to decide issues and for people who 

could not read, there were authoritative clergies (Munz, 1990). Therefore, throughout the 
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medieval period, rhetoric played a cardinal role in education (Caplan et al., 1997); in 

particular, the great field of persuasion was used in preaching the winning of souls for God 

(Leff, 1974). For example, St. Augustine of Hippo (an early philosopher and Christian 

theologian, who influenced the development of western philosophy and Christianity 

through his writings) “turned classical rhetoric into Christian art of speaking and 

preaching” (Trop, 2015: 41). While due to the fashion of trial by ordeal or combat in that 

era, rhetoric was not considered as required (Munz, 1990). This made rhetoric less 

influential during the medieval time. Thus, by the end of the medieval period, rhetoric was 

excessively used in derogatory sense (Moberg, 1990).  

 

According to Munz (1990), it was only with the cultural revival of the Italian state in the 

13th and 14th centuries that rhetoric once again came to the forefront (Munz, 1990). This 

was because community life at close urban quarters made it imperative for people to 

resolve differences of opinion and for groups to win support by persuasion (Munz, 1990). 

Hence, the age of renaissance approached. It is considered to be a great age for bringing 

innovation in the theory of rhetoric; for example, according to Kristeller (1979), rhetoric is 

one of the characteristics of renaissance humanism. Rhetoric appealed to the humanists 

because it trained people to use full resources of the ancient languages, and because it 

offered a genuinely classical view of the nature of language and its effective use in the 

world (Mack, 2011). Therefore, between 1460 and 1620, more than 800 editions of 

classical rhetoric texts were printed all over the Europe (Mack, 2011). Thousands of new 

rhetoric books were written, from Scotland and Spain to Sweden and Poland, mostly in 

Latin, but also in other languages such as Dutch, English, French, German, Hebrew, 

Italian, Spanish, and Welsh (Mack, 2011). Moreover, rhetoric was regarded as a dialectical 

‘controversia’ discipline (Conley, 1994) “which considered itself with seeing things from 

different sides” (Trop, 2015: 42). 

 

In the 17th century however, the situation of rhetoric changed very rapidly (Munz, 1990). 

For example, from being regarded as a discipline of dialectical ‘controversia’ (Conley, 

1994), “rhetoric was now viewed as a method of affecting the emotions of the listeners” 

(Trop, 2015: 42). As such, the focus was on the stylistics aspects of rhetoric, as they were 

considered effective and more instrumental aspects for communication (Trop, 2015), 

which could be particularly used for arousing the emotions of the listeners. This was the 

era of enlightenment as well. The scientific revolution provided information and theories 

for which there was evidence (Munz, 1990). Therefore, it was commonly thought that the 
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evidence could compel the agreement and so people were considered to be persuaded 

without the recourse to rhetoric (Munz, 1990).  However, rhetoric continued to flourish in 

the houses of parliament but not in the royal society (Munz, 1990).  

 

And then, in 19th century, rhetoric remained being viewed as the effective and more 

instrumental aspect for communication which was considered to be largely a matter of how 

opinions could be imposed upon and emotions could be aroused among the listeners (Trop, 

2015). In this regard, several pieces were published on lecturing and the art of reading 

distinctly (Trop. 2015) as a resource in order to merely help the speakers to learn how to 

imposing opinions and arousing emotions. This led the scholarship of rhetoric to come 

under the negative light. Therefore, the common views of scholars regarding it were 

negative in the era and they remained so until the middle of 20th century when the 

situation started to change again (Munz, 1990). Accordingly, Moss (1997) stated that a 

spate of recent work on rhetoric illustrates the continuing interest of scholars in classical 

rhetoric of Aristotle. This continuing interest has also been transferred to our 21st century. 

2.7.2. Classical Antiquity 

 

Sometime around 465 BCE, the citizens of Syracuse, a Greek colony on the island of 

Sicily, overthrew their tyrannical dictators and established a democracy (Conrad, 2011). 

This flooded the courts with lawsuits regarding the rightful ownership of property as the 

people who had owned property before the tyrants took it away from them suddenly 

regained control of it and the people who had obtained titles to the property during the 

reign of the tyrants believed that it was rightfully theirs, especially if they had spent a great 

deal of their own money improving it (Conrad, 2011). Since Greek law required the parties 

to speak for themselves and many of the would-be land owners were not skilled speakers, a 

group of entrepreneurs such as Corax initiated a new industry of training people in 

courtroom rhetoric (Conrad, 2011). Therefore, Sicily is considered to be the origination or 

birthplace of rhetoric as a practice.  

 

Soon Corax’s student, Tisias, imported rhetorical training to mainland Greece, where it 

caught the attention of a group of itinerant philosophers – teachers called ‘Sophists’ 

(Conrad, 2011). The word ‘Sophists’ is generated from a Greek word ‘Sophos’ which 

means wise (Conley, 1994). These were the events which supported the emergence of the 

tradition, classical rhetoric.  
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The Sophists fulfiled a very valuable social function in the democratic society of Greek by 

providing the practical training required of young men in order for them to succeed (Kent, 

1993). Best represented by Potagoras and Gorgias, the Sophists travelled from city to city 

instructing citizens, primarily young patrician men, in the important art of rhetoric - where 

the instructions particularly included practical training in the important day-to-day 

activities required in the Greek political, legal, and economic social life (Kent, 1993). 

 

Although different sophists adopted different versions of this idea, all of them focused on 

rhetoric as the key to creating a good society (Conrad, 2011). For example, Protagoras 

focused on debate because he believed that there are a variety of sides to every issue, 

Gorgias believed that the power of language was grounded in poetic dimensions which 

could be tought through training in impromptu speaking, and Isocrates focused on teaching 

his students to use rhetoric for political manoeuvring which is a form of knowledge that the 

sophists referred as deceit or cunning (Heidelbaugh, 2001; 2007). Among all the sophists, 

Aristotle is considered as “the father of classical rhetorical theory” (Evans, 2011: 71). Even 

now, when many centuries have passed, his rhetoric is still regarded by most rhetoricians 

(Evans, 2011) as the most important single work ever written on persuasion (Golden et al., 

2007). Conrad (2011: 13-14) discussed the two important implications emerged from the 

debates over classical rhetoric that took place during the classical era: (1) “rhetoric and its 

use inherently involve issues of power and social control”, and (2) “rhetoric inherently 

involves issues of truth and claims to knowledge.” These implications are still emphasised 

in the contemporary rhetorical studies. 

2.7.3. Cicero and Quintilian 

 

After Aristotle, the contributions of Cicero and Quintilian, in the discipline of rhetoric, 

cannot be overlooked. They were Roman rhetoricians and their contributions in the field of 

rhetoric significantly locate within the fundamentals of Aristotle’s classical rhetorical 

tradition.  Therefore, it will not be wrong to say that the fundamentals of classical rhetoric, 

which were developed by Aristotle, thereafter served as the touchstone (Bizzell & 

Herzberg, 2000) for their rhetoric. Even though I have given reference to both Plato and 

Aristotle, a number of times previously; however, they will be discussed in detail, under 

separate headings, later from the perspective of where they stood in the history and ideas.  

 

According to Cicero, humanity was realised through speech (Trop, 2015); therefore, the 

ideal orator was required to be virtuous and moral (Cicero, 2009). For example, Cicero 
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(2009: 55) argued: “[T]he greater power is, the more necessary it is to join it to integrity 

and the highest measure of good sense. For if we put the full resources of speech at the 

disposal of those who lack these virtues, we will certainly not make orators of them, but 

will put weapons into the hands of madmen.” Similarly, according to Quintilian (1933) one 

should not reject rhetoric as a bad thing in itself just because it can be used for both good 

and bad; for example, sword is good in the hand of a solder but harmful in the hand of a 

robber. Therefore, it basically depends on whether the practitioner of rhetoric is a good 

person or bad in order for the rhetoric to lead to good result (Quintilian, 1933). The reason 

why both Cicero and Quintilian focused on the good person is that the relationship between 

truth and expression known from the Greek concept of rhetoric was breached in the Roman 

understanding (Deetz, 1992). So these two rhetoricians tried to rebuild it. For example, 

according to Aristotle, the truth and expressions are two sides of the same coin as truth is 

derived from expression itself (in other words, communication is so to speak the loaded 

truth) (Trop, 2015). 

2.7.4. Aristotle’s Background 

 

The classical tradition in rhetoric, developed by Aristotle and modified by the Roman 

rhetoricians, Cicero and Quintilian, was designed for use chiefly in law courts, political 

meetings, and religious ceremonies (Bator, 1980). The classical approaches to rhetoric 

assume that human beings are reasonable and can be swayed by rational argument (Young 

et al., 1970). For example, the underlying principle of Aristotle's rhetoric is that the man is 

a rational animal who is capable of using logical reasoning as the basis for argument 

(Bator, 1980). Therefore, the strategy Aristotle used to analyse rhetorical transactions is 

focused on the processes of logical reasoning; for example, the rational man using 

reasonable means (such as enthymemes) in exhorting or dissuading (deliberative rhetoric), 

in praising or blaming (epideictic rhetoric), and in accusing or defending (forensic rhetoric) 

(Bator, 1980). Today, within the positive realm of rhetoric, the notion that Aristotle stands 

in a pivotal position in the Greek transition from oratory to literacy (which is not only the 

ability to read and write and use numbers, but also the ability to express and argue about 

ideas and opinions, solve problems, make decisions, and so forth) is encouraged in the 

scholarly literature (Graff, 2001). This is certainly inspiring for researchers from various 

different disciplines to use Aristotelian framework of rhetoric in their studies. Accordingly, 

this is what the current study has done. 
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Born the son of a Macedonian physician in 384 BCE, Aristotle lived during one of the 

most remarkable eras of human history (Molina & Spicer, 2004). By the time of his birth, 

the Greeks had established a cultural heritage that extended back many centuries (Molina 

& Spicer, 2004). For example, the fields of art, history, poetry, architecture, politics, 

music, drama, and, of course, philosophy all had rich and established traditions in the 

classical Greek world (Molina & Spicer, 2004).  

 

As a young man, Aristotle studied at the Academy under Plato (Molina & Spicer, 2004) 

but his ideas differed from his mentor’s in important ways (Conrad, 2011). Later he served 

as the personal tutor of Alexander the Great (Molina & Spicer, 2004). Upon Alexander’s 

ascension to the throne, Aristotle founded his own school, ‘the Lyceum’, in the ancient city 

of Athens (Molina & Spicer, 2004).  

 

Aristotle was a keen observer of the world around him and spent his life trying to make 

sense out of it, primarily through categorizing its every aspect (Conrad, 2011). Like Plato, 

he recognised the power of rhetoric and was very much concerned that it could be used to 

bring out the worst elements of human nature (Conrad, 2011). Also like Plato, he observed 

that some teachers of rhetoric taught techniques for swaying the emotions of judges and 

legislators instead of teaching their students how to help an audience arrive at the best 

decisions for itself and for the broader society (Conrad, 2011). However, he was also 

aware that rhetoric could be used to bring out the best in human beings and to help them 

construct the best possible societies (Conrad, 2011). Accordingly, to Aristotle (1962), 

rhetoric could become an ethical branch of politics based on the proper training given to 

the people (Conrad, 2011). 

 

However, in today’s time, we cannot time bound Aristotle’s notion of rhetoric to the 

antiquity or the political practices of his time. This is because writing nearly 25 centuries 

ago; Aristotle developed a prolific corpus of work covering a vast array of subjects, much 

of which still has great relevance for us today (Molina & Spicer, 2004). For example, 

according to Molina & Spicer (2004), nearly every college and university in the western 

world offers an introductory logic course that, in every important respect, can be 

thoroughly recognizable to Aristotle (in terms of the system of reasoning that he created). 

As such, his influence on the development of western intellectual thought is immeasurable 

(Molina & Spicer, 2004). 
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2.8. Understanding the Conception of Aristotle’s Rhetoric 

 

As previously stated in this chapter, Aristotle’s (1991) definition of rhetoric is ‘the art of 

discovering all the available means of persuasion’. As the word ‘art’ is quite prominent in 

the definition, this indicates that the ancient Greeks pursued a wealth of rhetorical 

dimensions or devices for achieving persuasion on their arguments. In this regard, Self 

(1979) argued that ‘art’ is a state of affair concerned with a true course of reasoning, and 

lack of ‘art’ on the contrary is a state of affair concerned with a false course of reasoning. 

Therefore, by definition, making an artful discourse requires pursuing a true course of 

reasoning in examining the available means of persuasion and knitting them into an appeal 

for obtaining a particular response from a particular audience (Anderson, 1968). The 

particular response which is sought from the audience therefore is Persuasion. However, in 

regard to the false course of reasoning,  Self (1979) argued that  avoiding such a careful 

process of invention and composition in favor of a false course of reasoning, perhaps 

displayed in attempts to manipulate or distort the judgements of the audience, is definitely 

possible, but it is not artistic (Self, 1979). Surely, such non-artistic notion (applying the 

false course of reasoning in order to manipulate or distort audience’s judgements) is not 

what Aristotle’s rhetoric is about and so the current study do not favor it.  

 

Accordingly, the rhetorical dimensions or devices used by the appraisees and appraisers 

are sought in their arguments for the analysis with a view that they have used them in their 

efforts to pursue a true course of reasoning for persuasion. And so, their reasoning is 

considered as the reality of the PA. However, how effectively they have used the rhetorical 

devices in their talk is a different matter. For example, their inefficient use of rhetorical 

dimensions or devices will not allege them to be using false course of reasoning (e.g., for 

manipulation or distortion purpose), but it will have an adverse influence on the 

persuasiveness of their arguments. Similarly their effective use of rhetorical devices will 

suggest that their arguments are persuasive. In this regard, for example, Self (1979) 

maintained the notion that Aristotelian definition of rhetoric, as an ‘art’, emphasises the 

process of discovering ‘all the available means of persuasion’ and not just the achievement 

of persuasive effects.  As such, one may argue that the persuasive effects can naturally be 

achieved to the fullest when ‘all the available means of persuasion’ are discovered. This is 

the reason that Aristotle (1991) emphasised on ‘all the available means of persuasion’ and 

not just the achievement of the persuasive effects. These classical ‘available means of 
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persuasion’ or ‘artistic proofs’ are known as the rational appeal (logos), the ethical appeal 

(ethos), and the emotional appeal (pathos), which may be sought in the talk (arguments), 

facts, figures, testimonies, etc. For example, in case of the current study, the interviews’ 

talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding the PA practiced in their banks is sought for 

these ‘artistic proofs’.  

 

Moreover, according to Molina & Spicer (2004), the ‘available means of persuasion’ or 

‘pisteis’ (as Aristotle termed them) may be divided into two classes: the non-artistic and 

the artistic. Molina & Spicer (2004) further added that laws, witnesses, and contracts are 

all examples of the non-artistic ‘means of persuasion’ because they involve no creative 

element on the part of the speaker (as they are simply given) while in contrast, artistic 

means of persuasion are those methods that are invented or constructed by the speaker. It 

was these artistic means of persuasion that Aristotle (1991) was chiefly interested in 

exploring (Molina & Spicer, 2004). 

 

Furthermore, in Aristotle’s rhetoric, the enthymemes are the very important substance of 

persuasion as they are the basic method of stirring up the values and premises of the 

audience on behalf of a particular judgement (Bitzer, 1959). Aristotle’s ‘available means of 

persuasion’ (logos, ethos, and pathos) function as enthymemes and, though any of the 

‘artistic proofs’ may be used independently, rhetorical demonstration which is directed 

toward achieving judgement from the audience in the area of human action demands 

specifically a presentation from the speaker which confronts all three ‘artistic proofs’ 

(logos, ethos and pathos) (Grimaldi, 1972). Therefore, obviously the rhetorical speaker 

needs knowledge of all the aspects of the human soul and the ability to achieve in each 

situation the appropriate balance of appeals (‘artistic proofs’) to evoke the desired response 

in the audience (Self, 1979).  

 

In addition, other than the ‘available means of persuasion’ (Adegoju, 2008), Aristotle 

(1991) partitioned rhetoric into three branches. For example, with his passion for 

categorization, he distinguished between and among what he called deliberative, forensic 

and epideictic forms of rhetoric (which according to him operate within a definable 

temporal sphere) (Robinson, 2006).  They can be also referred as three kinds of rhetorical 

speeches (Adegoju, 2008). In the deliberative kind of speech, the speaker either advises the 

audience to do something or warns them against doing something (Adegoju, 2008). The 

audience has to judge things that are going to happen in the future and have to decide 
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whether they will cause harm or advantage (Rapp, 2002). In the forensic speech, the 

speaker either accuses somebody or defends someone or himself/herself (Adegoju, 2008). 

Naturally, this kind of speech treats things that occured in the past (Adegoju, 2008). Rapp 

(2002) explained that while the deliberative and forensic species have their context in a 

controversial situation in which the listener (audience) has to decide in favor of one or two 

opposing parties, the third species does not aim at such a decision. The epideictic speech 

praises or blames somebody for it tries to describe the deeds or things related to the 

respective person as honourable or shameful (Adegoju, 2008).  

 

What’s more, Aristotle (1991) explained that rhetoric and dialectic are alike as they are 

both inductive and deductive means of proof. Induction involves reasoning from particular 

facts or cases to general principles (Molina & Spicer, 2004). By making many 

observations, for example, that individual human beings die, one may reasonably be led to 

the conclusion that all human beings are mortal (Molina & Spicer, 2004). Deduction, on 

the other hand, involves reasoning from general principles or premises to a logical 

conclusion (in a specific case) (Molina & Spicer, 2004). For instance, the major premise 

that all human beings are mortal, when coupled with the minor premise that Socrates is a 

human being, leads to the conclusion that Socrates is mortal (Molina & Spicer, 2004). For 

Aristotle, in rhetoric, inductive reasoning is demonstrated through the use of paradigms, 

and deductive reasoning is demonstrated through the use of rhetorical syllogisms or 

enthymemes (Molina & Spicer, 2004). However, it is important to mention here that the 

focus of the current study is not on the three branches of rhetoric (deliberative, forensic and 

epideictic) or the inductive and deductive reasoning. Here it is important to state that 

Aristotle’s (1991) rhetoric is an important part of the rhetorical framework used in the 

current study; therefore, it is discussed in chapter 4 as well. A few basic concepts are 

explained here for a later discussion in the rhetorical framework. 

2.9. The Background and Understanding of the Negative View of Rhetoric 

 

According to Nichols (1987), the notion of rhetoric has fallen into disrepute. As such, 

Molina & Spicer (2004) stated that one often uses the term rhetoric to describe 

inflammatory speech that is meant to win the public over to some cause through 

incitement, fear, or anger.  Similarly, according to a view, a man who uses rhetoric appears 

to have something to hide; for example, he uses his talk about justice and the common 

good as a cloak for his selfish aims and unjust purposes (Nichols, 1987). According to this 
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view, rhetoric is not considered as a mean to convey knowledge; it is rather considered as a 

tool used by those who would distort the truth for their own motives (Nichols, 1987).  

 

However, these criticisms on rhetoric are not new. Their roots go back to the antiquity. 

Rhetoric was subject to the same criticisms in Aristotle’s time as it is in our time (Nichols, 

1987). Aristophanes and Plato are considered to be the two major attackers on Aristotle’s 

rhetoric from the ancient times.  In his comedy play, ‘The Clouds’, Aristophanes (1994) 

accused those whom he thought use rhetoric to subvert justice by making a weak argument 

seem compelling.  For example, in ‘The Clouds’, Aristophanes (1994) portrayed ‘Socrates’ 

as an amoral Sophist who teaches men to cheat through the use of rhetoric (Molina & 

Spicer, 2004). Aristophanes (1994: 103) did this through one of his characters, 

‘Koryphaios’, who asserted: ‘‘Now then, I freely admit that among men of learning I am—

somewhat pejoratively—dubbed the Sophistic, or Immoral, Logic. And why? Because I 

first devised a method for the Subversion of Established Social Beliefs and the 

Undermining of Morality. Moreover, this little invention of mine, this knack of taking what 

might appear to be the worse argument and nonetheless winning my case, has, I might add, 

proved to be an extremely lucrative source of income.’’ Therefore, through his character 

‘Koryphaios-Socrates’, Aristophanes (1994) associated what he thought was an ‘unjust 

rhetoric’ to Sophists and philosophers (Nichols, 1987).  

 

Similarly, the ‘Socrates’ of the Platonic dialogueue, ‘Gorgias’, criticised rhetoric just as 

harshly as did the ‘Socrates’ portrayed by Aristophanes (Nichols, 1987) in his play, ‘The 

Cloud’. Walter (1984), considered Plato among the most brilliant and artistic writers of 

antiquity who had a unique theory of rhetoric. For example, according to Quimby (1974), 

Plato was first interested in rhetoric because he considered that it was the Sophists' method 

and substance for inculcating the qualities of virtue and leadership in their disciples and 

second, Plato was himself concerned about the development of virtuous leaders. 

Accordingly Walter, (1984) argued that even though the conventional 20th century’s 

thought about Plato is that he condemned rhetoric; however, Plato’s actual notion of 

rhetoric may still have been either unknown, or ignored, or misunderstood.  

 

However, McComiskey (1992) stated that Plato's disdain for sophistic doctrines, especially 

those concerning rhetoric, is not a secret. Much has been written about Plato's attitude 

toward rhetoric, and the majority of writers have believed that Plato disdained it 

throughout his life (Quimby, 1974).  Kerferd (1984) also considered Plato's treatment of 
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sophists extremely hostile. In fact, according to McComiskey (1992), throughout the 

Platonic work, sophistic doctrines are criticised; for example, in the ‘Gorgias’, the sophist 

from ‘Leontini-Sicily’ is completely ridiculed. Here the point to be noted is that when 

Plato wrote the ‘Gorgias’, the Adenine democracy was in an unstable condition 

(McComiskey, 1992). Hence, this may depict the context behind his ridicule. 

 

In ‘Gorgias’, Plato (1999a) had ‘Socrates’ condemn rhetoric by confronting his famous 

master, also called ‘Gorgias’, and by demonstrating that although ‘Gorgias’ claims to be a 

teacher of justice, he does not know what justice actually is (Molina & Spicer, 2004). By 

showing that ‘Gorgias’ does not know the meaning of what he discusses, Plato’s ‘Socrates’ 

carries Aristophanes’ criticism of rhetoric to philosophic grounds which is based on the 

thought that rhetoric is not based on the truth (Nichols, 1987). Moreover, ‘Socrates’ in 

‘Gorgias’ argued that not only ‘Gorgias’ doesn’t know what justice is, but also he doesn’t 

know what is good for his audience and so instead of aiming at their good, he tried to give 

them pleasure (Nichols, 1987). Similarly, ‘Socrates’ in ‘Gorgias’ further argued that 

rhetoric is like cooking (Molina & Spicer, 2004). For example, this sort of cooking, 

‘Socrates’ pointed out, is to give pleasure to the body without reference to what is actually 

good for the body (Molina & Spicer, 2004).  

 

However, in his later work, ‘Phaedrus’, Plato (1999b) pointed out what he saw as the 

requirements for a true ‘art’ of rhetoric which confined his notion of a true ‘art’ of rhetoric 

to only private speech because according to him, public speech did not take into account 

the differences between men (Molina & Spicer, 2004). For example, Plato thought that 

other than its instability to comprehend the needs and ends of a variety of individuals, 

public speech both fall short of the truth and is basically unjust (Nichols, 1987). Therefore, 

in ‘Phaedrus’, Plato (1999b) used ‘Socrates’, who dialectically determined truth and the 

natures of the souls of his audience, in order to sketch a proposal for the ‘art’ of rhetoric 

(Eades, 1996). And that proposal was what Plato (1999b) considered as a true ‘art’ of 

rhetoric, which should be followed by the speakers. As such, it is quite apparent that Plato 

did not condemn rhetoric but the practices of the Sophists (Walter, 1984). Today, many 

scholars of contemporary rhetorical studies claim that Plato in the ‘Phaedrus’ advocated a 

positive view of rhetoric, which is philosophical or dialectical rhetoric, and so Plato should 

be understood as a rhetorician in his own right (McAdon, 2004).  
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Here, it is also important to mention that when rhetoric was charged with the similar 

(negative) allegations in Aristotle’s time, which are being discussed, Aristotle provided a 

defence of rhetoric (Nichols, 1987). For example, according to Nichols (1987), Aristotle's 

(1991) account of rhetoric answers not only the ancient criticisms of rhetoric, especially 

Plato's, but it also constitutes a defence against rhetoric's modern critics (Nichols, 1987). 

Moreover, contrary to the charge that rhetoric undermines, what Aristophanes (1994) 

called, ‘established social beliefs’, Nichols (1987) further argued that Aristotle’s (1991) 

concept of rhetoric subordinates itself to widely held opinions about what is noble, good, 

and just. According to Aristotle (1991), the rhetorician should move beyond widely held 

opinions because such opinions are not homogeneous, and are composed of a variety of 

elements, which may be contradictory to one another (Nichols, 1987). Therefore, 

Aristotle’s account of rhetoric teaches rhetoricians how to incorporate into their speeches 

(or arguments) the variety of goods that men seek which means that in practice, it is based 

on a comprehensive understanding of human nature (Nichols, 1987). And because it is 

based on a comprehensive understanding of human nature, it is considered both true and 

just to the extent that human affairs permit; therefore, it is persuasive (Nichols, 1987). 

Likewise, the current study rejects the negative criticism on rhetoric and views it in a 

positive light. In other words, it is persuasive of persuasion aspect of rhetoric. 

 

2.10. Rhetoric and Controversy, Particularly from Organisational and Management 

Perspective 

 

Cicero's (2009) De Oratore illustrated a particular rhetorical method which is known as 

controversy in the modern expression. The method was referred as ‘controversia’ by the 

Romans which involved the conduct of argument by placing two or more opposing claims 

in juxtaposition (Mendelson, 1998). Mendelson (1998) maintained that instead of 

discussing ‘controversia’ in a formal manner, by abstracting its general nature and 

detailing its logical parts, Cicero chose to dramatize ‘controversia’ by going beyond its 

abstract principles in order to allow his students the direct access to argument in action. 

 

Similarly, Carter (1988) argued that Cicero’s method for analysing and inventing 

arguments in the instances of ‘stasis’ is his method of ‘controversia’ (Carter, 1988). 

‘Stasis’ is a Greek word.  The typical translation of the word ‘stasis’ is issue, but it has a 

double identity as a discursive phenomenon and a heuristic for using that phenomenon 

(Pullman, 1995). Accordingly, ‘stasis’ suggests both motionlessness and interference 
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(Pullman, 1995). For example, it is the discursive pause created when a difference of 

opinion occur or interfere (Pullman, 1995). Hence, a point of ‘stasis’ may be recognised as 

a point where the articulation of an opinion stops due to the introduction of a counter 

opinion (Carter, 1998). It may also signify a disruption of common opinion, the point at 

which progress as usual stops because an equally strong counter opinion is introduced 

(Carter, 1998). 

 

Carter (1988), further defined ‘stasis’ as the method by which speakers in the classical 

rhetorical tradition identified the area of disagreement, the point that was to be argued, and 

the issue on which the case was based. Therefore, the method of ‘controversia’ constituted 

a dialogueical testing of various positions that could elevate ordinary conversation to 

serious debate (Carter, 1988). Although this method was rooted in court room debate, for 

Cicero, its great value laid in pitting philosophical schools against one another in order to 

test their claims (Carter, 1988).  

 

A very similar concept to ‘controversia’ or ‘Ciceronian controversia’ is ‘contrarianism’. 

According to Sloane (1997), ‘contrarianism’ (or controversy) is of the essence in rhetoric. 

Sloane (1997) further illustrated its presence throughout the rhetorical tradition; for 

example, in ‘disputation’, ‘Ciceronian controversia’, ‘pro and con thinking’, ‘the dissoi 

logoi’, ‘the Erasmian via diversa’, ‘argument in utramque partem’, and so forth.  Burke 

(1969) considered controversy as one of the important things which make rhetoric 

necessary as he argued that controversy attracts rhetoric. Therefore, Burke (1969) 

suggested that the rhetorical analysis should always be ready to expose the mystification of 

the social world. Similarly, according to Sillince (2006), rhetoric is the particular use of 

language deployed when a speaker addresses an audience in the form of a proposition 

about a controversy. This involves the conscious, deliberate and efficient utilisation of 

persuasion to bring about behavioural or attitudinal change and occurs in a context that 

suggests a persuasion motive (Cheney et al., 2004).  However, in views of a number of 

scholars, because we use rhetoric in everyday language about common controversies, we 

often draw on it in situations characterised by an absence of credible source, clear 

evidence, certain backing, or logical support (e.g., Bryant, 1953; Cheney et al., 2004; 

Nelson, 1987; Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969/1971).  

 

According to Tjosvold (1985), controversy is a special kind of conflict and occurs when 

one person’s ideas, opinions, conclusions, theories, and information are incompatible with 
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the other person when they discuss problems and make decisions (Tjosvold, 1985). 

Accordingly, conflicts exist when incompatible activities occur (Deutsch, 1973; 1980). 

Particularly, decision makers disagree when they define issues or problems, outline 

alternatives, make choices, and implement solutions (Tjosvold, 1985). They disagree 

throughout decision making and need to resolve such conflict in order to move into the 

next level of decision making (Tjosvold, 1985). Therefore, in the context of decision 

making, controversy involves differences of opinion that at least temporarily prevent, 

delay, or interfere in the making of a decision (Tjosvold, 1985). This is because persons in 

controversy have opposing views about how they should proceed and face the pressures to 

resolve these differences in order to reach a decision and move forward (Tjosvold, 1985). 

 

Other than the conflict which occurs due to the difference of opinions, another major kind 

of conflict, conflict of interests, occurs when the actions of one person pursuing his or her 

own benefits interfere, prevent, or block the actions of the other person who is doing the 

same (Deutsch, 1973; Johnson & Johnson, 1982). These conflicts arise due to differences 

in needs, preferences, goals, and scarcity of resources (Tjosvold, 1985). For example, 

labours and management negotiations often involve conflict of interests where labours’ 

demands for higher wages interfere with the attempt by management to retain earnings in 

the company (Tjosvold, 1985). These conflicts typically provoke negotiations, in an 

attempt to reach to a compromise that will satisfy, to some extent, the interests of both 

parties (Tjosvold, 1985). However, according to Thomas (1976), organisational research 

has focused on conflict in general, without differentiating between controversy and conflict 

of interest. Controversy can often be resolved with a decision that is more effective for all, 

whereas conflict of interests is typically resolved through compromises that are only 

partially satisfying to the parties involved (Tjosvold, 1985).  

 

Moreover, Controversy research may investigate a number of issues in organisational and 

management setting such as conflicting discussions that are constructively managed 

through elabouration of positions and supporting arguments, people’s attempts to 

understand each other’s reasoning, integration of opposing views, and making of good 

quality decisions (Tjosvold, 1985). Tjosvold (1985) further argued that controversy and 

conflict of interests should be considered as pure types. Although many actual conflict 

situations are mixture of the two, there may be more one type than the other (Tjosvold, 

1985). For example, labour and management have conflict of interests over wage 
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settlements, but also have controversies about how the company’s productivity can best be 

improved (Tjosvold, 1985). 

 

Recent studies have elabourated on the value of controversy (Tjosvold, 1985). People in 

controversy have been found to be motivated to know others’ positions and to develop 

understanding and appreciation of them (Tjosvold et al., 1981; Tjosvold, 1985). 

Controversy can also result in open-mindedness, interpersonal attraction, and incorporation 

of opposing views into one’s own (Tjosvold & Deemer, 1980; Tjosvold, 1985). By 

promoting interest, communication, and understanding, controversy may facilitate 

solutions to problems (Tjosvold, 1985).  

 

Specific to the context of decision making, the controversies, or conflicts of ideas, are an 

inevitable part of decision making and problem solving (Tjosvold, 1985). It is not 

surprising that a wide range of issues have been suggested for stimulating controversies in 

organisations (Tjosvold, 1985). For example, performance appraisal (PA) process can be 

regarded as one such issue as there is an involvement of many different parties in it such as 

appraisees, appraisers, management, and so forth. Maier (1970) argued that groups whose 

members are heterogeneous are more likely to experience controversy. For example, 

according to Mann & Janis (1983), every one express criticism and reservations about the 

dominant positions; therefore, dividing the group into two or more groups and assigning 

them opposing positions to defend can stimulate controversy, especially if some groups are 

assigned with more dominant positions than the other. Same may be said about the 

appraisees and appraisers as they are two different parties in a sense that one evaluates and 

the other is evaluated.  

 

The reason of discussing the current literature, regarding controversy, is to substantiate the 

notion that PA is a potentially controversial practice and so it attracts the rhetorical 

attention. In the current heading, much of the discussion has been made about rhetoric and 

controversy, and controversy in the organisational and management context, while the 

issue that how PA is a potentially controversial practice has not been discussed. This is 

because chapter 3 (critical literature review on PA) discusses the matter in detail. 
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2.11. Rhetoric and Persuading One’s Own Self or Self-Persuasion, Particularly from 

Organisational and Management Perspective  

 

This extension of rhetoric is fertile because it sets argumentation, persuasion, 

negotiation and therefore micro politics to the front, and discovers dynamism in social 

life (Carrithers, 2005). Through the prism of rhetoric we can see that, in any moment of 

interaction, some act to persuade, others are targets of persuasion; some work, others are 

worked upon (Carrithers, 2005). The eventfulness of life, the historicity, is moved by the 

rhetorical will, the ‘energeia’, of those who for the moment hold the floor and aim to 

realise a plan or intention, and upon, others (Carrithers, 2005). Of course, one’s own 

persuasion is essentially important in order to peruse the rhetorical will to persuade others. 

 

According to Fernandez (1986), the rhetorical effort makes a movement (of mind) 

and leads to a performance. This is not to say that persuasion is always effective, or that 

plans are always realised, but rather that the motive force of historicity (or eventfulness of 

life) lies ultimately in the will to persuade (Carrithers, 2005). However, the will to 

persuade others comes from one’s own persuasion of the substance about which others are 

needed to be persuaded.  Moreover, it may be considered as misleading and deceitful, but it 

is not rhetoric if the speaker him/herself is not persuaded on the subject matter about which 

he/she is persuading others. This is the reason, why in many discourses, it is clearly 

noticeable that the speakers not only try to persuade the audiences but also themselves.    

 

It is interesting to see how people tend to use the same rhetorical methods on themselves 

which they use on others (Billig, 1996; Nienkamp, 2001). Similarly, according to 

Carrithers (2005), thinking or thought itself is an argument with one’s own self as an 

argument with others; therefore anything which involves thinking involves persuasion of 

not only others but also one’s own self. In other words, thinking is arguing with one’s own 

self, and so it involves persuasion of one’s own self than just the persuasion of others. 

Accordingly, in the context of organisations, beyond the rational approach to management, 

‘persuasive management’ approach (Bonet et al., 2011) is on rise. This approach 

emphasises the role of persuasion, pointing out that a central activity of modern managers 

is not only to persuade people (from inside and outside the organisation), but also to 

persuade themselves (Iglesias & Bonet, 2012). 
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Similarly, according to Heath (1990), corporate management not only uses rhetoric to 

influence persons inside and outside their organisations, but also is an audience of their 

own rhetoric. Therefore, their own persuasion is important before they attempt to persuade 

others. However, Heath (1990) pointed out that their own persuasion can have 

implications. For example, if they become convinced of what they are saying then the 

culture they create shuts them off to alternative interpretations of reality (Heath, 1990). 

Heath’s (1990) argument about the implication is debatable. This is because Heath (1990) 

did not take in to consideration that organisations as social entities are at a continuous 

process of evolution, as any other aspect in the social world. Therefore, thinking and 

thoughts are evolved as well in this process. Thus, the things which were considered to be 

a reality of the past, may not be considered as the reality of the present, and the things 

which are considered as the reality of today, may not be considered as the reality of future. 

Hence, when the thinking and thoughts are evolved on continuous basis then the managers 

may still be open to alternative interpretations and arguments, depending on how 

convincing or persuasive the alternative interpretations and arguments are in comparison of 

their own. 

 

In addition, in the history of philosophy, the concept of judgement has been defined in 

many ways by important philosophers, and of these we present the following notion: a 

judgement is a mental activity whereby we recognise that an object (subject) has a property 

(predicate) (Bonet, 2014). In other words, it is a mental process in which we introduce, 

think and evaluate a statement about something and accept or reject it as true or false 

(Bonet, 2014). Judgement has two aspects: the mental acts of judging, whose study belong 

to psychology and philosophy, and the content or product of these acts, whose study 

belong to logic (Bonet, 2014). Modern logic, to avoid confusion with the mental acts, in 

which it is not interested, uses the term proposition instead of statement (Bonet, 2014). 

Beyond cases of immediate evidence and “a priori” statements, the mental activities of 

judgement are complex and we perform them continuously (Bonet, 2014). They involve 

reflections, comparisons, choices and decisions (Bonet, 2014). The logical vision of 

judgement has neglected the fact that these activities involve persuasion, but the rhetorical 

activity of self-persuasion is always present in judgement (Bonet, 2014).  

 

Furthermore, according to Schutz (1962), our eyes receive some visual inputs from the 

object and our imagination and fantasy complete the mental image. These mental 

operations involve the recognition of the object as a specific kind of object, such as a tree 



- 60 - 

 

or a dog (Bonet, 2014). Our mental image has a hypothetical character, which is influenced 

by our expectations, and can be confirmed or refuted. For instance, we are waiting for 

John, we see somebody coming and we think that it is him (Bonet, 2014). A closer look 

shows that we are wrong and we feel surprised by this misunderstanding (Bonet, 2014). 

Schutz did not explicitly use the concept of judgement nor the concept of meanings in the 

subject of perception, but it is clear in his comments and examples that perception involves 

judgement, creation of meanings and, therefore, the rhetoric of self-persuasion (Bonet, 

2014). A central point of Schutz’s paper is to emphasise that an intentional action is 

constituted by the purpose of changing one state of affairs into another state, a mental 

project or mental rehearsal of the action and the performance of the act (Bonet, 2014). 

Even if Schutz does not make it explicit, considering alternative purposes and choosing 

one of them, making decisions on different ways of achieving a specific purpose and 

finally performing the act are activities that involve judgement and self-persuasion (Bonet, 

2014). In particular the mental project is an anticipation or a hypothesis of the performance 

and, in the performance the actor has to check if the realization of the project is successful 

or has to be modified (Bonet, 2014). The main thesis of Schutz is the following: we cannot 

directly observe the purpose nor the mental project of other people’s actions, and we have 

to interpret them to understand their acts (Bonet, 2014). An action has different meanings 

for the actor and the observers (Bonet, 2014) or audience. Therefore, as an actor and our 

own audience, we are performing both the activities, judgements and self-persuasion 

(Bonet, 2014). 

 

Before moving to the next topic, I will point to the concern Carter & Jackson (2004) raised, 

that is, whether managers believe their own rhetoric or use it cynically in organisations. 

There have been a number of scholars, such as Kunda (1992), Poole & Mansfield (1992) 

and Watson (1994) who have argued that managers do appear to believe in their own 

rhetoric. This is because it is a part of their job to persuade others. In this regard, they use 

arguments and discourses which involves them in the cognitive and thinking process. This 

implies that they cannot persuade others if they are not themselves persuaded of their own 

arguments. Therefore, their self-persuasion is important, may be as a part of their job 

requirement as managers. 
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2.12. Organisational Rhetoric  

 

2.12.1. An Overview 

 

Sillince (2006) argued that rhetoric is the particular use of language deployed by the 

speaker when he or she addresses an audience in the form of a proposition about a 

controversy. This involves “the conscious, deliberate and efficient use of persuasion to 

bring about attitudinal or behavioural change” (Cheney et al., 2004: 84) and occurs in a 

context that suggests a persuasion motive (Cheney et al., 2004). Conrad (2011) asked a 

questioned: why should we study organisational rhetoric? He answered the question 

himself by using a phrase from the 1960s – ‘that’s where the action is’ (Conrad, 2011). Of 

course the action in the organisations is a consequence of people working in them (e.g., 

employees, managers, subordinates, leaders, bosses, etc.). And so, these people are one of 

the main sources of organisational rhetoric. Peterson (1990) defined organisational rhetoric 

as the symbolic acts through which organisational members both reveal and construct 

organisational personae.  

 

According to Sillence (2006), when we consider rhetoric within an organisational frame, 

we find various influences and constituents. Rhetoric that is defined as exclusively 

organisational is usually directed at many different internal and external audiences 

(Cheney, 1991). For example, rhetoric (as a practice) that was considered to essentially 

involve a physically present and known orator, in front of the known audience, in the 

courtrooms or public speeches, now seems to be moving towards an impersonal or 

anonymous organisational representative or spokesperson (Cheney, 1992), and an unclear 

audience (Cheney et al., 2004). As a result, rhetoric as a one-to-many model (e.g., one 

speaker and many members of the audience) is unable to provide a complete framework 

for the more varied forms within organisations (Sillence, 2006). This has given a rise to an 

interest in rhetoric that is not identified with persons or roles as much as with the 

argumentative positions (Sillince, 2006). Therefore, organisations engage in multiple 

efforts of rhetoric simultaneously and may direct the same rhetoric internally and 

externally at the same time (Cheney et al., 2004).  
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According to Weick (1979), organisational strategizing is not passive to the objective 

forces of the environment, instead the environment is enacted by the members of the 

organisation and their environments are partly socially constructed and enacted (Sillence, 

2006). Therefore, organisational strategizing is deeply  rhetorical as it enables 

organisations to use rhetoric for closure among many possible meanings (Berger & 

Luckmann, 1966; Linstead, 2001), such as the organisation gets closer to its audience by 

means of identification (Cheney, 1983; Cheney et al., 2004) or “adjustment of 

organisations to environments and of environments to organisations” (Crable & Vibbert, 

1986: 394). Fairclough (1992) argued that people achieve closure of meanings by 

positioning some interpretations as taken for granted versus others as excluded.  Or by 

using rhetoric that is based on the structure of reality versus rhetoric that constructs reality 

(Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969/1971). This may be by means of creating associations 

and dissociations (Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969/1971) or resonances and 

dissonances (Oswick et al., 2004). 

2.12.2. Organisational Rhetoric and Persuasion 

 

Organisations are intuitively understood, even by a layperson, as persuasive enterprises; 

for example, one has only to experience the myriad of advertisement and commercials in 

the contemporary mass media to be reminded of that practical reality (Cheney & 

McMillan, 1990).  Similarly, urging people to buy a product or a service is now regarded 

as but one obvious part of the persuasive activity of the modern organisations (Cheney & 

McMillan, 1990), but of course organisations are not all about it. According to Conrad 

(2011) not only organisational rhetoric influences public policies, both directly and 

indirectly, but also, at an equal important level, organisational rhetoric influences popular 

attitudes and beliefs, and so guides and constrains our actions and interpretations of reality 

(Greider, 1992; Soros, 1998; 2000). 

 

Cheney & McMillan (1990) argued that scholars have only recently begun to discover and 

examine the pervasiveness of persuasion within every area of organisational life, ranging 

from activities such as recruiting, motivation, mobilization, and retention on the ‘inside’ of 

the organisation to image making, identity maintenance, and political influence within the 

wider environment. Hence, the pervasiveness of organisational rhetoric has begun to affect 

contemporary understanding of persuasion (Cheney & McMillan, 1990). In this regard, 

Crable, (1990) argued that organised persuasion has become so much a part of modern life 

that scholars now question whether persuasion can occur entirely apart from organisation. 
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For example, these days, human interaction is largely, if not inevitably, defined by the 

organisations within which we live (Cheney & McMillan, 1990; Crable, 1990). This all 

depicts that “organisations have replaced individuals as key figures in society” (Heath, 

2009: 18). Therefore, Cheney (1983) argued that identification with organisations is 

essential for their members’ satisfaction and commitment, which is achieved in large part 

through rhetoric. Of course this rhetoric is also produced by the organisational members. 

This makes organisational members as key entities to study for their rhetoric. 

 

In addition, Crable (1990) pointed out two complementary claims about organisations and 

rhetoric: Whatever else they are, organisations are inherently rhetorical; whatever else it is, 

rhetoric is inherently organisational. If these two complementary claims are accepted, they 

lead to two implications: It is one thing to argue that organisations exist with rhetoric in 

and around them, but it is far more radical to suggest that organisations should be defined 

rhetorically; correspondingly, it is one thing to argue that rhetoric often is provided by 

organisations, but that differs markedly from arguing that rhetoric should be defined 

organisationally (Crable, 1990). Therefore, these two implications are needed to be 

considered when studying organisational rhetoric. 

 

Moreover, Hartelius & Browning (2008) argued that recent management research imports 

rhetorical scholarship into the study of organisations. For example, organisational rhetoric 

(as discursive practice) is found in formal public messages such as in speeches by CEOs, 

public relations campaigns and mission statements (Cheney et al., 2004), as well as in the 

thinking, language and communicative processes of ordinary human actors (e.g., members 

of organisations) (Hartelius & Browning, 2008; Watson, 1995a). Organisational rhetorical 

methods, which are ‘critical’ in the sense of analysing ‘reality’ and its seeming objectivity 

(Symon, 2005), have been applied to strategic management (Ezzamel & Willmott, 2008), 

employment relations (Hamilton, 2001), and organisational control (Linstead, 2001). 

 

Legget & Rosanas (2008) discussed the importance of communication in organisations, 

and how persuasion is a pervasive factor of our lives; for example, the ability to 

communicate persuasively is an essential skill in organisations today. One can understand 

two apparent reasons behind it. Firstly, as we now live and work in a flatter, more 

interdependent, society so gone are the days of dependency when information was 

delivered using top-down approach, and there was little needed to win over subordinates 

and colleagues with ideas and opinions (Legget & Rosanas, 2008). Secondly, in today’s 
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environment, uncertainty is part of our lives and we need to sell our ideas points of view, 

products, services, policies and, even our own talents and reputations (Legget & Rosanas, 

2008). If certainty existed, we would not need persuasion but in the world of uncertainty 

most of us need to persuade other to cooperate with us in order to get our jobs done; thus 

making persuasion a pervasive feature of all our lives, both inside and outside 

organisations (Legget & Rosanas, 2008). Similarly, Legget (2006) asserted three situations 

in which persuasion skills are critical in organisations, for example, in changing people’s 

attitude, opinions and behaviour, in reinforcing beliefs, and in establishing attitudes and 

opinions. 

 

Furthermore, Goosseff, (2014) argued that rhetorical success is measured in terms of 

influence of a speaker upon listeners. In the organisational context, listeners support the 

(new) information by new behaviour (Goosseff, 2014). Goosseff (2014) further argued that 

managers have only their authority given by the organisation to manage their employees 

while people obey their bosses because in the end they have to (Goosseff, 2014). 

According to Goosseff (2014), this sort of an influence of a speaker is quite simple and 

expected in an organisational setting and may need little or no involvement of rhetoric at 

all. However, Goosseff (2014) suggested that in order to motivate people to a higher 

degree, the use of rhetoric is advisable for the managers (Goosseff, 2014). However, there 

is a challenge posed by the knowledge environment in which we all live. According to 

Goosseff  (2014), persuasion is not needed if speaker and listeners already are in 

agreement, which is difficult in this knowledge world; therefore, the art of persuasion rests 

on how it handles potential disagreements especially when speaker and listener have access 

to or possess the same objective knowledge (Goosseff, 2014). In such a situation, it is 

important to resonate with the identity of the listeners and the persuasive speaker knows 

how to do it with the use of rheoric (Goosseff, 2014). One way of doing it is through 

cooperation and working together in the organisational setting. True cooperation and 

working together not only connect people on a behavioural level, but they also express 

agreement about goals and meaning (Goosseff, 2014).  

 

Cheney et al. (2004) outlined the functions of organisational rhetoric with three 

dimensions. The first dimension, the bounded text, highlights the tension between the 

persuasive effects of distinct messages versus a critique of a broader set of discursive 

patterns that socialize its members (Cheney et al., 2004; Clair, 1996). McGee (1990). For 

example, Cheney et al. (2004) argued that rhetoric consists of discursive ‘fragments’ or 
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scraps of messages that loosely cohere but never come together into a finished product, 

despite the fact that they may appear to be bounded or complete. The second dimension of 

the function of organisational rhetoric focuses on the intended direction of persuasive 

efforts and unclear and shifting audience boundaries where the differentiation between 

‘internal’ and ‘external’ corporate communications is neither mutually exclusive nor 

distinct (Cheney et al., 2004; Cheney & Christensen, 2001). The third dimension of 

organisational rhetoric is the strategic function of messages where persuasion depends on 

targeted assessments of purpose, audience and message to change others’ beliefs, actions 

and behaviours (Cheney et al., 2004; Hamilton 2001).  

 

On the whole, persuasion is the key element in organisational rhetoric. Persuasive 

messages may not only include responding to existing rhetorical situations such as when an 

organisation attempts to restore lost creditability (Benoit, 1995), attempting to shape and 

influence popular attitudes and public policy debates (Brown & Eisenhardt,1998), but also 

the  symbolic shaping of identity, image and brand, which contributes to organisational 

identification (Cheney et al., 2004). 

 

2.13. Rhetoric in Management Studies 

 

As previously discussed in this chapter, rhetoric is the art of effective persuasion in 

different contexts to advance certain interests (Aristotle 1991; Cheney et al. 2004). Recent 

work by management and organisational researchers draws heavily on rhetorical 

scholarship as it imports well-established ideas such as persuasion, power, ideology, 

argument, and manipulation into the study of organisation (Hartelius & Browning, 2008). 

For example, the areas of industrial relations, human resource management, organisational 

studies and management have witnessed a growing concern with rhetoric (Hamilton, 

1997). Similarly, Cyphert (2010) argued that the sheer scope of corporate activity ought to 

be enough warrant for rhetorical attention. 

 

More specifically, rhetoric is viewed in a variety of ways in management research, such as 

a managerial tool of influence and control, a means of understanding agents’ interpretive 

schemes, a way to understand institutional logics, a means of organisational identity 

construction, a means of analysing the role of organisational narratives (Hartelius & 

Browning 2008), and last but not least, a way to understand the institutional change 

process. Accordingly, rhetoric has not only been established as a bona fide organisational 
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phenomenon on practical grounds (Hopfl, 1995; Watson, 1995a), but it has also been 

considered as a rapidly growing area of interest to organisational and management 

researchers (Hoffman & Ford, 2010).  

 

On the other hand, rhetorical management is a key idea of many economic and 

management theories and implies that managers are rational individuals who make rational 

decisions which are often based on maximizing the mathematical function of benefits or 

minimizing costs (Iglesias & Bonet, 2012). However, this traditional approach to 

management minimizes the role of rhetoric, narratives, and persuasion in management 

research and practice (Flory & Iglesias, 2010). In fact, under this view, for many years, 

rhetoric was not only seen as meaningless in the context of management (Hunt, 1994), but 

also it was even associated with manipulation (Barley & Kunda, 1992). In the same vain 

narratives and storytelling were treated as unscientific and little attention was given to 

them until the last decade, when they increased progressively their influence in 

management research and practice and gained legitimacy (Gabriel, 2000). Similarly, there 

is an evidence of rhetorical approaches used for the narrative studies in management. 

Nowadays, it is well accepted that rhetorical studies have brought up an extremely 

interesting and rich method of interpretation and analysis in academia (Brown et al., 2009). 

And that they are also excellent drivers of organisational change for managers (Flory & 

Iglesias, 2010). 

 

Similarly, there is an increasing interdisciplinary focus of management scholars reaching 

out to rhetoric as a new way of understanding organisations (Sillence & Suddaby, 2008). 

There is also a growing adoption of social constructionist perspectives by management 

scholars, which has heightened the importance of language as a means of analysing 

organisations (Sillence & Suddaby, 2008). This ‘linguistic turn’ in the social sciences 

(Alvesson & Karreman, 2000) has drawn the attention of a number of scholars to the 

classical rhetorical tradition, owing to a newfound awareness that rhetoric is the core form 

of communication that coordinates social action (Sillence & Suddaby, 2008). 

 

2.14. Rhetoric: Criticism versus Support, Particularly from the Perspective of 

Management Scholars 

 

As previously stated, the negative view of rhetoric has stemmed from Plato’s idea of 

rhetoric. This view is believed to consider the use of rhetoric in a pejorative sense. Even in 



- 67 - 

 

the archives of the Oxford English Dictionary, rhetoric had been described as showy, 

ostentatious and seductive, and false and dishonest (Carter & Jackson, 2004). Therefore, in 

a pejorative sense, rhetoric is defined as a language which seeks to persuade others to do, 

think or feel something for an ostensible reason when the actual reason is quite different 

(Carter & Jackson, 2004).  

 

Plato’s accusation, which has been reasoned in rhetorical studies, is that the artful use of 

language poses the threat of deception as it can manipulate an audience or members of an 

organisation (Hartelius & Browning, 2008).  In the view of that one of the main ideas of 

Platonic scepticism is that persuasion, by definition, renders onto its users immense power 

and control (Hartelius & Browning, 2008). For example, management and administration 

scholars frequently express a concern that supervisors use rhetoric to control employees 

(Barley & Kunda, 1992; Oakes et al., 1998).  

 

Therefore, rhetoric is widely treated as a means of manipulation (Hartelius & Browning, 

2008). One example of such manipulation is Fine’s (1996) analysis of occupational 

rhetoric among chefs in which one of the tools used by him was metaphor. According to 

Fine (1996), it suggested deliberate practice and so he indicated rhetoric as being 

manipulative. Similarly, Markel (2005) examined rhetoric as a kind of misdirection in 

privacy policy statements which he related to deception. 

 

Further, Watson (1995b) stated that rhetoric is seen as a negative way of using language 

either to obscure truth or to manipulate an audience so that they come to accept a case on 

the grounds of the attractiveness of its presentation rather than the grounds of its substance. 

Therefore, rhetoric has been frequently compared with the reality. In this regard, one of the 

preferred subtitles in academic publications is ‘rhetoric vs. reality’ (Symon, 2000) or 

‘rhetoric and reality’ (Hamilton, 1997) where rhetoric is treated as inaccurate, manipulative 

(Symon, 2000) and opposed to reality. For example, Eco (1986) argued that there is an 

increasing detachment of signifier from signified in the rhetorical language which makes 

rhetoric more real (or hyper-reality) than the reality. Similarly, Carter & Jackson (2004) 

argued that what people experience is their reality, but they become increasingly aware of 

the gap between their reality and the language that is used to describe the reality.  

According to Worrall & Cooper (2001), this may be one of the reasons that the morals of 

people have been low, which has led them to be sceptical about organisations and 

management. However, it is important to mention that Watson (1995b) himself considered 
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rhetoric inevitably an integral part of research work and writings in social sciences. 

Similarly, Hamilton (1997) and Symon (2000) did see rhetoric as opposed to the reality. 

According to Hartelius & Browning (2008), in studies that focus on managers’ strategic 

language, rhetoric is simply conceptualized as a powerful tool (Hartelius & Browning, 

2008). Therefore, it is up to the readers to infer the tool’s primary uses (Hartelius & 

Browning, 2008).  Nevertheless, the management scholars who characterise rhetoric as 

being supplemental to theory building and research preserve the platonic assumption that it 

is either deceptive or superfluous (Hartelius & Browning, 2008).  

 

In addition, rhetoric has been criticised as emotive, an expression of ideological position, 

or a form of speech that embraces a wide range of meanings to the point that it becomes 

meaningless (Corbett, 1990; Nash, 1989; Vickers, 1988). For example, ‘it’s only rhetoric’ 

is sometimes a phrase pointed to the political or commercial claims and discourses, which 

is particularly aimed to suggest that rhetoric is trivial and reflects an inaccurate approach to 

accounts and claims (Hackley, 2003) for attaining compliance and consent (Carter & 

Jackson, 2004).  

 

In contrast to the negative views on rhetoric, Hartelius & Browning (2008) stated that a 

large number of modern theorists in management do not dismiss rhetoric as merely a ‘sham 

art’. Instead, they view rhetoric as a symbolic inducement that everyone participates in- 

managers and employees alike (Ehninger, 1968). For example, in acknowledging that 

language creates reality (Skoldberg, 1994), Feldman & Skoldberg (2002) used rhetorical 

theory to determine how special features of communicative practice, such as the 

enthymeme, function in a narrative sequence. Hence, they rejected the pejorative meaning 

associated to rhetoric (Hartelius & Browning, 2008). Similarly, Lawrence & Suddaby 

(2006) also rejected the negative image of rhetoric as they focused on the persuasive aspect 

of language in their study of discourse analysis. Hence, rhetoric is unlike what its negative 

image suggests. According to Hackley (2003), it is the study of how meaning and 

persuasion are mobilized through language and social practice. In classical sense, it 

emphasises the intentionality of the speaker, focusing on persuasion through argumentation 

(Warnick, 2000). 

 

Similarly, disapproving the potentially pejorative and mere rhetoric image of rhetoric, 

Billig (1987) emphasised on the ‘argumentative context’ of rhetoric as he stated that in 

order to understand the meaning of the whole discourse, one should consider the positions 
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which are being criticised, or against which a justification is being mounted. The idea is 

that without knowing the counter-positions, the argumentative meaning is lost (Billig, 

1991). Potter (1996) also supported this notion by referring to the ‘justification process’ in 

rhetoric. However, because the studies within the field of social psychology owe too much 

to Billig’s emphasis on ‘ideological dilemmas’ (Symon, 2000), which are contradictory 

strands within both the ideology and common sense of people to help them think 

meaningfully about themselves and world (Billig et al., 1998), this gives the impression 

that the study of rhetoric is confined to emotive topics about which there can be public 

debates (Symon, 2000).  

 

However, the researchers, such as Sillince (1999), who accepted rhetoric as manipulative, 

also emphasised on the positive side of it. For example, Sillince (1999) accepted that 

rhetoric has frequently been used in managerial research to represent something unreal or 

manipulative (Hartelius & Browning, 2008). Nevertheless, Sillince (1999) also emphasised 

the value of rhetoric to managerial researchers and argued that rhetoric should be used by 

them in the classical stylistic sense. This indicates that rhetoric itself is not a negative 

discipline, but the negative meanings which have been associated with it promote it in the 

negative light. Moreover, management researchers who advocate the negative view of 

rhetoric in their studies, in fact, use rhetoric themselves to support their views. In other 

words, such studies suggest rhetoric as unreal and manipulative with the use of rhetoric 

itself.  Accordingly, Hartelius & Browning (2008) argued that there are contemporary 

theorists who emphasise rhetoric’s good and bad qualities and its potential to be used for 

both productive and destructive ends (Hartelius & Browning, 2008).  Bonet & Sauquet 

(2010) also made the point in the favour of classical rhetoric and stated that rhetoric is a 

persuasive communication which pervades all kinds of personal, social, and public 

activities. For example, people use it to persuade an audience to accept their ideas, their 

underlying values, and their modes of thinking (Conrad, 2011). Therefore, rhetoric is used 

routinely, consciously and unconsciously, in our efforts to persuade others (Watson, 1995a; 

1995b). Hence, its significance for organisations and management cannot be overlooked. 

 

Accordingly, Heracleous & Barrett (2001) argued that the linguistic turn in the social 

sciences promoted calls for more complex understandings of organisations that would 

emphasise language not only as enabling information exchange but also as constructing 

social and organisational reality. The idea is based on a social constructionist epistemology 

where reality is seen as created through talk, not as objectively ascertainable (Symon, 
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2000). Hence, Heracleous & Barrett (2001) maintained that this is the reason that in 

management literature, rhetoric is regularly approached as a form of social construction.  

 

Moreover, the social constructive view of rhetoric derives our attention to the issue of 

rhetoric and identity as Heracleous & Barrett (2001) mentioned that rhetoric is 

fundamental to the construction of identity. A recurring insight in management scholarship 

is that this rhetorical construction happens individually and collectively (Hartelius & 

Browning, 2008). Just as individuals gather a sense of self through language and social 

interaction, organisations acquire an identity through discursive practices (Hartelius & 

Browning, 2008). However, at times, professional and personal identities interact as actors 

are simultaneously bosses and co-workers, sisters and brothers, sons and daughters, friends 

and teachers (Hartelius & Browning, 2008).  

 

This further derives our attention to the issue of managers as rhetors who are engaged in 

different identities simultaneously or equally likely (particularly in view of uncertainty and 

ambiguity of the managerial environment and context). Hartelius & Browning (2008) 

called the rhetor a protagonist as he or she is the primary vehicle for rhetorical and material 

transformation. For example, a rhetor incorporates all dimensions of rhetorical canon, such 

as invention, arrangement, style, memory and delivery (Hamilton 1998). Classifying a 

person in a management position as a rhetor or rhetorical being also draws our attention to 

the ways in which the managers of today’s organisations face many of the same 

challenges, regarding persuasion, as the classical orators (Hartelius & Browning, 2008). 

And in turn, our attention may inevitably be drawn to their use of the argumentative and 

persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their talk. Hence, it makes an interesting area to study 

that how they use such dimensions to construct the reality of different phenomena they 

experience in their organisations as managers. And one such phenomenon is PA, which is 

under study from the same perspective (e.g., how the appraisees and appraisers use the 

argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their talk to construct the reality of 

PA practiced in their banks). 

 

2.15. Rhetoric in Organisational and Management Studies: Examples from Various 

Studies 

 

This portion of the chapter mainly discusses a number of organisational and management 

studies which have either prolonged the contemporary rhetorical theory, or have performed 
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the rhetorical analysis (RA) (or the analysis with rhetorical approach). The reason for 

discussing these studies is to show, particularly, that RA can be performed with the use of 

different methodologies. As the current research’s methodology is semi-structured 

interviews; therefore, I have also discussed a number of rhetorical studies towards the end 

of this chapter which used the same methodology. However, it is important to mention here 

that even though I have discussed all these studies under 5 headings but they are not 

mutually exclusive of their particular heading in which they have been discussed, and may 

fall under each other’s headings as well. 

2.15.1. Rhetorical Theory in the Field of Organisational and Management Studies 

 

In view of the connection between rhetoric and management, Hartelius & Browning (2008) 

maintained that management theory has regarded rhetoric quite narrowly, mainly as a 

means of manipulation and control, and identified five alternative ways in which 

management scholars tend to use rhetorical theory: (1) descriptive and prescriptive ways of 

considering interaction; (2) the reproduction or undermining of organisational order; (3) a 

means of constituting individual and organisational identity; (4) managerial control; and 

(5) a way of understanding the difference between narrative and rational approaches to 

management. 

 

In addition, Jensen (2010) offered the main characteristics of the model of persuasive 

management, comparing it with the models of scientific management and the model of 

rational management. Similarly, Jensen (2010) also presented a model of management 

education based on the education of leaders, which includes: (1) skills of persuasion; (2) 

knowledge and practice of virtues; (3) and knowledge of science, society and conceptual 

and practical instruments. The main idea of Jensen’s (2010) study is that rhetoric is about 

persuasion and management is about persuading people while the underlying assumption is 

that persuasion rather than coercion is the way to manage. 

 

Moreover, King (2010) provided a reasoning for the rhetoric of negotiation as a powerful 

frame for what is typically considered as persuasion in business communication for both 

ethical and practical reasons. Drawing from the work of Eckhouse (1999) on business 

communication as a competitive activity and Booth’s (2004) concept of Win-Rhetoric 

versus Listening-Rhetoric, King (2010) argued for a broader understanding of the 

opponents.  
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Furthermore, Bonet (2014) discussed three important extensions of the boundaries of 

rhetoric and their consequences: (1) classical rhetoric limited itself to the study of public 

speeches and contemporary rhetoric involves persuasion by words, making possible the 

study of the rhetoric of management; (2) since Plato, it has been a long historical debate to 

reject rhetorical arguments but their recent recovery has led to the rhetoric of science and 

the rhetoric of economics; and (3) the extension of rhetoric from persuading others to self-

persuasion is revealing the role of rhetoric in judgement, the interpretation of human action 

and the foundations of social sciences. 

2.15.2. Rhetorical Approach in Studies Concerning Institutional Logic and Change in 

Organisational and Management Setting 

 

A number of studies, explicitly or implicitly, have used rhetorical methods to understand 

processes of organisational and institutional change and have provided a useful theoretical 

connection between rhetoric and the emergence of new organisational forms (Suddaby & 

Greenwood, 2005). Covaleski et al. (2003) called it a ‘re-institutionalization’ process 

where language is used in a skilful manner to re-characterise the professional jurisdictions. 

Covaleski et al. (2003) used a case study example of a jurisdictional dispute, regarding the 

issue of the right to perform internal corporate audits, in order to demonstrate that the 

ultimate success of the ‘big five’ accounting firms was largely due to their ability to soften 

extreme financial and political pressures with the use of, what they called, a ‘rhetorical 

velvet glove’. In a similar kind of study, Suddaby & Greenwood (2005) used a modified 

version of content analysis (a method for describing written, spoken or visual content or 

communication in a systematic manner) to recognise the institutional vocabularies (e.g., 

structures of words, expressions and meanings), which they used to articulate underlying 

institutional logics (Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005).  

 

In another study, Jones & Livne-Tarandach (2008) combined content analysis and 

multidimensional scaling (a technique through which the similarity of individual cases of 

the dataset is visualized) techniques to examine how rhetorical strategies of architectural 

texts are mobilized by architecture organisations. The results disclosed that architectural 

texts “use distinct but related rhetoric; vocabularies of competency that were revealed 

through clusters of keywords and which captured institutional logics of business, 

profession and state” (Jones & Livne-Tarandach, 2008: 1075). Jones & Livne-Tarandach 

(2008) further examined the use of these keywords as rhetorical strategies when they 

compete for projects from different clients. The results revealed “that architect firms 
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deploy multivalent keywords - keywords that bridge institutional logics with the same 

word having multiple meanings, allowing them to appeal to multiple, diverse interests in 

their audiences” (Jones & Livne-Tarandach, 2008: 1075). 

 

Similarly, another study conducted by Oakes et al. (1998) demonstrated how new 

vocabularies, in terms of business plans, were strategically used to redefine the institutional 

logic of provincial museums and cultural heritage sites in Alberta-Canada. Closely related 

to the study conducted by Oakes et al. (1998), the study conducted by Covaleski et al. 

(1998) demonstrated how shifts in language are central to disciplinary techniques used to 

socialize accountants. Both the studies suggested that the skilful and strategic use of 

language is very essential in initiating and directing change (Suddaby & Greenwood, 

2005). 

 

In another study, Green, Jr. et al. (2008) used a rhetorical lens to understand how 

competing institutional logics influence and define institutional fields by engaging two 

institutional logics: (1) managerial capitalism (which argued that managers should have 

control of the firm because they have superior knowledge to do so efficiently and 

effectively), and (2) investor capitalism (which argued that managers are agents of their 

firms’ shareholders and that shareholders must ensure managers run the firm in the 

shareholders’ best interests). Green, Jr. et al. (2008) revealed that the rhetoric influences 

the effectiveness with which stakeholder groups dominate the corporate institutional field. 

 

A number of organisational studies have used the rhetorical approach to exhibit the issue of 

change (Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005). For example, Heracleous & Barrett (2001) studied 

the role of language in promoting the adoption of electronic communication system in the 

London insurance market. The study offered three valuable insights: (1) it allied the 

proficient use of rhetoric to the facilitation of the change process; (2) it showed that 

successful rhetoric makes use of the underlying world-views strategically; and (c) it 

implied that ultimately the world-views become stable (Heracleous & Barrett, 2001) 

 

In addition, Huang & Galliers (2011) outlined the importance of organisational rhetoric as 

a valuable theoretical lens to examine and conceptualize the IS (Information System) 

adaptation. In doing so, Huang & Galliers (2011) found four distinctive yet interrelated 

elements of rhetoric, which provides a means of operationalizing the rhetorical dimension 

in researching IS adaptation. These elements are; the different types of rhetoric and their 
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implications, the role of stakeholders, the notion of rhetorical congruence, and the 

rhetorical situations and strategies (Huang & Galliers, 2011). 

 

Moreover, Whittle et al. (2008) used observation data of a change agent named, Shirley, 

and her employee audience during a quality-improvement meeting. The analysis centred on 

Shirley’s rhetorical skills in delicately combining a number of discursive devices (Whittle 

et al, 2008).  Hence, Whittle et al. (2008) argued that contradiction not only exist at 

institutional level (e.g., due to institutional pressures, strategies, role expectations, and so 

forth), but also, contradiction exists at an interactional level (e.g., which leads to the use of 

repairing methods because routine ways of interaction are disrupted). Whittle et al. (2008) 

further argued that if institutional logic is adapted to local context, contradiction can 

actually be enabling rather than disrupting institutionalization process. 

 

All these studies which have been discussed in the overall context of organisational or 

institutional and management logic and change made a significant contribution in 

emphasising how rhetoric is instrumental in legitimizing and resisting institutional change 

(Shepherd & Challenger, 2013), and understanding the institutional logics. However, 

according to Shepherd & Challenger (2013), by appealing to criteria such as reliability, 

validity and generalizability, they risk reinforcing what Watson (1995a) called a naive 

distinction between rhetoric and reality. This is because they neglect to recognise the way 

those researching the human aspects of management and those practically involved in it 

influence each other (Watson, 1995a). For example, according to Watson (1995a), writers 

on HRM are not invisible observers behind a two-way mirror. Therefore, their utterances 

may instead act as mirrors in which their subjects examine themselves and reflect on their 

practices (Watson, 1995a). This issue also puts our attention to the idea of the use of 

appropriate methods of data collection (e.g., the observation of the naturally occurring talk 

of the members of an organisation by a researcher may affect the members’ rhetoric 

because of the constant pressure of being watched by a researcher, and being watched by a 

researcher which is being watched by their organisation. So in comparison, interviews can 

be one of the preferable methods), and role of researchers’ own rhetoric in their research 

(e.g., this can be guided by the use of an appropriate rhetorical framework, for an analysis, 

which directs to the achievement of the purpose of their study).  
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2.15.3. Studies, Particularly Based on ‘Inventio’ and ‘Elocutio’ (Invention and 

Stylistic Aspects or Figures of Speech) for Performing Rhetorical Analyses in the 

Arena of Organisations and Management 

 

Here the main focus will be on stylistic aspects, as there has already been a great deal of 

focus given to invention. According to Aristotle (1991), effective figures of speech paints 

verbal ‘beauty’, for the listeners, and this can best be accomplished by basing the metaphor 

on the ‘beautiful’ either in sound, effect, or visualization. The notion that an audience will 

respond to a beautiful image (Bemer, 2010) created by the speakers’ use of figures of 

speech, in turn, promotes the ideas of their importance and performing a rhetorical analysis 

based on them.  

 

According to Easterby-Smith et al., (2012), the analysis based on figures of speech focuses 

on the individual level to understand how individual actors make sense of local 

interactions.  This is because figures of speech devices shape thoughts (Easterby-Smith et 

al., 2012). Similarly, according to Symon (2000), in performing the rhetorical analysis, 

some researchers examine text for the presence of particular tropes that may be used to 

achieve particular rhetorical purpose. However, in Symon’s (2000) views, such studies are 

particularly focused on the style of language. 

 

Marketing management is particularly a rich field in regard to analysing the figures of 

speech. A substantial body of research has accumulated to show that rhetorical figures are 

both common in advertising (Leigh 1994) and are able to meaningfully alter consumer 

response (McQuarrie & Mick, 1992; 1996; Mothersbaugh et al., 2002). However, I am 

more concerned with the studies in the field of organisational and management studies as 

the current study focuses on the talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding the PA 

practiced in their banks. 

  

Hamilton’s (1997) analysis regarding local pay and negotiation illustrated the use of 

rhetoric in an organisational arena in which one may expect to observe a great deal of 

arguments and persuasive talk. Hamilton (1997: 229) built his analysis on the rhetorical 

framework from antiquity, the classical rhetoric, as he rejected the “contemporary negative 

view of ‘rhetoric’”. The focus of Hamilton (1997: 229) analysis was on “invention” and 

“elocution”, “two of the five canons of classical rhetoric”. The current research is closely 
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related to Hamilton’s (1997) research in a sense that its rhetorical framework is also 

embedded in the classical rhetoric, and it also focuses on these two canons; however, the 

framework combines the classical thoughts of rhetoric with the contemporary thoughts; for 

example, with the particular focus on the work of Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) and Potter 

(1996). Therefore, the focus of the current study is both the argumentative and persuasive 

dimensions of rhetoric. 

 

In addition, Watson (1995a) drew our attention to the rhetorical quality of everyday talk of 

managers and identified a number of tropes, such as simile, synecdoche, euphemism 

metonymy, rhetorical question, irony, oxymoron, anaphora, parison, personification, 

comprobatio, epitropis, epizouxis, antithesis, epanorthesis and aporia. However, he did not 

appear to take this analysis any further (Watson, 1995a). Therefore, Watson (1995a) turned 

the focus of his analysis from figures of speech to talking about the argumentative and 

contextual nature of rhetoric; for example, he stated that both speaking and thinking 

involves engaging with counter thoughts and counter arguments as he observed this 

interplay between communicative and cognitive processes in his study. According to 

Watson (1995a), such processes are the part of broader process whereby human beings 

negotiate realities with other through the cultural medium of discourse and through which 

they justify and make sense, to themselves and others, of what they do. For example, the 

process of negotiation in Watson’s (1995a) study was not simply at the level of language 

and abstract meanings, but the managers in discourse, in his study, had their personal 

interests clearly in their minds (Watson, 1995a).  

 

According to Symon (2000), Watson’s (1995a) study illustrated the danger of searching for 

the figures of speech in a rather mechanistic way that merely focuses on linguistic tactics, 

ignoring the argumentative and contextual nature of rhetoric.  In the current research, this 

issue has particularly taken into consideration, as the focus is not only searching or hunting 

the dominant figures of speech in the talk of appraisees and appraisers, but also it equally 

focuses on the argumentative and contextual, and persuasive nature of rhetoric in the talk 

of appraisees and appraisers. The three main research questions of the current study clearly 

demonstrate the idea. 
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2.15.4. Studies with Rhetorical Approach Based on Organisations and Management 

Related Documents or Texts  

 

The rhetorical analysis of organisational text is a craft exercise that requires creativity 

(Gephart, Jr., 2007) and creativity naturally comes about if the study area is important and 

interesting as according to Hackley (2003), trivial topics do not interest the rhetorical 

studies. However, Brown (2000) pointed out that there is no single accepted approach to 

rhetorical analysis. For example, Brown (2000), in his analysis, used the rhetorical 

approach to the crisis inquiry. Brown (2000) objective behind such a study was to seek the 

understanding that how inquiry reports support the legitimacy of the social institutions and 

extend prevailing ideologies. Therefore, in relation to the analysis of such inquiry reports, 

Brown (2000) argued that the rhetorical analysis of organisational document or text is done 

because it is conceived to exercise universality, essentially and panoptic control through 

such documents or text.  

  

In another study, Brown (1999) compared the rhetorical styles of two leading marketing 

management writers and consultants, Professors Theodore Levitt and Morris Holbrook. 

However, according to Hackley (2003), such an analysis is not always well received by 

business academics and writers who feel that a focus on rhetoric demeans their work as 

many do not wish attention to be drawn to the rhetorical skills which enables them to write 

in a plausible manner. This does not suggest that such analysis should not be conducted as 

other business academics and writers may surely want to know the rhetorical skills which 

make their own and someone else’s writings quite very convincing and persuasive than 

others (Hackley, 2003). 

 

Moreover, according to Hackley (2003), the study of rhetoric is based on the idea or 

‘truism’ that all knowledge is mediated: we cannot convey experience except through 

language and writing. Therefore, many business consultants have won influence and 

credibility through the ability to write and speak as if they are offering simple wisdom 

which is derived from their direct experience of organisational management (Hackley, 

2003). However, Brown (1999) considered this ability as a pointer to a ‘high-order’ skill in 

rhetoric which involves great deal of reasoning.  
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In addition, according to Symon (2000), several authors, in the recent times, have sought to 

deconstruct the rhetorical appeal of management bestsellers. For example, in an insightful 

analysis of management rhetoric, Case (1999) critically analysed the rhetoric of business 

process re-engineering trend which was made popular by management consultants named 

Hammer and Champy (1993). According to Hackley (2003), Case’s (1999) analysis draws 

our attention to the issue of ‘truism’ again which suggests that management ideas and 

consulting solutions are made up of words. Similarly, Case (1999) mentioned that this 

aspect of ‘truism’ is often neglected. However, as discussed earlier, Aristotle’ (1991) 

notion of rhetoric goes beyond mere ‘truism’ as its focus is on the ‘available means of 

persuasion’. According to Hackley (2003), the analysis of the rhetoric of management 

texts, is not only appropriate and necessary to help us to better understand their influence 

and popularity in contemporary culture, but to help us understand the persuasive power of 

such texts that made such texts influential and popular. And this requires us to examine 

such text from Aristotle’s (1991) perspective.   

 

Moreover, Hackley (2003) critically analysed the ideological rhetoric of popular US and 

UK marketing management text books in order to try to set out major rhetorical strategies 

through which these texts seek to be persuasive and plausible.  However, according to 

Hackley (2003), in order for a particular set of ideas to become accepted and popular, it is 

more important that they are rhetorically persuasive than intellectually rigorous. While if 

we consider Aristotle’s (1991) conception of rhetoric, it covers all the ‘available means of 

persuasion’, logos, ethos and pathos. Similarly, Kieser (1997) and Furusten (1999) 

analysed the rhetorical strategies of management writers and gurus to expand the 

understanding of management from rhetorical perspective. For example, Furusten (1999) 

discovered that management ideas become particularly popular because of their powerful 

rhetorical appeal rather than purely because they have been proven to be efficient or 

effective. Again this drives our attention back to the matter of ‘truism’ which many 

scholars raise, and the answer to them lies in the understanding of Aristotle’s (1991) 

notions of rhetoric itself. 

 

However, Jackson (1996) focused our attention on the persuasive strategies adopted by 

Hammer and Champy in all their commentaries, books, seminars and articles, on business 

process reengineering. Based on the work of Hammer and Champy, Jackson (1996) 

indicated that managers have not always accepted this formulation of business process 

reengineering because it threatens their jobs and as a result they produce counter-
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arguments regarding it. The interesting part about Jackson’s (1996) account is that he did 

not overlook the audience for his account, and argued that it is partly the role of academics 

to produce rhetorical critiques and partly of the audience of their accounts. 

2.15.5. Studies Performed Rhetorical Analysis Based on Interviews’ transcripts or 

text 

 

The use of interviews provide opportunities to make sense of the interviewees’ experiences 

of significant learning events,  and how such accounts are being constructed through 

interviews (which is the reality constructed of their experiences) (Cope, 2005; Johansson, 

2004; Silverman, 2001; Holt & Macpherson, 2010). In opting to use interviews rather than 

directly observed talk and activity, one follows Aristotle’s (1991) lead and investigates 

rhetoric as a mode of sense making that occurs within and across many different practices 

(Holt & Macpherson, 2010). The arguments or talk obtained from interviews then can be 

used for different analytical purposes. For example, in case of the current study, the 

purpose is to rhetorically analyse the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of the talk 

of appraisees and appraisers regarding their PA (in order to determine how they construct 

the reality of their PA with the use of argumentative and persuasive dimensions or devices 

of rhetoric).  

 

Traditionally, rhetorical analysis has concentrated on the oratorical texts, for example, the 

analysis of specific speeches (Savolainen, 2014). As previously discussed, the rhetorical 

analysis has concentrated on the texts of management bestsellers or gurus. However, 

researchers are no longer confined to only such texts but have embraced other forms of 

oral and written discourses, as well as visual elements (Zarefsky, 2008). One example of 

this is written or recorded transcripts obtained from interviews which are used as a method 

of data collection, so as in case of the current study. Accordingly, it will not be wrong to 

say that studies of rhetoric may vary considerably in level of analysis (Symon, 2008) and 

data collection. In order to justify the current study’s data collection method which is semi-

structured interviews, I will be simply discussing a number of studies which have used 

interviews as a method of data collection for rhetorically analysing that data.  

 

Nilsson (2010) explored the ‘strategic change communication’, framed by the idea that 

managers can be viewed as rhetoricians. Therefore, Nilsson (2010) presented and 

discussed what he referred as senior managers’ subjective experiences of rhetorical aspects 

of change management. Nilsson (2010) preferred the in-depth interviewing method, with 
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eight managers of ABB Sweden (one of the world’s leading companies of power and 

automation technologies) who have had considerable experience of strategic change, for 

this purpose. Nilsson’s (2010) analysis was based on inductive logic and drew on 

recommendations by Glaser & Strauss (1967). However, in ABB, the ‘word’ rhetoric gave 

rise to rather negative connotations such as exaggerated, expressive, emotional, superficial, 

and provocative as it was perceived that honest communication and rhetoric are 

incompatible.  In the view of this, it is understandable that the managers felt uncomfortable 

when they had to talk about their rhetorical practice (Nilsson, 2010). According to Nilsson 

(2010), no other contemporary study has indicated that the senior managers hold such 

negative attitude regarding rhetoric, and particularly their own rhetorical practice, as his 

study. Nilsson’s (2010) study is connected to the current research in a sense that appraisees 

and appraisers in the current study are also viewed as rhetorical beings and their talk, 

which is based on their experience of PA, is rhetorically analysed in order to know how 

they construct the reality of their PA with the use of argumentative and persuasive 

dimensions of rhetoric. However, unlike Nilsson’s (2010) study, even though the 

appraisees and appraisers broadly knew that their talk will be analysed for the current 

study, but they were not aware specifically that how it will be analysed, so what 

connotation or concept they associate to the ‘word’ rhetoric is not known.    

 

Another study conducted by Roberts (1999), based on the rhetorical analysis, used 

interviews as one of the main method of data collection. For example, Roberts (1999) 

focused on the conflicts, and especially the discursive methods of solving the conflicts 

which are faced by the individuals within organisations as they negotiate competing 

demands. Roberts (1999) argued for an understanding of communication as a complex 

interaction, as it draws on many different resources (cultural, social, political, economic, 

discursive), across different units of agency (individuals, groups, organisations), towards 

multiple and often conflicting goals with intricate and not entirely predictable 

consequences. Roberts (1999) study is built on Cheney’s (1991) work where Roberts 

(1999) further argued that the organisational nature of our society calls on individuals to 

perform multiple roles, roles that require, in turn, multiple identities, and that result in a 

divided self, one whose divisions become obvious and problematic during a crisis 

(Roberts, 1999). Roberts (1999) for the final interviews chose two very different 

participants for the study: one responsible for the production of the bank’s documents and 

other who had to accommodate the message of these documents in her work. Roberts 

(1999) analysis concluded that the ability to maintain a unified sense of self plays an 



- 81 - 

 

essential role in our ability to survive in the complexity that surrounds us on daily basis 

and that the survival skill is the function of language resources primarily. 

 

Similarly, Huang & Tansley (2012) used semi-structured interviews as a method of data 

collection in their study. The study is comprised of a single case study and explored the 

rhetorical practices inherent in the implementation of a talent management initiative 

(Huang & Tansley, 2012). Huang& Tansley (2012) gathered a rich insight from the 

experiences of a variety of stakeholders engaged in the initiative and documented, 

examined and conceptualized the rhetorical underpinnings of the talent management 

programme.  

 

In another study, Kamoche (1995) used formal interviews, with five managers of Autoco 

(a subsidiary of an American car manufacturer), as an interpretative approach to the study 

of human resource management (HRM) and examined how organisational member 

construct meanings of HRM in everyday life through ritualistic behaviour and the use of 

language. The analysis revealed that teamwork is a totemic device created by 

organisational members in everyday life to create and legitimize the desired pattern of 

power and social relations. However, as previously discussed, Kamoche (1995) 

distinguished between rhetoric and plain speaking, and maintained a rift between language 

that is straightforward and perfunctory and language that is used to control and possibly 

deceive. 

 

The two closely related studies to the current research from both the methodological and 

analytical perspective were conducted by Symon (2000; 2008). Both of the studies drew 

rhetorical analysis on the work of Billig (1996) and Potter (1996), and used interviews’ 

data for this matter. Hence, Symon (2000) illustrated the relevance of rhetorical analysis to 

organisational issues through a case example concerning technological change in a public 

sector organisation. Symon (2000) conducted semi-structured interviews with the 

managers who were directly involved in the implementation of the project, and covered 

issued involving, individual’s assessment of the development process and the development 

team, the decision making around the change and the technical strategy in general, and the 

relationship between IT developments and organisational change. The interviews Symon 

(2000) chose, to illustrate the argumentative context of the talk, were with those 

individuals who adopted the views that standardizing the provision of computers and 

making their use compulsory was not necessarily a good thing and it is being implemented 
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in an inappropriate way. Similarly, Symon’s (2008) study is based on the analysis of the 

managers’ arguments and counter arguments, regarding the implementation of WMS (a 

software system that enables coordination of work across organisational functions through 

tracking work processes). In order to determine how reality constructions may be achieved 

and made persuasive, Symon (2008) derived a pattern of rhetorical strategies in an 

inductive fashion. According to Symon (2000; 2008), the audience of interviewees’ 

rhetoric was essentially her (as an interviewer), but their accounts were shaped with 

broader organisations in mind, knowing that she would be interviewing those who may 

have counter-arguments, and that their views may be publicly broadcasted through any 

research reports written by her on their organisations.  

 

Last but not the least, the rhetorical and argumentative process focused in Fisher’s (1994; 

1995) studies which have been discussed in chapter 3 (Critical literature review on PA), 

provides a good defence for the use of interviews as a method of the data collection for the 

current research. Therefore, the next chapter critically discusses the literature on PA which 

will help in substantiating the grounds for the current research together with this chapter. 

 



- 83 - 

 

Chapter 3−Critical Literature Review on Performance Appraisal (PA) 

 

This chapter discusses the literature on Performance appraisal (PA). It starts with 

discussing what PA and PMS are all about, and provides a contrast between them. Then it 

moves on to discussing the importance and effectiveness of PA, followed by the issues, 

concerns and criticisms associated with the practice. Subsequently, a contrast is made 

between PA as a potentially controversial and an actually controversial practice, and the 

current research’s point of view is discussed that considers PA as a potentially 

controversial practice. Further, with the reflections from the previous studies, the issues 

related to the effectiveness of PA and the potential for controversy associated with the 

practice are discussed. Finally, a number of important matters are discussed, which create a 

link between PA and rhetoric. This is done not only to validate that PA is worthy of 

rhetorical attention, but also to substantiate the grounds of the current study. 

 

3.1. Performance Appraisal (PA) 

 

PA is an evaluative process which is conventionally assumed to involve an assessment of 

employees’ performance in accordance with the predetermined standards (Smither, 1998). 

According to Schneier & Beatty (1982: 04) PA can be defined as ‘‘the process of 

identifying human performance in organisations’’. Hence, M. Fisher (1995: 11) stated that 

the ‘‘purpose of performance appraisal is to improve an organisation’s performance 

through the enhanced performance of individuals’’. Similarly Fletcher (2001) defined PA 

as a general heading for various different activities through which organisations seek to 

assess employees and develop employees’ competences, enhance employees’ performance, 

and distribute rewards. This establishes PA as a common human resource management 

(HRM) practice or tool which is used for administrative and developmental decisions by 

organisations (Levy & Williams, 2004; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Administrative 

decisions focus on salary, promotion, retention, termination, layoff, etc., whereas 

developmental decisions focus on training of employees, providing employees with regular 

performance feedbacks, employees’ transfers, determining employees’ strengths and 

weaknesses, etc. (Boswell & Boudreau, 2001). As such, PAs are regarded as a common 

element of organisational life (Brown, 1988; Longenecker & Fink, 1999) and so they are 

widely used in organisations (Burkhalter & Buford, Jr., 1989; Davis, 2001; DeNisi, 1996; 

Wanguri, 1995).  
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Similarly, Longenecker et al. (1988) argued that in majority of the organisations, PA are a 

fact of life. According to Cascio (1982), it has been strongly suggested that that if the PA is 

effectively administered, it can provide the organisation, managers and subordinates with 

countless benefits. However, serious concerns have also been raised regarding the 

functions or purpose served by the PA process and the extent to which its various roles 

conflict with one another (Beer, 1981); therefore, the actual effectiveness of the functions 

or purpose served by the PA process is still a source of continuous debate (Longenecker et 

al., 1988) and controversy. There is a detailed literature, on the issue of the effectiveness of 

the PA and controversies associated with it, which is discussed later in this chapter. 

 

PAs are introduced in organisations for a variety of purposes; for example, one of the 

important purposes of PA is to help developing employees by means of creating greater 

awareness among them regarding what they perform and how they perform (Sayeed & 

Bhide, 2003). In other words, it can be considered as a key in the hands of employees 

through which they can reflect upon their own competencies and issues regarding their 

performance (Sayeed & Bhide, 2003). Similarly, the other purpose of PA is to bring 

employees together within organisational hierarchal structures; for example, where the 

interactive relationships between supervisors and their subordinates are transcended into 

teamwork with a twofold focus, goals attainment and greater employees’ commitment 

(Sayeed & Bhide, 2003). This results in building resourceful organisations which are 

capable of not only solving their problems but also achieving their targeted business or 

organisational goals (Sayeed & Bhide, 2003). However, in view of what has been 

previously stated, these benefits can only be attained by the organisations if the PA is 

administered effectively. 

 

Managers, supervisors, and subordinates, each one of them has an important stake in PA 

(Ammons & Condrey, 1991). Effective appraisal provides the groundwork for the 

counselling, development, and goal setting of individual employees (Ammons & Condrey, 

1991). When PA is based on specific job-related behaviours, it helps the supervisors and 

employees to communicate their expectations and perceptions, to share recognition of 

performance successes and failures, and to target performance improvements (Ammons & 

Condrey, 1991). According to Schuler (1984), although some experts have criticised these 

applications as excessively broad, many organisations hope to rely on PA not only for 

feedback and counselling but also for decisions regarding increases in merit pay, 
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promotions, reductions in workforce, training needs, and other organisational strategies. 

For example, according to Price (2007), from a strategic perspective, the PA process is an 

exercise in management power and control. It is a method by which an organisation can 

evaluate its employees and feedback its views to them (Price, 2007). Similarly, evaluation 

can be linked to what is known as carrot and stick measures in the form of enhanced pay 

and promotion prospects to reward and encourage good performance and in the form of 

critical comment indicating the organisation’s disapproval (Price, 2007). 

 

In an effort for the PA to be administered effectively, individual employees are rated on 

quasi-objective criteria or standards which are considered to be relevant to performance 

(Price, 2007). According to Longenecker & Ludwig (1990), this happens on an annual or 

semi-annual basis where managers are required to measure and evaluate subordinates’ 

performance using formal rating instruments. The traditional appraisals rated individuals 

on a list of qualities, primarily work-related attitudes and personality traits, while the 

modern assessments are often focused on competencies (Price, 2007). Moreover, according 

to Price (2007), in many organisations appraisals take the shape of pre-printed forms and 

typed instructions prepared for the appraising manager or supervisor while the dates of 

completion and return are fixed and the whole process is monitored and administered by 

the Human Resource (HR) Department. In explaining the PA system, Price (2007) further 

asserted that in most organisations, it is a matter of something being done to the employees 

rather than a process in which the employees can play a valued and important role. 

However, contrary to Price (2007), Law (2007) drew our attention to the important role 

played by both the employees and managers in their efforts to make the PA process 

positive and effective. For example, Law (2007) noted that employees and managers often 

work together to create easily achievable goals to ensure a positive PA based on reducing 

stress and ensuring rewards. 

 

Similarly, according to Bernardin & Beatty (1984) and Latham & Wexley (1981), 

practitioners are continuously seeking to increase overall effectiveness and acceptance of 

PA since a host of HR decisions, such as wage and salary administration, promotions, 

training needs, and so forth, surround any organisation’s formal PA process. The belief is 

that if the right rating instruments and procedures are found, they would result into 

accurate ratings of the subordinates (Feldman, 1981). Therefore, Landy & Farr (1983) 

argued that organisations and researchers emphasise an inordinate amount of energy to 

develop the right rating procedure and format so that the rater or appraiser accuracy can be 
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increased and the likelihood of a host of rater or appraiser errors, such as halo effect, 

central tendency, recency effect, contrast effects, etc., can be reduced.  

 

Law (2007) recognised that whether an organisation uses sophisticated software or a 

simple paper-based technique for PA, there are some common elements in more or less all 

the PA systems. According to Law (2007), such common elements are:  

 

1. The performance or behaviours of an individual (which may also include traits) are 

rated, evaluated, or judged by somebody else; 

2. The evaluations are planned (e.g., quarterly or annually) and not tied to the 

projects’ completion; 

3. All employees are assessed using the same PA system; 

4. The PA process is usually mandatory and tied to a reward system (e.g., pay raise or 

promotion); 

5. The information obtained from evaluation is kept in the employee’s file. 

 

Similarly, Aamodt (2012) argued that many organisations use a similar process for 

implementing the PA system. This is particularly true in case of the current study, as both 

of the banks under the current study use similar PA systems, which is discussed under the 

research methodology chapter.  

 

According to Price (2007), theoretically, appraisals can be accomplished in various 

different ways: 

 

1. Self-assessment (where individuals assess themselves against targeted objectives or 

rating criteria); 

2. Peer assessment (where selected individuals, fellow team members or colleagues 

from the same Department with whom an employee has working interaction 

provide evaluations); 

3. Line management (where the employee’s immediate supervisor/s provide the 

evaluation or alternatively, other line managers may also be involved); 

4. Upward appraisal (where managers are assessed by their staff members); 

5. 360 degree or multi-rater feedback (where assessors may include anybody, who has 

a direct knowledge of the performance of an individual, such as colleagues, 

managers, direct reports, and internal customers). 
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In the view of these theoretical guidelines established by Price (2007), if the PA system of 

the two banks under the current study is observed, they follow a combination of self-

assessment and line management. Their PA system is discussed in detail in the research 

methodology chapter. 

3.2. Performance Management System (PMS) 

 

Selden (2010) argued that over the last thirty years, the appraisal process has been 

expanded not only to include feedback on performance but also to link it to salary and 

career development. Accordingly, whereas some organisations still manage PAs as discrete 

events, most have implemented systems that involve an array of different activities to 

assess, develop, and rewards employees (Selden, 2008). Therefore, Selden (2008) regarded 

PA as the centrepiece of the performance management system (PMS). Similarly, the two 

banks under the current study claimed that their PAs are an important part of their PMS. 

However, the study is not concerned to determine how effectively they use this system. 

The thesis is distinctly concerned with the rhetorical analysis of the talk of appraisees and 

appraisers regarding the PAs practiced in their banks. Therefore, the objective is to 

examine the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their talk in order to 

know how they construct the reality of their PA. This objective is being highlighted 

throughout the chapter to create a better understanding of the link between PA and 

rhetoric, and that how this study fits within the boundaries of this link. At present, it is 

important to define what PMS is? 

 

Aguinis (2009) defined PMS as a continuous process of identifying, measuring, and 

developing the performance of individuals and teams and aligning it with the strategic 

goals of the organisation. Similarly, Armstrong & Baron (1998) described performance 

management as an integrated and strategic approach to increasing the effectiveness of 

organisations by improving their employees’ performance and by developing the 

capabilities of teams and individual contributors. Further, Nankervis et al. (2012) noted 

that there were links between PMS and business strategies for improved organisational 

effectiveness. For example, according to Nankervis et al. (2012), organisational outcomes 

such as profitability, productivity, returns on investment, efficiency, and competitiveness 

are typically mentioned by the authors when they assess the links between employee 

performance and organisational effectiveness while some authors have adopted a broader 

classification in this regard which blends financial and economic data with measures such 
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as employee involvement and satisfaction, labour turnover, and rates of sickness and 

absenteeism. Therefore, Nankervis et al. (2012) maintained that the linking of PMS with 

business objectives and outcomes can contribute significantly to enhancing the 

effectiveness of organisations. 

 

Moreover, in particularly considering performance management as a natural process of 

management (Marchington et al., 2011), Armstrong & Baron (2007) argued that 

performance management aims to make the good better, share understanding about what is 

to be achieved, develop the capacity of people to achieve it, and, last but not least, provide 

the support and guidance people need to deliver high performance and achieve their full 

potential to the benefit of organisation and themselves. Similarly, in his previous work, 

Armstrong (2006) suggested that PMS should be considered as a process or a set of 

processes for establishing shared understanding about what is to be achieved, and of 

managing and developing people in a way which increases the likelihood that it will be 

achieved in the short and longer term.  

 

Further, according to Aguinis & Pierce (2008), PMS can be based on a consideration of 

behaviours (e.g., how the work is completed), results (e.g., what outcomes are produced), 

or both. For example, management by objective (MBO) can be the part of a PMS that is 

based on measuring results while there are other kinds of PMS that place an emphasis on 

processes and not on results (e.g., competencies and skills based system) (Aguinis & 

Pierce, 2008). In particular to the PMS strategies, Price (2007) maintained that 

Performance management strategies are particularly based on a consideration of workforce 

motivation, or, more precisely, management belief in the factors that result in employee 

efforts and commitment. While Sung & Ashton (2005) linked human resource practices to 

PMS and business strategies as they suggested that human resource practices, such as 

reward and commitment, are included in the broad PMS strategies, which are the key 

aspects driven by the business strategies. 

 

Similarly, Purcell et al. (2003) suggested that the best PMSs operate in those organisations 

which have effective communication channels as they link them not only with the 

particular HR practices (e.g., learning and development, and reward) but also with the 

commitment of employees.  The role of line managers is important in this regard. For 

example, with effective communication channels, the line managers can facilitate 

employees’ commitment; therefore, effective PMS can be achieved in an organisation as 
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employees’ commitment is a key factor in the relationships between employees and their 

managers as well as in employees’ attitudes towards the organisation and its practices 

(Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007; Latham et al., 2007).  

 

Nevertheless, according to Marchington et al. (2011), there is all too often a gap between 

human resource policy and what is delivered by the line managers. This is an issue of 

concern and controversy. This is because as the good management behaviour can rescue 

poorly designed or inadequate human resource policies and practices, the good human 

resource practices can be neglected due to poor behaviours or weak leaderships of the line 

managers (Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007). Boxall & Purcell (2008) noted some obstacles 

faced by line managers which include lack of time, work overload, lack of interest, 

conflicting priorities, issues arising from political behaviour, dysfunctional managerial 

behaviour and personality syndromes. It is typically assumed that the training of the line 

manager can solve many of these barriers; however, much depends on the quality of the 

other elements of organisation’s PMS (Marchington et al., 2011). 

3.3. Performance Appraisal (PA) and Performance Management System (PMS) in 

Contrast  

 

PA (whether individually conducted, or administered as a part of PMS) and PMS are 

important practices of HRM discipline. Aguinis & Pierce (2008) argued that organisations 

are becoming aware of the benefits which can be produced by a good PMS and as a result, 

PMS has become popular worldwide. Particularly, in the current scenario, organisations 

are shifting their focus from an exclusively administered PA to PMS where PA is regarded 

as one of an important components of PMS but not as an entire PMS. For example, 

according to Torrington et al. (2005), while many exclusively administered PA processes 

are still in exercise and continue to be upgraded, PMSs are increasingly seen as a way to 

manage employees’ performance as such systems offer the advantage of being tied closely 

into objectives of the organisation and so the resulting performance is more likely to meet 

organisational needs. Torrington et al. (2005) further maintained that PA is a key part of 

the PMS as it is integrated with performance planning (e.g., via linking an individual’s 

objectives to business objectives to ensure that employee effort is directed towards 

organisational priorities), with support for performance delivery (e.g., via development 

plans, coaching and ongoing reviews to enable employee effort to be successful), and with 

the notion that performance is assessed and successful performance is rewarded and 

reinforced.  
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Similarly, according to Redman & Wilkinson (2013), a main feature of performance 

management is that it connects organisational objectives to a system of work targets for the 

individual employees. For example, Redman & Wilkinson (2013) analysed that the 

development of PMS has had major implications for PA. Accordingly, a key trend has 

been to move away from a stand-alone or exclusively administered PA systems and move 

towards making an individual appraisal as a part of an integrated PMS (Redman & 

Wilkinson, 2013). 

 

Therefore, it is worth discussing the contrast between an individually administered PA and 

PMS. However before going into the contrast, it is important to note that PA is considered 

as an important component of their overall PMS by both the banks which have been 

selected for the current study and the current study is not about their overall PMS but it is 

clearly concerned with their PA (an important component of their PMS). More precisely, 

the focus is on the rhetorical analysis of the talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding the 

PA practiced in their banks (that is how the appraisees and appraisers talk about the PA 

practiced in their banks with the utilisation of argumentative and persuasive dimensions of 

rhetoric in their talk). Of course there is a whole chapter, Research Framework, which 

discusses how this rhetorical analysis is conducted.  

 

In relation to the contrast between exclusively administered PA and PMS, performance 

management is considered as a cyclical or an ongoing process that involves a number of 

stages, such as prerequisites, performance planning, performance execution, performance 

assessment, performance review or appraisal, and performance renewal and re-contracting 

(Aguinis, 2009).  Aguinis & Pierce (2008) maintained that because the emphasis of PMS is 

on strategic alignment, it can be regarded as a tool that helps management to improve 

organisational performance while an individually administered PA is generally seen as a 

requirement of HRM Department and does not typically include business and strategic 

consideration.  Therefore, Aguinis & Pierce (2008) pointed out three differences between 

individually administered PA and PMS: 

 

1. PA does not typically include business and strategic considerations as PMS; 

2. PA usually do not include an ongoing and extensive feedback that an employee can 

use to improve his/her performance in the future as PMS; 
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3. PA is generally a once-a-year activity which is often driven by the HRM 

Department whereas performance management is a year-round event of managing 

business which is driven by managers. 

 

These three differences can also be regarded as the three reasons for the preference of PMS 

over exclusively administered PA. Another reason for performance management 

preference over individually administered PA is that it provides useful information that is 

needed for decision making in other HRM and developmental activities; for example, 

consider the relationship between performance management and training where 

performance management provides information on developmental needs for employees 

(Aguinis & Pierce, 2008). Similarly, PMSs are considered as a source of information used 

in decisions making about the allocation of resources and rewards (e.g., by linking 

performance to rewards), succession planning (e.g., performance in the past is used as a 

predictor of performance in the future), and staffing strategies (e.g., performance 

management systems allow organisations to create talent inventories by identifying talent 

gaps that are targeted with subsequent recruiting efforts) (Aguinis & Pierce, 2008). 

3.4. The Importance and Effectiveness of Performance Appraisal (PA) 

 

Many points regarding the importance and effectiveness of PA have already been 

discussed, from time to time, previously in this chapter; therefore, here some more points 

will be briefly discussed for creating a better understanding of the matter. According to 

Gordon & Stewart (2009), PA remains a vital component of performance management 

despite the criticisms associated with it. Generally, the effectiveness of PA system has 

been assessed in relation to appraisees’ perceptions of its fairness (e.g., Folger et al., 1992; 

Greenberg, 1986; Holbrook, Jr., 2002), satisfaction with the process (e.g., Dipboye & 

dePontbriand, 1981), and subsequent job performance (e.g., Smither et al., 2005). 

 

In the consideration of PA’s importance to the personnel function, Kavanagh (1989) 

described it as the capstone of the personnel function because it serves so many traditional 

purposes, including training and career development, validating entry requirements, and 

establishing the efficacy of a variety of HRM practices. Similarly, Orey (2007) regarded 

PA as a critical function for companies’ decisions regarding their workforce retentions and 

reductions as it is thought as critical for establishing legal defence in such decisions. 

Additionally, objective measures of firm’s performance are linked to the use of PA system 

(Huselid, 1995; Luthans & Sommer, 2005) and to the employees’ perceptions of the 
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characteristics of the PA system. For example, in one such study, Nankervis et al. (2012) 

explored the links between PMS and organisational effectiveness from the perspectives of 

managers in a range of organisations and industries in Australia.  

 

Therefore, it has been argued that a well conducted PA can serve a useful role in 

reconciling the needs of both employees and organisations (Cleveland et al., 1983; Conry 

& Kemper, 1993; Grote, 1996). For example, Byars & Rue (2003) argued that when a PA 

is properly conducted, it not only allows the employees to know how well they are 

performing, but also it influences the employees’ future directions in terms of the efforts 

and tasks they need to accomplish in the organisation. Similarly, Kondrasuk (2011) stated 

that PA can make a business more efficient and keep the employees motivated. This is 

because PA is considered to have the potential to focus employees’ minds on 

organisations’ missions, visions and core values (Cintron & Flaniken, 2011). Thus, if 

conducted well, PA is an influential tool that allows organisations to organise and 

coordinate their employees towards the achievement of their strategic goals (Grote, 2002; 

Lewis, 1996). 

3.5. The Issues, Concerns and Criticisms Associated with Performance Appraisal 

(PA) 

 

According to English (1991), organisations experience a critical paradox. For example, on 

the one hand no other management tool is considered to be more critical to productivity 

than effective PA, but on the other hand it can actually be considered to have the potential 

to impair the performance of employees (English, 1991). The literature is full of 

descriptions about the different techniques and the substantial variability that exists among 

PA practices even within a same industry (Townley, 1993). Clearly, dissatisfaction with 

PA methods is widespread and there is no consensus about a solution to the problem 

because what appears to work in one organisation does not always successfully transfer to 

(Gordon & Stewart, 2009), or even work for, others. This raises the issue that there is no 

single best or successful PA system that is suitable for all organisations. 

 

Similarly, Ghorpade & Chen, 1995: 32) argued that ‘‘performance appraisal is a serious 

activity whose conduct is fraught with consequences for both the individual and the 

organisation. From the organisation's perspective, a faulty assessment can result in false 

positive (rewarding bad performance) as well as false negative (failing to reward good 

performance) errors. From the individual's perspective, results of performance appraisal 
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have implications for the future relationship with the employing organisations.’’ For 

example, a positive PA can result in the renewal of organisational membership as well as 

promotions, pay raises and other rewards while a negative PA can result in demotions, and 

even termination of organisational membership (Murphy & Cleveland, 1991). 

 

Moreover, Finn & Fontaine (1984: 336) noted that "abundant evidence that performance 

appraisal programmes often fail to produce the expected benefits of opening up lines of 

communication and enhancing work effectiveness…. [Nevertheless, despite] whatever is 

shown through the literature and experience, the reality of the matter is that formal 

performance appraisal programmes are here to stay, and organisations have little choice 

but to continue the elusive search for an approach that lives up to its promises." Therefore, 

it is not unusual to switch from one PA approach to another for the companies 

(Sehellhardt, 1996).  

 

In relation to the issue of the role of appraisers, Price (2007) maintained that despite the 

fact that the majority of appraisers are untrained to make judgements on employees’ 

personalities (even in the most general of terms), the traditional appraisal forms ask them 

to provide a numerical rating of employees’ personality traits on a scale of 1-4 or 1-7. 

Similarly, Longenecker & Ludwig (1990: 961) argued that majority of “managers do not 

describe their ratings of subordinates in performance appraisals as completely honest or 

accurate. The inaccuracy is often in the form of inflated ratings”. They defend the 

inaccuracy by citing, “among other things, the need to avoid confrontation with 

subordinates, damaging working relationships, and creating permanent written documents 

which may later harm a subordinate’s career’’ (Longenecker & Ludwig, 1990: 961). As far 

as the question, what happens if employees disagrees with such assessment, is concerned, 

Price (2007) maintained that despite its critical consequences for promotion prospects and, 

perhaps, remuneration, only a half of all organisations allow their employees to any form 

of appeal (Price, 2007). This leads to raise the issues of fairness in the appraisal system. 

 

Another issue associated with the PA system is that organisations are becoming more and 

more flat these days, which may be restricting opportunities for the employees to progress 

upward (Price, 2007). However, despite the fact that the PA systems were generally 

considered to be suitable for the hierarchical organisations of the past, they still frequently 

drive the decisions regarding pay or promotions (Price, 2007) in the majority of 

contemporary organisations. Therefore, new PA systems which meet the requirements of 
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individual organisations are needed as textbook models, yet they may not be suitable for 

particular organisational strategies or structures (Strebler et al., 2001). This again raises the 

issue that there is no single best or successful PA system that is suitable for all 

organisations. 

 

Similarly, Gordon & Stewart (2009) argued that the development of a successful PA 

system largely remains an unrealised goal even though the literature is replete with advice 

and anecdotal evidence about the usefulness of its methods. A number of researchers have 

noted the shortcomings of the PA process. For example, poorly trained appraisers 

(Brownell, 1994; Green & Knippen, 1999), the evaluative generosity of appraisers (Bretz 

et al., 1992; Ilgen & Knowlton, 1980), the deliberate distortion of evaluations by appraisers 

to serve their political purposes (Barlow, 1989; Longnecker et al., 1987), the 

incompatibility between administrative and developmental goals of appraisal interviews 

(AIs) (Harris et al., 1995; Meyer, 1991), and the lack of meaningful feedback provided by 

the PA process (Tyler, 2005). 

 

In addition, Kikoski (1998) referred to appraisal interviews (AIs) as the Achilles’ heel of 

the PA system. Similarly, Gordon & Stewart (2009) maintained that, even though PA’s 

importance is acknowledged, it continues to be one of the most persistent issues in 

organisations, particularly its component, AIs, for which many techniques have been 

attempted with only mixed success results.  It is interesting to note here that when the 

majority of researchers and practitioners use the term AIs, they actually mean to refer to 

the whole process of PA and vice versa. Technically speaking, AIs are an important 

component of the PA process which itself is an important component of PMS; however, 

these terms are often used interchangeably by researchers and practitioners.  In addition to 

the term “AIs”, the terms “feedback interviews” or “feedback interviews of PA” are also 

interchangeably used by the researchers and practitioners on a frequent basis. Therefore, 

the frequent interchange of these terms among researchers and practitioners may 

potentially be considered as problematic in view of the confusion it may generate.  

 

There are also a number of issues associated with the implementation of PA, particularly 

with regard to AIs; for example, typical failures of organisations to appropriately reward 

appraisers for conducting meaningful AIs, power differentials that affect the conversation 

of the counteractants (e.g., appraisees and appraisers) in the AIs’ setting, and failure to 

properly train appraisers for AIs (Gordon & Stewart, 2009). Grote (2002) stated that if the 
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PA is not implemented well, it can become a target for ridicule. Similarly, Thomas & 

Bretz, Jr. (1994) maintained that the PA, as typically conducted, has remained a largely 

unsatisfactory endeavour for years. This is because creating a useful PA system and 

making sure that it is implemented effectively throughout an organisation are difficult tasks 

(Longenecker & Fink, 1999). Considering this, Service & Loudon (2010) argued that the 

problem is not related to PA itself but it is related to the individuals who implement it 

incorrectly.  

 

As far as the perception of the two important parties to PA, appraisees and appraisers, is 

concerned, Culbert (2008; 2010) argued that appraisees and appraisers alike find the PA 

process unpleasant and dysfunctional as it causes low morale, reduces teamwork, and 

creates obstacles between appraisees and appraisers. A study conducted by Nickols (2007) 

found that a decrease in employees’ productivity can occur after appraisals, lasting for as 

long as six months. Even the appraisers are affected; for example, they often suffer guilt 

and emotional anguish because of considering their act of judging others as hostile and 

hurtful (Levinson, 2003). Moreover, according to Price (2007), the appraisees and 

appraisers may have entirely different perceptions of both the reasons for PA and the 

criteria for judgement. For example, in the case where the carrot and stick approach or 

criteria is used which ties PA to financial rewards, the employees may feel that such 

criteria reduces their creativity by focusing them on specific goals at the expense of their 

coming up with new ideas or ways of doing things (Law, 2007). As for the perception of 

appraisees regarding their PA and the capabilities of appraisers in providing coaching to 

them, Law (2007) asserted that the assumption that PA can help identify training needs and 

facilitate coaching conversations is called into question. This is because the appraisees tend 

to hide training needs during performance reviews as they are fearful of disclosing 

their weaknesses thinking that it may affect their ratings, and it is common that managers 

are unskilled in providing coaching to employees (Law, 2007).  

 

As regards the possibility of creating a positive attitude towards PA from the employees 

and managers, Pettijohn et al. (2001) argued that a positive attitude on the part of 

employees and managers towards PA is possible if managers are provided with 

information designed to increase the benefits of engaging in the evaluation process, and if 

more thought is given to the appropriateness of measurement criteria. Similarly, Townley 

(1994) argued that the received wisdom is that the appraiser judges the work not the person 

with the replacement of trait-rating by PA which identifies and measure some aspects of 
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performance. This, however, presents the issue of defining and measuring performance 

(Townley, 1994). For example, according to Philp (1990), any PA which uses terms such 

as skill, knowledge, potential, overall worth, etc., as a rating criteria, is totally unfair 

because such terms are extremely ambiguous and subjective. Moreover, because 

assessment based on such terms deals with individuals rather than the results they produce 

for the organisation, it becomes very difficult to communicate with the individuals who are 

assessed as they are likely to see any critical assessment of this kind as a personal attack 

(Philp, 1990). This is because people tend to react defensively if their assessments are 

based on the factors which deal with the emotive areas closely concerned with their 

personalities (Philp, 1990).  

 

In addition, Longenecker et al. (1987) found that appraisers often display ulterior motives 

in their assessments of the appraisees. Consequently, appraisers may consciously or 

unconsciously bias their assessments of the appraisees based on gender, race, age, social 

style, personality, favouritism, reputation, etc., and often they are unaware of the rating 

errors which they commit, such as leniency (e.g., rating too easily), severity (e.g., rating 

too hard), and recency (e.g., rating based on the most recent behaviour) (Grubb, 2007).  

 

All these issues, concerns and criticism associated with PA which are discussed have the 

potential to stir up controversy regarding PA as a practice. This is the reason that PA is 

widely considered as a potentially controversial practice and issue.  Similarly, there are a 

number of authors who have supported the view that PA is actually a controversial practice 

and issue. The next heading draws attention to both the views. 

3.6. Performance Appraisal (PA): A Potentially Controversial Practice and Issue 

versus an Actually Controversial Practice and Issue 

 

The criticisms and the potential for controversy or controversy associated with PA are not 

something new. Likert (1959) observed that PA review interviews as a rule are extremely 

deflating to employees’ sense of importance and self-worth; therefore, not only is the 

conventional review system failing to contribute, but also in the view of a number of 

executives, it can do irreparable harm. Similarly, Richards (1959) argued that performance 

appraisal is a major subject of controversy in management circles. For example, its 

advocates regard it as a pivotal element for a successful HR strategy while its critics view 

it as unnecessary and potentially destructive to employee-employer relations (Vallance & 

Fellow, 1999).  



- 97 - 

 

 

According to Dervan (1990), there are many reputable sources, such as researchers, 

management commentators, and psychometricians, who have expressed doubts about the 

validity and reliability of the PA process. Some have even suggested that the process is so 

inherently flawed that it may be impossible to perfect it (Dervan, 1990). Grint (1993) 

appeared to be even more scathing about PA as he stated that rarely in management’s 

history can a system have promised so much and delivered so little. Yet, it has still been 

widely used. Thus, PA appears to be a potentially controversial practice and issue. 

 

Moreover, Scullen (2011) called PA systems as lightning rods for controversy. This is 

because some researchers think they are indispensable while other argue that they are 

extremely ineffective and actually operate in most cases to an organisation’s detriment 

(Scullen, 2011). Whereas, Deming (1986) labelled PA systems as a deadly disease in 

organisations. In doing so, Deming (1986) claimed that PA leaves people bitter crushed, 

bruised, battered, desolate, despondent, dejected, feeling inferior, depressed, and unfit for 

work for weeks after receiving their ratings as they are unable to comprehend that why 

they are rated inferior. This testifies to the potential for controversy in PA. 

 

In addition, Selden (2010) advocated the view that few issues in management stir up more 

controversy than PA. Hence, in the view of the controversy associated with PA, Selden 

(2010) argued that it would be nice if both the managers and employees could say that they 

find the PA process easy, comfortable and enjoyable. However, Selden (2010) didn’t 

expect  it to happen as he asserted that there would not be a need of a PA system that 

causes both the managers and employees so much anxiety if every manager did his or her 

job as a manager and gave regular and natural feedbacks.  

 

Likewise, O’ Donnell & Shields (2002) and Vallance & Fellow (1999) also identified the 

PA as a controversial practice. For example, O’ Donnell & Shields (2002) considered it a 

controversial practice in regard to the application of performance-related pay in the 

Australian Public Service (APS) while Vallance & Fellow (1999)  called it a particularly 

controversial management practice; however, they acknowledged its wide use around the 

world, specifically in monitoring the performance of government employees. According to 

Vallance & Fellow (1999), PA has two contradicting goals; for example,  to judge  and  

distinguish  those who perform  well from  the  poor  performers, and to counsel  

employees  concerning  their  performance  and  career  development.  These contradictory 
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goals arouse controversy in PA; for example, the situation can be quite awkward for 

managers when they have to evaluate poor performers whom they know and work with, 

and have to confront such performers during counselling sessions concerning their 

performance and career development.  This is the situation which depicts, what the authors 

called, the ‘psychology of leniency’ (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Therefore, managers 

may consciously or unconsciously tend to make leniency error, in appraising their 

subordinates, in order to avoid awkward situation.  

 

Similarly, Strebler et al. (2001) and Wilson (2002) argued that one of the fundamental 

reasons for the potential for controversy in PA is that the appraisal process can be used for 

a variety of potentially conflicting purposes. For example, a  PA can be used to motivate 

employees to improve performance by establishing clear objectives for the future and 

letting them know what is expected of them (Bach, 2005). This can conflict with the PA 

which is primarily concerned with the purpose of distributing rewards based on an 

assessment of past performance (Bach, 2005). Murphy & Cleveland (1995) argued that PA 

involves various stakeholders, such as appraisees, appraisers, reviewers, HR Departments, 

and top management, who pursue conflicting interests. This indicates that the appraisal 

process is used for a variety of potentially conflicting purposes because of the conflicting 

interests of its various stakeholders. Accordingly, numerous research studies have argued 

about the conflicting interests, particularly conflicting interests held by the appraisees and 

appraisers (e.g., Greller, 1975; Dipboye & de Pontbriand, 1981; Mount, 1983; 1984; 

Greenberg, 1986; Laumeyer & Beebe, 1988; Pooyan & Eberhardt, 1989; Moussavi & 

Ashbaugh, 1995; Longenecker & Nykodym, 1996; Dhiman & Singh, 2007). For example, 

Dhiman & Singh (2007) argued that, while the appraisees might be interested in higher 

ratings, the appraisers might be interested in rewarding only those subordinates who are 

close to them. Therefore, other than their connection with the conflicting purposes of PA 

(as indicated previously), the conflicting interests of the various stakeholders of PA have 

the potential to develop a number of conflicts and controversies in the PA setting. Grubb 

(2007) highlighted these conflicts as employee intrapersonal conflict, employee-employee 

conflict, employee-supervisor conflict, supervisor-leadership conflict, employee-

organisational conflict, and supervisor-organisational conflict.  

 

Further, Price (2007), asserted that all aspects of performance management provoke 

controversy, particularly PA and performance-related pay (Price, 2007). For example, 

according to Price (2007), managers are frequently reluctant to engage themselves in the 
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performance management process because of its confrontational nature and so employees 

are often dissatisfied with its methods resulting into a PMS which enforces the compliance 

of an unhappy workforce (Price, 2007). Adding to the controversy (Price, 2007) associated 

with PA, Strebler et al. (2001) argued that PA systems fail both employees and 

organisations as they have limited impact on overall business performance. Many 

organisations attempt to use PA as a strategic lever (which should not only be used for the 

performance of individuals, but also for the performance of the whole business) (Price, 

2007). However, this attempt may invite controversy. For example, Strebler et al. (2001) 

argued that in their attempt to do so, organisations assume that managers have the ability 

and motivation to make PA work by translating strategic goals into operational practice.  

However, ideally, they should use the PA to help the employees see how their contribution 

adds value to the business as a whole (Strebler et al., 2001). Strebler et al. (2001) added 

more to the potential for controversy associated with PA as they argued that PA is 

increasingly developing into an overburdened management tool. This is because along with 

its appraisal and objective setting aspects, line managers are expected to identify staffs’ 

training requirements, provide career counselling, identify future star performers and do 

something about poor performers (Price, 2007). These are all important features of people 

management but the attempt to do so much at the same time often leads to poor results 

from the PA system (Price, 2007). 

 

Last but not least, according to Sayeed & Bhide (2003), when using a PA system in an 

organisation, it means thinking about people (employees), leadership and structure in order 

to obtain a right mix of these elements for the intended results. This indicates the potential 

for controversy where these elements are mismatched to an extent that it seriously affect 

the effectiveness of the PA in terms of delivering the intended results. For example, 

according to Sayeed & Bhide (2003), it is already the case in most of the organisations that 

PAs as a formal approach to employees’ performance exist but it do not fully deliver the 

originally intended results.  

 

Before going any further, It is important to mention that in spite of the fact that a number 

of issues, concerns and criticisms are associated with PA, and a number of authors have 

regarded it as potentially or actually a controversial practice in one way or another, the 

current study does not regard it as actually a controversial practice and issue. This is so in 

the view of the fact that it is widely used in today’s organisations. For example, the 

argument is that if it was nothing but actually a controversial practice and issue then why it 
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is still being widely practiced in contemporary organisations? Also, the PA practice which 

is considered as actually controversial in one organisation may not necessarily be 

considered as actually controversial in another organisation because of the different 

contexts of the organisations. Therefore, the current study regards PA as a potentially 

controversial practice and issue which attracts rhetorical attention. The link between 

controversy and rhetoric has already been discussed in chapter 2 (Critical Literature 

Review on Rhetoric). 

3.7. The Issue of Effectiveness in Performance Appraisal (PA) and the Potential for 

Controversy Associated with it: Reflections from Previous Studies  

 

Almost all of these studies, which are discussed below, suggest that the issue of 

effectiveness in PA prompts the potential for controversy in it. To begin with, Banerji 

(1971) examined the ineffectiveness of PA in the context of banks; for example, he noted 

that the PA reports of the banks were sketchy and limited to a few personality traits, such 

as ability to work hard, obedience, sincerity, and so forth, while the ratings of appraisees in 

these traits were frequently high or low because the appraisers knew the appraisees to be 

high or low in some specific traits. This suggested the involvement of subjective 

judgements resulting into vagueness, arbitrariness (Banerji, 1971) and unfairness in the 

PAs of banks. Also, this suggested the idea of playing Gods on the part of appraisers 

(McGregor, 1957). Therefore, in order to increase the effectiveness of their PAs and to 

eliminate the potential for controversy associated with them, Banerji (1971) presented an 

alternative approach based on management by objectives (MBO) to the banks. 

 

Similarly, Banner & Cook (1984) identified a number of specific ethical dilemmas which 

surround the formal PA setting, and may adversely affect its effectiveness, such as the 

problematic use of traits,  oriented and subjective evaluation criteria, problems in the 

writing of performance standards and measurement indicators, the use of different PA 

systems within the same organisation, issues regarding how the results of the PA will be 

used, and the problem regarding who decides the objective standards to measure 

performance. However, regardless of all these dilemmas which depict PA as a potentially 

controversial practice, Banner & Cook (1984: 332) concluded that “As long as the 

performance appraisal procedure is fair, is consistent, and is evenly applied to all, the 

performance appraisal is a just device that can be morally justified”. 
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Further, Bretz et al. (1992), in their survey of three large scale US private sector 

organisation, identified fairness as the most important issue, which needed to be resolved 

for the PA systems’ effectiveness. Similarly, according to Carroll & Schneier (1982) and 

Murphy & Cleveland (1991), a critical element influencing the potential success or 

effectiveness of the PA system is the reaction to the system of those people who are being 

evaluated by it. This is because their reaction shows whether they accept or reject the 

system. According to Murphy & Cleveland (1991), one particular type of employees’ 

reaction that has been found to be associated with the acceptance or rejection of the PA 

system is their perceived fairness of it. In view of this, employees’ perceived unfairness of 

the PA process may be regarded as an important factor in decreasing its effectiveness and 

in stimulating the potential for controversy associated with it. 

 

In the same way, lack of employees’ satisfaction may also be considered as an important 

factor that hinders the effectiveness of PA and so may results in the generation of the 

potential for controversy regarding it. For example, the studies conducted by Mount 

(1983;1984) analysed the satisfaction of managers and employees with their PA systems in 

two different organisations and the results of the studies showed in general that managers 

were more satisfied than employees.  However, for the PA system to be effective, ideally 

both the parties should be equally satisfied with it. Therefore, Mount’s (1983; 1984) 

studies lead one to think that the potential for controversy is associated with PA because of 

these two parties’ different levels of satisfaction with it. 

 

Another study indicated that the lack of employees’ experience with the PA may lead them 

to perceive an effective PA as ineffective and so may excite the potential for controversy 

regarding it. For example, Eberhardt & Pooyan (1988) studied two groups of employees on 

the basis of their experience with the newly introduced PA process. The results of the study 

revealed that the group which had experience with the newly introduced PA process had 

more favourable perceptions of their supervisors' appraisal behaviour and were more 

satisfied with the appraisal process than the other group which had lack of experience with 

it (Sayeed & Bhide, 2003). 

 

Moreover, in their review of the PA literature, Spence & Keeping (2010) revealed three 

primary non-performance factors, such as the potential negative consequences of ratings, 

organisational norms and the opportunity to advance self-interests, that managers consider 

when they rate employees’ performance. Further, Spence & Keeping (2010) investigated 
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these factors along with the factors related to appraisers’ differences, such as 

conscientiousness, agreeableness, and performance appraisal experience. The appraisers 

included the sample of 303 university graduates, belonging to a wide range of industries, 

who had experience of administering employees’ PA (Spence & Keeping, 2010). They 

were required to appraise a fictitious employee based on the information provided to them 

(Spence & Keeping, 2010). The results of this study provided support for the view that 

non-performance factors can be a substantive component of performance ratings (Spence 

& Keeping, 2010). Therefore, in the view of this study, one may think that the 

consideration of the non-performance factors by the appraisers during their ratings of the 

employees may stir up the potential for controversy regarding PA. Particularly, this may 

happen when the non-performance factors are considered more than the performance 

factors by the appraisers as they may lead to the ineffective outcomes obtained from the 

PA. 

 

Further, Bawole et al. (2013) analysed the PA and its implications for the performance of 

civil service employees in Ghana and pointed out a number of issues, such as lack of 

leadership attention to the PA, lack of objectivity in the PA process, an extensive presence 

of superstition, spirituality and fear in the PA, lack of appraisers’ training, and the interest 

of civil employees in the PA only during performance-related interviews. These issues not 

only depict PA as ineffective but also may spark the potential for controversy in it. Even 

the conclusion of their study seemed to provoke the potential for controversy as it 

stimulated rhetoric and reality debate regarding PA. For example, Bawole et al. (2013) 

concluded that PA has become rhetoric rather than an important practice or reality as 

performance is praised rather than being appraised. 

 

In addition, a number of researchers have theoretically described and identified different 

aspects of an effective PA system (Sayeed & Bhide, 2003). For example, in particular to 

the Indian context, Dayal (1976) described the factors important for the effectiveness of 

PA. According to Dayal (1976), the Indian social environment tends to emphasise concepts 

of self, loyalty, regard for authority and interpersonal behaviour differently as compared 

with the Western setting. Therefore, in order to develop an effective PA system, the 

peculiar cultural aspects are needed to be considered (Sayeed & Bhide, 2003) so as to 

avoid the potential for controversy associated with PA.  
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Similarly, Pareek & Rao (1981) intended to describe the basic psychological processes of 

development oriented organisations and the relevant methods that can enhance the 

utilisation of human resources. In doing so, Pareek & Rao (1981) identified the major 

components and subcomponents of human resource development (HRD) system, and 

regarded the PA and its effective design as an important subcomponent contributing to an 

overall HRD. However, what determines the effective design of the PA is a potentially 

controversial matter. This is because the success of a particular design of PA in one 

organisation may not necessarily guarantee it to be successful in another organisation 

because of their different settings.  

 

Further, Gibbs (1985) described three stages for developing an effective PA system, 

planning, implementation and review. These stages suggest that the PA should not be 

merely considered as a corporate report card, but it should be considered as a 

developmental tool for the growth and achievement of both the individuals and 

organisations (Sayeed & Bhide, 2003) alike as not doing so may instigate the potential for 

controversy regarding the PA. Whereas, in the same year, Gomez-Mejia et al. (1985) 

described the four important ingredients of an effective PA system and suggested that it is 

essential that all the four ingredients are present as a package in the PA process in order for 

it to be effective. The four ingredients are: (i) job related appraisal form, (ii) an appraisal 

model, (iii) a support system, and (iv) a monitoring and tracking network (Gomex-Mejia et 

al., 1985). Therefore, the absence of any of these four ingredients may also prompt the 

potential for controversy related to the PA. 

 

In another study, Hall, et al. (1989) explored the effectiveness of the PA system in high 

technology companies in order to identify the factors that contribute to bring improvements 

in their goal setting process and consequent employees’ performance. The fact that the 

majority of the organisations in their study were inclined to separate their salary reviews 

discussion from their performance reviews discussion (e.g., by two to three weeks) is 

suggestive of their implementation of the PA systems as a development strategy rather than 

a tool in the hands of management to reward its employees (Sayeed & Bhide, 2003). 

However, this may suggest a mismatch between performance and reward which may 

stimulate the potential for controversy related to the PA. 

 

Moreover, Finn & Fontainie (1984) investigated the PA system of a large and complex 

human service Department of a State Government. The findings of their study revealed that 
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the PA system was ineffective as it was not producing constructive results and was 

resulting in negative attitudes of appraisees and appraisers towards the system (Finn & 

Fontainie, 1984). This called for the need of a complete change in the PA system. 

Accordingly, instead of theoretically describing and identifying different aspects of an 

effective PA system, Steel (1985) moved a step forward and suggested the participatory 

PA system as a solution for effective outcomes. For example, Steel (1985) conducted a 

study on the State employees, after a new PA system (the participatory PA system) was 

implemented, and the results of the study revealed that the employees considered the 

participatory PA system more effective and satisfactory than any other system. Similarly, 

Deets & Tyler (1986) explored the PA process of the Xerox Corporation which was 

particularly designed for effectiveness through the joint setting of objectives by the 

managers and employees. The findings of the study indicated that the employees had a 

supportive attitude towards the PA process as it had eliminated the barriers to teamwork 

(Deets & Tyler (1986). Hence, with reference to the PA systems discussed by Steel (1985) 

and Deets & Tyler (1986), one may think that the implementation of such systems may 

liberate the PA from the potential for controversy associated with it. 

 

However, the effective implementation of PA is itself a potentially controversial issue. 

Many effectively designed PA systems fail due to their inappropriate implementation. 

There can be many reasons behind this failure which may vary from organisation to 

organisation. For example, a mismatch between the PA system and organisational context, 

a lack of training provided to the employees for its proper implementation, hasty 

implementation, and so forth. Sayeed & Bhide (2003) conducted a survey regarding PA 

effectiveness, which included 211 respondents (managers and their subordinates) from two 

major divisions of a textile company, as a part of their new PA implementation 

programme. In doing so, Sayeed & Bhide (2003) argued that if the PA were designed and 

implemented well, it would create better teamwork on an ongoing basis. This is because of 

the established feedback channels among supervisors and their subordinates which are 

fostered by the top management by conscious efforts. Whereas, Yeo (2003) suggested that 

PMS should not be treated as an isolated system for its effective implementation. Instead, 

the measurement should be considered at all the levels (e.g., individual, process and 

organisational) in order to facilitate the alignment of the goals of individuals, teams, 

departments and processes with the strategic aims of the organisation (Yeo, 2003). The 

study considers these aspects from the interpretations of such issues provided by the study 

respondents (Nankervis et al., 2012). 
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3.8. The Context of Performance Appraisal (PA) in Pakistan and How They are 

Conducted  

 

 

The PA process is a common phenomenon in Pakistan as the majority of the organisations 

have implemented this process for regular evaluation of their employees' performances 

(Khan, 2016) usually by their immediate supervisors (Saba & Nsubuga-Kyobe, 2014). In 

the context of the civil service in Pakistan, including both federal and provisional, the 

widely used mechanism to measure the performance of employees is the performance 

evaluations reports (PERs), previously known as the annual confidential reports (ACRs) 

(Hanif et al., 2016). The PERs are filled by the seniors of incumbent civil servants 

annually, while the establishment division of the Government of Pakistan provides policy 

directions and maintains confidential records of the evaluations (Hanif et al., 2016). In the 

technical language of the PERs, officials who conduct the PERs are called the reporting 

officers, while their reports are also counter-checked by the counter-signing officers (Hanif 

et al., 2016).  

 

Although the PERs have widely taken over the ACR system of PA in the public sector 

organisations, the ACRs are still a common PA practice used in most of the public sector 

universities in Pakistan (Saba & Nsubuga-Kyobe, 2014). It is a comprehensive report 

written once a year about the employees by their supervisors for their performance in the 

assigned responsible duties (Saba & Nsubuga-Kyobe, 2014). While the reports have no 

bearing or immediate effect on pay and benefits, unless the grading is below the minimum 

acceptable standard, they certainly have long term impact on promotions as well as 

selection on merit for lucrative posts and courses (Saba & Nsubuga-Kyobe, 2014). 

Communication gaps, personal biases, and minimal employee participation are some of the 

negative aspects of the ACR system, making it an old and ineffective PA system which 

does not help in employees’ learning and development (Rasheed et al., 2011). For 

example, people promoted on the basis of the ACRs are usually unaware of which part of 

work in the year they were most efficient (Saba & Nsubuga-Kyobe, 2014). Hence, they are 

often sceptical about this form of PA system. This is the reason that the PERs have widely 

taken over the ACR system in the public sector organisations in Pakistan. 

 

 However, there are issues in the adequate implementation of the PER system as well. For 

example, the PER system is generally used worldwide in organisations to evaluate the 
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performance of employees in order to make administrative decisions, evaluate recruitment 

and selection processes, and determine training needs (Kane & Lawler, 1978; Cleveland et 

al., 1989; Rasheed et al., 2011; Shakil, 2012), while in the public sector organisations in 

Pakistan, the PER system is commonly used for making decisions regarding employees’ 

promotion and retention in service (PEG, 2004). Moreover, the shift from the ACR system 

of PA to the PER system in the public sector organisations in Pakistan merely appears to 

be a terminological shift with very little practical implications. Accordingly, the overall PA 

system in the public sector organisations in Pakistan is considered to be embedded with a 

high level of confidentiality (Khan, 2010). For example, even the appraisees are not fully 

aware of the criterion used for their performance measurement. Additionally, it is regarded 

as a one way communication process (Saba & Nsubuga-Kyobe, 2014). This results in the 

appraisees’ involvement and engagement being minimal, especially in the ACRs which are 

like a closed system that is non-transparent, and open to favouritism, corruption and 

tribalism in the public sector institutions in Pakistan (Saba & Nsubuga-Kyobe, 2014). 

Similarly, Ikramullah et al. (2012) argued that in the civil service of Pakistan, the PA 

system has been problematic and criticised due to various flaws. Furthermore, the PA 

system of civil service in Pakistan has been overlooked in the various reform attempts by 

the Government and it is difficult to find any progress in this particular area (NCGR, 

2008). This makes the PA a potentially controversial practice in the public sector 

organisations in Pakistan. Therefore, in order to improve the PA in the public sector 

organisations in Pakistan, there is a need for an improved alignment of the PA system with 

other HRM practices, better consideration of the participation of employees in the PA 

system, and enhancement of the PA system with an understanding of the relationship it has 

with its social context, such as appraiser’s motivation (Saba & Nsubuga-Kyobe, 2014). 

 

On the other hand, the ACR system was also used in the past as the PA practice by the 

private sector organisations in Pakistan. For example, Khan's (2016) research showed that 

it was a popular practice until 2001 in the energy sector, as it was implemented by one of 

the public limited companies before being replaced by another PA system to comply with 

the new vision of the company. Presently, PA system (or PA) is considered as one of the 

important features of the human resource management (HRM), particularly performance 

management system (PMS) in the private sector organisations in Pakistan. For example, 

Ilyas et al. (2016) pointed out the positive influence of HRM practices, such as 

compensation, PA and promotion, on the performance of the employees of a private 

telecommunication organisation in Pakistan.   
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The highest contribution to the gross domestic product (GDP) in the economy of Pakistan 

comes from the tertiary sector (or the services sector) within which the private services 

sector’s contribution is quite considerable. This includes all the Departments, such as 

health, education, transportation, telecommunication, banking sector, other financial 

services, etc. In addition, the private services sector faces enormous competition, both 

national and international. For example, there are a number of multinational companies 

(MNCs) operating within this sector and home companies operating internationally. 

Moreover, in view of the competition, the indigenous private sector organisations have 

begun to realise the importance of modern and Western-oriented HRM practices (Jamil, 

2005) of MNCs. Similarly, despite providing a challenging competition, those MNCs are 

the major source of providing the best HRM practices to the local companies for their 

benchmarking. Therefore, eventhough the success stories of HRM practices of MNCs 

present role models for both the government and private sector organisations (Mangi et al., 

2012), the PMS and the PA systems of MNCs have widely been benchmarked by the local 

private organisations in Pakistan, as compared to the government sector organisations, 

because of the fierce competition within the private sector.  

 

Accordingly, there are a number of banks in Pakistan, particularly the private commercial 

banks, which utilise performance management systems (PMSs) for improving the 

performance of their employees in order to meet the predetermined targets in the 

changeable business environment, and the serious business rivalry and competition (Khan 

et al., 2017). While the PA process is considered to be an integral part of their PMSs. A 

common PA practice, used by the banks in Pakistan, under their PMSs, is PA forms. This 

makes the PA forms the primary method used for the PA in the banks. On the other hand, 

appraisal interviews (AIs) (or the feedback interviews of PA) are considered as a 

secondary practice, which is only exercised in case of a disagreement by the appraisee with 

his or her final appraisal grades after the overall distribution of the grades is completed. 

Therefore, such interviews seldom result in the improvement of the appraisee’s grade. 

(e.g., in other words, the practice is not common but only exercised on the need basis with 

no practical effect on the grades). This may be considered as one of the reasons for the 

high employee turnover rate in the banking sector in Pakistan. As mentioned in chapter 1, 

the two selected banks in the current research also use the PA forms as their primary 

method for PA. The detail of the PA forms used by the two selected banks is further 

discussed in chapter 5 (research methodology).  
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3.9. Linking Performance Appraisal (PA) to Rhetoric  

 

Under this heading, a considerable number of matters are discussed which link PA to 

rhetoric and justify that PA is worthy of rhetorical attention. The situation of the current 

study is also discussed extensively, in order to substantiate the grounds for the study. 

3.9.1. Performance Appraisal (PA) as a Rhetorical Situation 

 

In view of the previous discussion, it is quite apparent that there is a significant potential 

for controversy associated with PA. For example, one may argue that the involvement of 

many different parties in the PA process (particularly the appraisees and appraisers) and 

the relationship of these parties to each other are the major causes of the potential for 

controversy associated with it, while others may come up with different reasons. However, 

no matter what the reasons are, the potential for controversy associated with PA justifies 

the conduction of rhetorical analysis (RA) of the talk of appraisees and appraisers 

regarding the PA practiced in their banks. This is because the link between rhetoric and 

controversy traces its roots back to antiquity. While in the recent years, Miller (2005) 

argued that it makes sense to use controversy as a conduit for argumentation and rhetorical 

studies because it provides occasions and strategies for rhetoric. 

 

Accordingly, one may say that it is due to the potential for controversy associated with PA 

which has led a number of researchers, such as Rothschild & Virginia (1989), to recognise 

the importance of understanding PA as a rhetorical situation. Therefore, such researchers 

regard the parties involved in the PA process as rhetorical beings. This means that the 

appraisees and appraisers can be regarded as rhetorical beings whether they are the part of 

an everyday (mundane) environment of an organisation, a naturally occurring environment 

of appraisal interviews (AIs), or of a separate setting (within or outside their organisation) 

where they are interviewed regarding the PA process practised in their organisation.  

 

Similarly, Goodall, Jr., et al. (1986) argued that PA is a rhetorical situation which is 

marked by the natural presence of reasoned drama. Bitzer (1968:1) asserted that “When I 

ask, What is a rhetorical situation? I want to know the nature of these contexts in which 

speakers or writers create rhetorical discourse: How should they be described? What are 

their characteristics? Why and how do they result in the creation of rhetoric?’’  However, 
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the current study does not agree with what Bitzer (1968: 4) argued about rhetoric that it is 

‘‘always persuasive’’ as ‘‘a mode of altering reality, not by the direct application of energy 

to objects, but by the creation of discourse which changes reality through the mediation of 

thought and action’’ of the audience.’’ More specifically, it is does not agree with the idea 

of rhetoric as altering reality. This is because the current study takes what appraisees and 

appraisers construct as a reality of their PA as the reality itself.  Therefore, when we say 

that PA is a rhetorical situation, it means that ‘‘a rhetorical discourse comes into existence 

as a response to situation ’’ (Bitzer, 1968: 5) they have had experienced. This is because 

‘‘While the existence of a rhetorical address is a reliable sign of the existence of situation, 

it does not follow that a situation exists only when the discourse’’ existed in the natural 

setting of the PA (Bitzer, 1968). Accordingly, when the appraisees and appraisers construct 

the reality of their PA in the interviews, they may be considered as recalling from ‘‘a 

specific time’’ of their PAs’ experience, and so maybe considered as thinking and talking 

in the same way as they would have thought or talked during the time when their PAs were 

conducted  (Bitzer, 1968: 2). The idea of rhetorical situation and interviews is further being 

discussed at the end of the chapter to create a relevance between rhetorical situations and 

interviews. 

 

Similarly, the concept of exigency is very important to rhetorical studies as it is considered 

as an important situation, problem, or an issue which encourages the need for rhetoric.  For 

example, for the interviewer, the organisational representative and natural superior in an 

AIs’ situation, the primary communicative or rhetorical exigency is to convince the 

subordinate to accept their judgements concerning the quality, quantity, and ultimate value 

of his or her work (Goodall, Jr., et al., 1986). The secondary exigency is to provide a 

dialogueic opportunity through which both sides can negotiate future goals, as well as the 

means and ways of achieving them (Goodall, Jr., et al., 1986).   

 

In the case of the current study, the potential for controversy associated with PA creates an 

exigency for the RA. For example, due to the potential for controversy associated with PA, 

appraisees and appraisers, the two important parties of PA, are frequently considered to 

have potentially different interests and views regarding PA. Therefore, the exigency to 

focus on the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their talk is created. 

This is created to know how they construct the reality of their PA with the use of 

argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their talk. Following the view of 

rhetoric as persuasion, to focus on the persuasive dimensions of rhetoric is understandable. 
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But, what about the focus on the argumentative dimensions? This follows the dialogueic 

approach to rhetoric, and not merely the dialogueic approach. Therefore, unlike Goodall, 

Jr. et al. (1986), it, together with the focus on the persuasive dimensions, is a primary 

exigency. A whole rhetorical framework, which focuses on the argumentative and 

persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in the talk of appraisees and appraisers, is being used for 

the conduction of the RA. The framework is discussed in the next chapter and it mainly 

focuses on the three main research questions for the RA (The questions have been outlined 

in the introduction chapter and in the framework chapter). 

3.9.2. Important Studies on Performance Appraisal (PA) with Rhetorical Suggestions 

 

Goodall, Jr., et al. (1986) proposed a framework for PA processes that includes 

consideration of antecedent and consequent cultural, organisational, and individual 

information. Their framework takes inspiration from the motives which were identified by 

Kenneth Burke’s (1969) ideas, which are considered as fundamental to hierarchal 

communication, such as mystery, order and the kill (Goodall, Jr., et al., 1986). Goodall, Jr., 

et al. (1986) used the narratives from the participants of three AIs, which were captured by 

interviewing them, so that they could relate to their experiences. The three AIs were then 

critiqued based on this narratives’ data obtained and the directions for future interpretive 

studies are recommended (Goodall, Jr., et al., 1986). Accordingly, rhetorical analysis (RA) 

can be considered as one such study, particularly in the consideration of K. Burke’s (1969) 

views on rhetoric according to which a rhetorical situation is inherently marked by the 

presence of reasoned drama. The views are discussed later in the chapter, particularly in 

their relevance to observed behaviours of PA and interviews regarding PA. Therefore, the 

study of Goodall, Jr., et al. (1986) contributes to the notion of conducting a RA of PA and 

so justifies the rhetorical attention to PA. 

 

In attaching such importance to AIs, Fisher (1994) designed and implemented appraisal 

schemes with the support of his colleagues in five organisations within a period of 3 years. 

In doing so, Fisher (1994) made a case in two articles that the variations between different 

appraisals’ schemes of organisations can be related to, among others things, the different 

arguments about the appraisal and its objectives that take place in those organisations.  

 

In his first article, Fisher (1994) focussed on arrangement of the differences between 

appraisals’ schemes. The variations appeared to be quite substantial and they raised the 

question regarding the appropriateness of different schemes to different organisational 



- 111 - 

 

situations (Fisher, 1994). The second article examined how these differences can be 

interpreted (Fisher, 1994). Therefore, the variations in schemes were interpreted as being 

related to the different anxieties and aspirations experienced by managers (e.g., who may 

see at least some, if not much, organisational purpose in having PA) and staff (who are 

subject to PA) in different organisations (C.M. Fisher, 1994; 1995). In other words, the 

focus was on the appraisal discourses of two groups, management and staff (or appraisees 

and appraisers), while the two group categories were not mutually exclusive as certain 

individuals may have belonged to both groups (C.M. Fisher, 1995).  

 

Therefore, C.M. Fisher (1995) identified six particular rhetorical themes in the attitudes of 

staff and six in the attitudes of managers which made their appraisal discourses. While the 

themes were centred on the rhetorical and argumentative process, and this had been so in 

the view that people use rhetorical and argumentative processes in order to interpret and 

make sense of organisational changes and development (Billig, 1991). Hence, the 

conclusion of C.M. Fisher’s (1994; 1995) studies is that when the designers of the 

appraisals’ schemes construct the schemes, they should be able to draw a connection 

between the schemes they construct and the debates or arguments which are made by the 

two groups (managers and staff) regarding appraisal.  

 

The two studies of C.M. Fisher (1994; 1995) are somewhat close to the current study, 

though have different objectives and frameworks. For example, in the current research, the 

focus is on the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of the interviews’ talk of the two 

important parties of PA, appraisees and appraisers, regarding the PA practiced in their 

banks. Therefore, the current study is based on the RA with the objective of analysing that 

how these two important parties construct the reality of their PA. And for this matter, an 

empirical rhetorical framework has been employed. One may say that such RA may also 

be helpful in recommending the construction of an appropriate PA’s scheme based on the 

arguments of the two parties, but this is not the objective of the current research. 

Nevertheless, the use of the rhetorical and argumentative process in C.M. Fisher’s (1994; 

1995) studies not only justifies that PA is worthy of rhetorical attention, but also it 

provides a good defence to the current study. 

 

Gordon & Stewart (2009) conceptualized the AIs as a conversation about performance and 

identified the discursive resources available to the organisation, the appraisees and the 

appraisers which have the potential to make the conversation about performance more 
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efficient and effective, particularly with regard to improving the preparation for and 

conduct of a conversation about performance. Identification of the discursive resources 

was derived from an extensive review of the communication literature (Gordon & Stewart, 

2009). For example, Watson (1995a) referred to discursive resources as the strategic 

agencies that organisations or actors draw on to formulate dialectical tactics and systems 

that promote their conversational purposes. Therefore, in considering rhetoric as an 

important aspect of communication and communication as an important aspect of PA, the 

rhetorical attention to PA is justified. Moreover, with specific reference to the current 

study, the focus on argumentative dimensions of rhetoric in the talk of appraisees and 

appraisers also implies a focus on the use of dialectical tactics by appraisees and 

appraisers. However, the focus is on those dialectical tactics used by appraisees and 

appraisers which have the ultimate commitment to persuasion. How this is done is 

discussed in the next chapter (Rhetorical framework). 

3.9.3. Performance Appraisal (PA): An Important Feature of Employment Relations 

 

PA has earned both popularity and criticism as an important feature of employment 

relations (Deming, 1986; Bowman, 1994; Joiner, 1994). Hamilton (2001) argued that 

employment relations practice is worthy of the attention from the discipline of rhetoric. 

This is because of the presence of the potential for controversy in the practice of 

employment relations.  Hence, one may argue that if the practice of employment relations 

is potentially controversial then those practices which manage it, such as PA, are 

potentially controversial as well. Hence, such practices should be worthy of the rhetorical 

attention.  Roberts (2003) argued that PA is one of the most complex and potentially 

controversial human resource (HR) practices. While according to Tjosvold (1985), the 

future may likely be seeing more potential for organisational controversy relating to PA.  

Therefore, in the consideration of PA as an important feature of employment relations, and 

the inherent potential for controversy associated with PA (as substantiated from all the 

previous discussion), rhetorical analysis (RA) of the talk of appraisees and appraisers 

regarding the PA practiced in their banks is firmly justified in the current study. 
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3.9.4 Performance Appraisal (PA) as a Communication Process and its Importance 

 

According to Hernández-Campoy (2016: 13), “Every use of language - written or spoken - 

is a rhetorical act, because all communication is inherently rhetorical and intentional: there 

is a message to transit or a specific goal to achieve”.  Gordon & Stewart (2009) asserted 

that the PA process is an institutional interaction that should be designed to facilitate 

communication. This is not only because it is generally considered as a process for 

discovering and sharing information about employees’ performance (Gordon & Stewart, 

2009), but also because organisational innovativeness is based on effective internal 

communication, particularly the assessment of performance (Kivimäki et al., 2000).  

 

Similarly, according to Gordon & Stewart (2009), many commonly acclaimed PA 

mechanisms turn out to be procedures that assist interpersonal communication. On the 

other hand, many of the problems associated with traditional PA also originate from 

procedures that interfere with effective communication (Gordon & Stewart, 2009). Hence, 

communication has a significant impact on the successful implementation of the PA 

system (Drewes & Runde, 2002).  

 

However, Gordon & Stewart (2009) argued that there is a limited recognition of the PA 

from a communicative perspective in the HRM community and so there is little written 

about it.  Similarly, Foster (2002) even argued that PA was generally not considered as an 

important aspect of Business Communication syllabuses. Given the issues, concerns, 

criticisms and potential for controversy associated with PA, as previously discussed in this 

chapter, its neglect by communication scholars is surprising (Gordon & Stewart, 2009). 

Particularly, according to Gordon & Stewart (2009), it appears to be surprising when 

considering the developments in the following three fields: 

 

1. The increasing interest of the conversation analytic (CA) studies in the other forms 

of institutional interaction which usually involves professionals interacting with 

their clients (Peräkylä & Vehviläinen, 2003); 

 

2.  The emerging field of organisational discourse (OD) (Marshak et al., 2000); 

 

3. The growing importance of rhetorical analysis (RA) in the field of business and 

management (Gordon & Stewart, 2009). 
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Moreover, Gordon & Stewart (2009) highlighted the following three reasons for not 

neglecting the PA’s communication perspective: 

 

1. Communication about the performance of employees is still a very important aspect 

of PA regardless of the continuing evolution in its terminology and scope; 

 

2. A focus on communication offers an outlook on a number of aspects of PA (e.g., 

how performance information is provided and perceived, the definitional features 

of performance information, the interactional context that influences the meaning 

of feedback, and so forth); 

 

3. The focus on communication has been validated to improve other HRM 

procedures. For example, Papa (1989) found that a communication based 

assessment centre had a significant validity to identify those managerial employees 

who subsequently received high ratings on their interpersonal productivity and 

problem solving skills. 

 

However, as previously discussed, the communication perspective of PA is neglected. No 

wonder we come across very limited rhetorical analysis or rhetorical studies conducted on 

PA. This is quite concerning for those researchers who see rhetoric as a persuasive 

communication or an important field of communication. And so, this initiates the 4th 

reason: 

 

4. Focus on the communication perspective of PA has a potential to encourage the 

conduction of rhetorical analysis (RA) in the field of PA research. 

3.9.5 Appraisal Interviews (AIs) as a Communication Act and the Issue of Context 

 

Appraisers are extremely uncomfortable when they have to inform employees about the 

quality of their work (Jackman & Strober, 2003), and so the stage of the feedback 

interviews of PA or appraisal interviews (AIs) remains the most contentious facet of the 

PA process (Gordon & Stewart, 2009). However, limited communication research has been 

devoted to the communication perspective of AIs as well, even though the communication 

process is recognised as a useful conceptual basis for promoting intentional change (Ford 
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& Ford, 1995) and examining the effects of feedback (Ilgen et al., 1979). Hence, there is a 

need to conceptualize AIs as a communication act.  

 

Conceptualizing AIs as a communication act suggests that attention should be paid to the 

matters that occur before the AIs take place, and remain unexplored in the course of such 

interviews, yet affect the outcomes of the appraisal process (Gordon & Stewart, 2009). 

Accordingly, Gordon & Stewart (2009) highlighted the pre-interviews phase as an 

important part of the overall context of the PA process. This demonstrates that context is 

fundamental to most conceptualizations of communication (Hargie, 2006). Pridham (2001) 

noted that talk exists within a social context which not only determines its purpose, but 

also shapes its features and structure. Therefore, one must be aware of the situation in 

which the interactive talk occurs (Gordon & Stewart, 2009).  However, according to 

Gordon & Stewart (2009), much of the existing literature on AIs has ignored the context of 

the talk but focused on the face-to-face interaction. 

 

Similarly, Levy & Williams (2004: 883) asserted that “identifying, measuring, and 

defining the organisational context in which appraisal takes place is integral to truly 

understanding and developing effective performance appraisals.” Applied psychologists 

have drawn attention to the social setting of performance evaluations (Fletcher, 2002). 

Similarly, Murphy & Cleveland (1995) explored the manner in which appraisers’ 

judgements, the assessment process, and the eventual purposes served by the evaluations 

create an organisational context that can influence performance ratings.  

 

Moreover, R. J. Burke & Wilcox (1969) argued that the climate for growth during the AIs 

is linked to the degree of openness of appraisees and appraisers in their day-to-day 

communication. This demonstrates that the context of the AIs’ talk, between appraises and 

appraisers, is a part of the overall context of PA process that is based on their day-to-day 

interaction with each other and with the other aspects of the overall context of the PA 

process. Gordon & Stewart (2009) pointed out a number of broad contextual factors that 

potentially can influence the AIs, such as organisation culture, workforce composition, 

legal climate, organisation policies regarding feedback, accountability of appraiser, and 

appraisal system features.   

 

Likewise, in the research on the PA climate, the concept of climate is largely limited to the 

situation of actual appraisal interviews (AIs), though it should include cultural and 
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relational information developed over a period of time (Goodall, Jr., et al., 1986). 

Therefore, it is important for researchers to consider both pre and post AIs’ matters, rather 

than the mere AIs, in their studies regarding PA. Doing so is particularly important in those 

organisations where the AIs’ role is limited to merely providing feedback to employees on 

their performance ratings or assessments while other methods are used for their actual 

assessments.  This exactly depicts the situation of the current study, as PA forms are 

primarily used by both of the selected banks for the assessment of the performance of their 

employees while the AIs or the feedback interviews of PA are rather considered as 

secondary. 

 

Now the question is how can the data or information regarding the pre and post AIs be 

gathered for the research matter? Certainly, the researchers’ observation of AIs or the 

feedback interviews of PA can provide him or her with the information related to the actual 

situation of such interviews. But, what about the other pre and post AIs’ aspects that are 

the part of the overall context of PA process or PMS? More importantly, what if AIs are 

considered as nothing but a secondary method while a different method is used for the 

assessment of employees, such as PA forms, as a primary method?  In both cases, one may 

have to look for other useful and practical methods of data collection. For example, in the 

case of the current study, semi-structured interviews with the appraisees and appraisers of 

the two selected banks have been used for the purpose of data collection regarding the PA 

practiced in their banks. 

3.9.6. The Presence of Mystery in Performance Appraisals (PAs) Setting  

 

According to Goodall, Jr., et al. (1986), virtually every authority on the subject, from 

university researchers to organisational employees, considers PA as the primary context for 

supervisors and employees to work together to achieve superior performance.  With 

specific reference to AIs, Goodall, Jr., et al. (1986) argued that the fear of what such 

interviews might yield interferes with communication between appraisees and appraisers 

and keeps the review process from achieving its full potential. Goodall, Jr. et al. (1986) 

believed that this fear results from the inherent nature of the very process of PA and what 

K. Burke (1969: 114) identified as the ‘‘mystery’’ that surrounds hierarchical 

communication. According to K. Burke (1969: 115), “the conditions for ‘‘mystery’’ are set 

by any pronounced social distinction.” For example, K. Burke (1969: 115) observed that 

the conditions for ‘‘mystery’’ exist in situations where there is communication between 

different kinds of people, such as ‘‘between nobility and commoners, courtier and king, 
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leader and people, rich and poor, judge and prisoner at the bar, ‘‘superior race’’ and 

underprivileged ‘‘races’’ or minorities.’’  Therefore, “even the story of relations between 

the petty clerk and the office manager, however realistically told, draws upon the wells of 

mystery for its appeal, since the social distinction between clerk and the office manager 

makes them subtly mysterious to each other, not merely two different people, but 

representing two classes (or ‘‘kinds’’) of people” (K. Burke, 1969: 115). According to 

Heath (1986: 221), it is due to the estrangements produced by these distinctions that 

creates the “mystery” which “can become ritualized”. 

 

Therefore, in the same way as K. Burke (1969), Heath (1986: 220) maintained that 

“individuals have different experiences, some of which are produced by their places within 

a hierarchy. Their view of the world is unique because of what their roles in the hierarchy 

demand of them and deliver to them.’’ In order to make his point more clear, Heath (1986) 

further argued that words have different meanings because people have different 

experiences; for example, the word woman means something different to males than to 

females because their sociological and biological experiences are different. Similarly, 

‘‘work means something different for the labourer than for the boss’’ (Heath, 1986: 221).  

 

Hence, with regard to the points made by K. Burke (1969) and Heath (1986) regarding the 

issue of mystery, the PA process can be considered as a different experience for the 

appraisees from that of their appraisers. For example, according to Goodall, Jr., et al. 

(1986), the existence of mystery between classes of people highlights an essential aspect of 

the AIs: namely, that, by definition, a superior will be communicating with an inferior in 

the organisation. However, Goodall, Jr., et al. (1986) noted that the terms, superior and 

inferior, not only suggest the respective positions held by the individuals in the 

organisational hierarchy, but also they connote other associated values, such as differences 

in age and/or seniority, educational and/or professional achievements, work’s knowledge, 

and so forth. Goodall, Jr., et al. (1986) further noted that most organisational scholars and 

employees admit to the presence of these differences in the PA process (Goodall, Jr., et al., 

1986).  

 

However, according to Goodall, Jr., et al., (1986), limited consideration is given to how 

such differences, and the resultant mystery, affect communication between supervisors and 

their subordinates in AIs. The idea of the presence of mystery in the appraisal setting, 

draws our attention to the possibility of the existence of antagonistic relationship between 
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appraisees and appraisers. This calls for a need to identify the antagonistic characteristics 

of their arguments in order to determine this relationship. Similarly, the matter that how 

appraisees and appraisers construct their arguments as persuasive arguments in the context 

of this relationship and other aspects of the PA process forms an appealing case for the 

consideration of research. These two areas are also the two important areas in the current 

study as they form its two main research questions out of three. However, a particular 

rhetorical framework lies behind answering them which focuses on the argumentative and 

persuasive dimensions in the talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding the PA practiced 

in their banks. The analytical framework is discussed in the next chapter.   Accordingly, in 

discussing the presence of mystery in the PA setting, not only is the rhetorical attention to 

the PA in general justified, but also it is justified with respect to the current study. 

Moreover, the presence of mystery in the PA setting stimulates the potential for 

controversy in it and so attracts attention to the rhetorical aspects. 

 

3.9.7. Observed Behaviours of Performance Appraisal (PA) versus Interviews 

Regarding PA and Rhetorical analysis (RA) 

 

According to Goodall, Jr., et al. (1986), there is a need to reorganise the condition of 

mystery in the PA setting from an interpretative critical method. This method can be a 

rhetorical analysis (RA), as Brock et al. (1990: 180) asserted that ‘‘rhetorical discourse 

persuades by serving as an interpretative lens for the audience.’’ However, researchers 

have largely chosen to focus their attention on the observed behaviours in appraisal 

interviews (AIs) rather than the antecedent and consequent meanings attributed to the AIs’ 

situation by its participants (Goodall, Jr., et al., 1986). Nevertheless, the latter is a 

substantial matter as it takes us back to the consideration of the overall context of the PA 

as discussed earlier (e.g., in terms of considering the pre- and post-  AIs’ factors as 

important for the research studies). Accordingly, interviews regarding their PA process 

with participants (e.g., appraisees and appraisers) can be a useful method of collecting the 

data for the RA in order to understand how they attribute the antecedent and consequent 

meanings to the PA situations in a persuasive manner. In other words, how the participants 

of the PA process construct the persuasive reality of it.  

 

Similarly, Goodall, Jr., et al. (1986) argued that researchers are fond of categorizing the 

types of overt behaviours (e.g., handshakes, head nods, verbal slips, pauses, hand gestures, 

facial expressions, body movements, and so on) without developing an appreciation for 
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either the ontological messages that they may reveal or for the historical content of the 

relationship between the superiors and their subordinates. Again, interviews (e.g., semi-

structured interviews) can be regarded as a practical method to unveil the historical 

features of the relationship between the two parties, appraisees and appraisers. This 

demonstrates that the research based on the observation of the naturally occurring 

environment of AIs may not be providing the full picture or actual meaning and may 

therefore be misleading. Therefore, what happens prior and subsequent to AIs is also an 

important matter to be recognised in order to get a clear picture of the whole PA process. 

And, as previously mentioned, semi-structured interviews with the appraisees and 

appraisers can serve this purpose. These interviews’ transcripts then can be rhetorically 

analysed for different purposes; for example, in the case of the current study, they are 

rhetorically analysed to determine how the appraisees and appraisers construct the reality 

of their PA with the use of argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their 

talk.   

 

The interviews with appraisees and appraisers, as a method of data collection, can be a 

useful method in such studies because in observing such behaviours during the naturally 

occurring environment of the PA, researchers may experience pressure from the constant 

thoughts that it is, after all, the organisation’s controlled environment that may affect the 

validity of their obtained data. For example, due to the surveillance and controlled 

environment of the organisation, when the appraisees and appraisers are observed by the 

researchers, they may not be talking, acting or behaving in the similar manner to when they 

are not being observed by the researchers. Therefore, interviews with appraisees and 

appraisers regarding their PA may provide them with a good opportunity to open up as 

they may not fear the surveillance or control of their organisation. These interviews then 

can be interpreted or analysed through a   rhetorical lens. 

 

Accordingly, Goodall, Jr., et al. (1986) argued that the focus of researchers on the overt 

behaviours as essentially meaningful to the AIs possibly misses the point of the 

communication.  Therefore, Goodall, Jr., et al. (1986) believed that the studies of AIs 

should be based on longitudinal observations and analysis of performance, behaviours, 

characters, and cultural fit, but not merely on the observations of the behaviours exhibited 

during such framed AIs’ situations. However, the interviews with the appraisees and 

appraisers can still be regarded as a more useful method. This is because one may argue 

that even the longitudinal observations may affect the validity of the information gathered 
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as such observations would still, after all, be gathered in the organisation’s controlled 

setting.  Also, the talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding their PA in the interviews 

may cover more a relatively whole, reasoned drama or PA, than merely the AIs. This point 

has already been extensively discussed with reference to the pre and post AIs’ contexts. 

However, the focus of the current study is not what this reasoned drama is (e.g., what 

appraisees and appraisers talk about their PA), but how it is constructed (e.g., what are the 

argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in the talk of appraisees and 

appraisrs). Nevertheless, in view of the preceding discussion, the use of interviews, as a 

method of the data gathering, can serve the purpose in both cases. 

3.9.8. Performance Appraisal (PA) as a Rhetorical Situation and Interviews with 

Appraisees and Appraisers 

 

The discussion under the previous heading demonstrates that if the focus of researchers is 

transferred from observed behaviours to interviews regarding the PA process then it 

essentially validates the rhetorical attention to PA. Under this heading, emphasis is placed 

on how PA is a rhetorical situation in the event of the interviews with appraisees and 

appraisers regarding their PA. According to Goodall, Jr., et al. (1986), both parties in the 

appraisal interviews (AIs), appraisees and appraisers, are actively engaged in constructing 

a reasoned drama, and when these parties are interviewed regarding their AIs or the 

reasoned drama, each participant provides his or her own narrative of the encounter. For 

example, when the appraisees and appraisers are interviewed about their reasoned drama or 

PA, the result can be considered as an enacting or retelling of the reasoned drama or PA 

they experienced and that can itself be considered as the reasoned drama of what they 

experienced.  

 

In a situation of individual interviews with the respective parties, appraisees and 

appraisers, even though the other party will not be present, the interviewee may still be 

considering their presence in his or her mind and so he or she may possibly be countering 

the alternative potential arguments of the other party in his or her argument. This view is 

explained in detail in the next chapter (Rhetorical framework). Hence, the interviews’ 

accounts of appraisees and appraisers regarding their PA can be seen as creating the 

rhetorical situation of the reasoned drama, and so provide useful data for the rhetorical 

analysis. For example, a focus on the interviews’ accounts of appraisees and appraisers 

regarding their PA creates the exigency to know how the participants construct the reality 
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of their PA with the use of the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their 

talk (as in the case of the current study).   

 

Before moving to the next chapter (Rhetorical framework), it is important to highlight that 

in the previous discussion, the word ‘drama’ attached to the word ‘reason’ should not be 

taken as intending to convey a  negative view of rhetoric in the current study. The 

rhetorical framework of the study falls within the positive boundaries of rhetoric where the 

ultimate goal of rhetoric is regarded as achieving persuasion, but not by alteration, 

deceiving or faking the reasoned drama. It is considered to be achieved through the 

argumentative and persuasive dimensions or tactics of rhetoric in the statements. And these 

are the dimensions which are sought and analysed in the talk of appraisees and appraisers 

(e.g., to know how they construct the reality of their PA), in the current study, by following 

the rhetorical framework which is discussed in the next chapter.  
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Chapter 4−Rhetorical Framework 

 

4.1. An Overview of the Rhetorical Framework 

 

This chapter discusses the rhetorical framework of the current study which is based on the 

combination of views from the classical and contemporary rhetorical traditions. 

Particularly, it emanates from the views of Aristotle (1991), Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) and 

Potter (1996). Therefore, the rhetorical framework concentrates on both the argumentative 

and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric. And in doing so, it establishes the basis for the 

analysis in the current study. For example, it aids in answering the three main research 

questions.  Hence, this rhetorical framework is essentially the analytical framework used in 

the current research.  

 

This can further be explained with the reference to the appraisees and appraisers in the 

current study. For example, the current rhetorical framework is applied to their talk 

regarding the performance appraisal (PA) process which is practiced in their banks. In this 

regard, the aim of the rhetorical framework is to provide the foundations for the rhetorical 

analysis of the talk of appraisees and appraisers in order to answer the three main research 

questions. Therefore, the rhetorical framework will help in determining how the appraisees 

and appraisers are rhetorical beings in a sense that how they construct the reality of their 

PA with the use of the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their talk. 

4.2. Introduction to the Rhetorical Framework 

 

Rhetoric has been viewed differently by the management scholars and employed in 

combination with theoretical frameworks (Shepherd & Challenger, 2013). Similarly, the 

process of conducting a rhetorical analysis is clearly different for every researcher 

(Shepherd & Challenger, 2013). As previously stated, the rhetorical framework of this 

research stems from the work of Aristotle (1991) in combination with the work of such 

contemporary writers as Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) and Potter (1996). Therefore, the heart 

of the rhetorical analysis is persuasive (Nelson et al., 1987) and argumentative dimensions 

of rhetoric in the current study. 
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Accordingly, the present research does not view rhetoric with the negative meaning. 

Instead it is used in the classical sense. For example, in the classical sense, rhetoric focuses 

upon the notion of the efficient processing of the arguments (Humphrey & Scapens, 1996). 

Therefore, it is considered as the use of persuasive argument in order to produce practical 

impacts which affect the actions (Humphrey & Scapens, 1996). Nichols (1987) argued that 

not only Aristotle’s account of classical rhetoric answers the ancient criticism of rhetoric, 

particularly Plato’s, but it also establishes a defence against the modern critics of rhetoric. 

Of course the five canons of classical rhetoric play an imperative role in this regard.  They 

are inventio (invention), dispositio (arrangement), elocutio (style), memoria (memory), and 

pronuntiatio (delivery) (Lanham, 1969; Dixon, 1971; Vickers, 1988; Corbett, 1990). Welch 

(1987) argued that the five canons of classical rhetoric form a comprehensive system for 

generating and analysing the discourses.  

 

In relation to these five cannons, the rhetorical framework of the current study falls under 

the cannons of inventio and elocutio as the focus is on both the argumentative and 

persuasive dimensions of rhetoric. For example, with the focus on inventio the study 

“addresses the technical arguments employed by the” appraisees and appraisers while with 

the focus on elocution, it addresses “the stylistic aspects of” their talk (Hamilton, 1997: 

229). Therefore, the study appreciates Aristotle’s (1991) notion that rhetoric is not merely 

about persuading someone, but it is about finding the available means of persuasion, and so 

this calls attention to both the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric.   

 

Having discussed the rhetorical framework of the current study broadly, now I will 

specifically focus on the work of all the three individuals, Aristotle (1991), Billig (1987; 

1991; 1996) and Potter (1996), one by one, in order to create an understanding that how 

their ideas establish the rhetorical framework of the current research. Therefore, the ideas 

of these scholars (which are discussed under the headings namely ‘Focus on Michael 

Billig,’ ‘Focus on Jonathan Potter’ and ‘Focus on Aristotle’) not only build the rhetorical 

framework of the current study, but also provide the way to answer the three main research 

questions of this study. The three research questions are revisited at the end of this chapter. 

4.3. Focus on Michael Billig 

 

A number of issues and ideas based on the work of Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) have been 

considered to analyse the technical arguments in the talk of appraisees and appraisers 

regarding the PA practiced in their banks. They have been considered in a sense that they 
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also establish the base for considering Potter’s (1996) notions. Particularly, his notions 

regarding the antagonistic characteristics in the technical arguments. Therefore, the work 

of both Billig and Potter which is discussed in this rhetorical framework will help in 

answering the research question 1 (see the research question 1 at the end of the chapter).  

 

Expanding on the concept of classical rhetoric, where rhetoric is particularly considered as 

a form of discourse that aims to persuade an audience of a particular construction of reality 

(Shepherd & Challenger, 2013), Billig (1987: 91) emphasised upon the ‘‘argumentative 

context’’. It implies that people will justify their stances and criticise the competing ones 

(Tileaga, 2013). Therefore, argumentative context is the possible counter-positions against 

which a person argues (Symon, 2000). Billig (1996) further emphasised upon the 

consideration of the argumentative context for the process of argumentation; for example, 

according to him, the ability to establish counter-opinions is dependent upon a reservoir of 

arguments (Kramer, 2007). One’s common sense plays a very important role in this regard 

as it “provides members of a community with a variety of arguments that can be used in 

different situations” (Kramer, 2007: 99). For example, according to Billig (1996), common 

sense is not a neatly structured part of knowledge; however, it has the contrary wisdom in 

it (Kramer, 2007).  

 

Similarly, Billig (1987) insisted that rhetoric should not be merely restricted to obviously 

argumentative or explicitly persuasive communication (Potter, 1996). For example, 

according to Billig (1991: 17), “it is an assumption of rhetorical theorists that 

argumentation is not confined to those dramatic situations when tempers are lost and doors 

are slammed”. Contradicting with this assumption, Billig (1987) argued that rhetoric and 

argumentation both are spread throughout social life (Billig, 1987); therefore, rhetoric 

according to Billig should be regarded as a pervasive element of the way people interact 

with each other and arrive at understanding (Potter, 1996).  

 

In this regard, Billig (1987) suggested that the social psychological notion of attitudes 

should necessarily be rethought in rhetorical terms (Potter, 1996).  

 This is because attitudes have conventionally been regarded “as individuals’ isolated 

cognitive evaluations of parts of the world” (Potter, 1996: 106). Billig (1987) argued that 

individuals’ attitudes should be seen as their public positions that are inseparable from the 

matters of controversy (e.g., conflicts and disputes) (Potter, 1996). The idea is that because 

attitudes are positions on the matters of controversy so we can expect attitude holders not 
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only to justify their positions but also to criticise the counter-positions (Billig, 1991). This 

is because when people give descriptions regarding something or say what their attitude is, 

they are positioning themselves on an issue where they know there is debate and difference 

(Billig, 1987; 1991). In this way, a description takes its rhetorical meaning from its 

counter-description (Billig, 1987; 1991).  

 

These descriptions may not be explicitly stated but implied (Hall et al., 2006). Hence, the 

speakers have to be prepared to both justify their own position and counter the potential 

alternative positions (Symon, 2000). Accordingly, Billig, (1987: 91) argued: “Therefore, to 

understand the meaning of a sentence or whole discourse in an argumentative context, one 

should not examine merely the words within the discourse or the images in the speakers’ 

mind at the moment of utterance. One should also consider the positions which are 

criticised or against which a justification is being mounted. Without knowing these 

counter-positions, the argumentative meaning will be lost.” Similarly, Dillon (1991) 

maintained that arguments counter actually or potentially, a variety of opposing alternative 

arguments. 

 

In addition, Billig (1991) argued that psychologists have overlooked the rhetorical and 

argumentative dimensions of thinking. According to Billig (1991:17), “Human thinking is 

not merely a matter of processing information or following cognitive rules. Thinking is to 

be observed in action, in discussion, in the rhetorical cut-and-thrust of argumentation.  To 

deliberate upon an issue is to argue with oneself, even to persuade oneself.’’  Similarly, 

Watson (1994) argued that thinking and speaking means engaging with counter-thoughts 

and counter-arguments. Watson (1994: 23) seems to advocate Billig’s (1987; 1991) views 

when he stated: “It is not just a matter of face to face-to-face dialogueue, thought: our very 

process of thinking and decision-making involves us in a dialogueue in our minds with the 

arguments of human others”. Watson (1994) further stated that these arguments can be the 

cultural norms or the remembered arguments of particular people. This exactly depicts the 

case of the current research as when the appraisees and appraisers were interviewed, they 

were interviewed on one-to-one basis. In other words, the two parties were not face-to-face 

present when their arguments were recorded during the course of the semi-structured 

interviews with them.  

 

The previous discussion under “Focus on Michael Billig” suggests the idea of systematic 

constructionism which proposes that the arguments are always oriented to counter-
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arguments.  For example, it treats all discourses as concerned with either fact construction 

(reifying discourses) or fact destruction (ironizing discourses) (Shepherd & Challenger, 

2013). It is Potter (1996) who introduced these terms, ironizing and reifying discourses and 

it is here we see the consensus of the views of Billig and Potter. Reifying discourses seek 

to convince that the descriptions are factual, by turning concepts (such as paradigms) into 

something which is treated as a representation of reality in the literal meaning, independent 

of the speaker or writer (Shepherd & Challenger, 2013). Conversely, ironizing discourses 

seek to undermine such facts as being motivated, distorted or erroneous (Potter, 1996).  

 

Along these lines, Potter (1996) focused our attention on the justification process, where 

speakers justify their accounts to be taken as facts (or truth). Similarly, Symon (2000) 

argued that speakers use both offensive and defensive rhetoric in order to make their talk 

believable. Thus, on one hand, an argument works as offensive rhetoric in terms of 

undermining an alternative argument (for example, it may be constructed specifically to 

damage an alternative argument) while on the other, it may provide defensive rhetoric 

depending on its capacity to resist the undermining (Potter, 1996). The ideas regarding 

offensive and defensive rhetoric, and ironizing and reifying discourses, are later discussed 

in detail (under the heading, ‘Focus on Jonathan Potter’). However, here an interesting 

point to discuss is that these ideas appear to be quite similar to Aristotle’s (1991) key 

elements or means with which rhetoricians achieve their ends. For example, deliberative 

speakers seek for advantage and injury and construct their arguments using exhortation and 

discussion, judicial speakers rely upon accusation and defence, and epideictic speakers use 

praise and blame (Kallendorf & Kallendorf, 1985). 

 

Therefore, Symon (2000: 478) proposed a more detailed definition of rhetoric: ‘‘the 

dynamic and responsive manner in which, in a specific context, our talk present and justify 

a particular perspective on reality to an audience. Thereby arguing against other (implicit 

or explicit) perspectives’’. According to Symon (2008), in seeking to understand how 

rhetoric works, one is required to recognise what prompts or shapes the rhetoric. In doing 

so, there maybe four issues which one needs to consider: the exigency of the rhetoric (or 

the issue to which the rhetoric is addressed) (Gill & Whedbee, 1997); the general context 

in which the issue has arisen (Symon, 2008); the counter-arguments which the rhetoric 

addresses (Billig, 1987; 1991; 1996); and the different audiences for the rhetoric (Symon, 

2008). While expanding on the idea of Billig’s (1987; 1996) argumentative context, Symon 

(2008) collectively termed these four issues as the argumentative context. 
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4.3.1. Argumentative Context and Four Issues 

 

These issues will provide a good platform to discuss some important considerations for the 

current research. Now I am going to discuss these four issues in detail, with the perspective 

of the current study, one by one. 

 

First Issue 

 

In the ‘First Issue’, the exigency or need of the rhetoric (Gill & Whedbee, 1997), rhetoric 

is usually related with issues of controversy (Billig, 1991) and the analysis of any rhetoric 

is located within the context of a wider range of ongoing controversial issues upon which 

individuals have different opinions (Symon, 2008). PA process fits to this ‘First Issue’ 

because of the potential for controversy in it as different parties are the part of the process, 

with potentially different opinions, particularly the appraisees and appraisers. For example, 

the potential for controversy in PA may bring about a range of arguments and counter-

arguments from the side of both the parties, appraisees and appraisers, concerning the 

nature of the PA system, its implementation, the relationship between the parties involved 

in it (especially, the relationship between appraisees and appraisers), the competences of 

the individuals involved in the process (particularly, the competences of the appraiser), etc.  

 

Moreover, according to Symon (2008), the identification of an issue as a controversial 

issue can itself be a rhetorical move. In the light of Symon’s (2008) view, one may argue 

that identification an issue as a potentially controversial issue should also be regarded as a 

rhetorical move and so the issue should attract further rhetorical attention. Accordingly, 

one may argue the same about the PA, and this should call for a further investigation of the 

issue with the rhetorical lens. This is what the current study is doing. For example, the 

literature on PA, which is discussed in chapter 3, suggests the potential for controversy in 

PA. Whether it is suggested by the arguments of appraisees and appraisers in the current 

study is dependent particularly upon the argumentative strategies they have utilised in their 

arguments (e.g., offensive and defensive rhetoric / ironizing and reifying). However, it is 

important to mention that the current study is not mainly concerned in proving that PA is a 

potentially controversial or controversial practice. Needless to say in case the appraisees 

and appraisers are using these argumentative strategies (or devices) of rhetoric then it does 
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in turn suggest the potential for controversy in PA. Hence, this may not only justify the 

current study but also may further attract the rhetorical studies in the field.  

 

Here it is important to note that Billig (1991), as a social psychologist, thought of the broad 

social issues, such as racism, republicanism, etc., when he linked rhetoric to controversial 

issues. However, organisational theorists may be concerned with specific debates between 

supporters and detractors of organisational processes, strategies or interventions (Symon, 

2008). For example, the three prominent studies in this regard are conducted by Symon 

(2000), Heracleous & Barrett, (2001), and Mueller et al., (2003). Therefore, PA is one such 

process where one may expect the debate between its supporters and detractors due to the 

potential for controversy in it. 

 

Second Issue 

 

In case of the ‘Second Issue’, the general context in which the problem or issue has arisen, 

rhetoric may be constructed (Symon, 2008) as narratives, broader myths, and cultural 

accounts (Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005). For example, in an organisation, rhetoric may 

gain legitimacy by reflecting important aspects of its culture; therefore, in order to 

understand the rhetoric and appreciate how it works as a persuasive discourse, one must 

understand the context of an organisation in which it is produced (Symon, 2008). The issue 

of context has already been discussed in chapter 3 (Critical literature review on PA), 

particularly in relation to the use of semi-structured interviews, as a method of data 

collection, in the current study.  

 

Third Issue 

 

In case of the ‘Third Issue’, the counter-arguments that the rhetoric addresses (Billig, 1987; 

1991; 1996), there is a need to understand that arguments are oriented to counter-

arguments, which exhibits the dialogueic nature of rhetoric (Symon, 2008). For example, it 

is called dialogueic in a sense that “each utterance is responsive both to other utterances 

and to the rest of our surroundings, and itself provokes further responsivity, every 

utterance is shaped by other utterances, both actual and anticipated” (Shotter and Billig, 

1998: 16). This matter has been previously discussed in the current chapter. 

 

However, with respect to organisational rhetoric (or rhetoric regarding some organisational 
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phenomenon, such as PA), and the controversial nature of the issue (or the potential for 

controversy in the issue), an important issue to consider is that the counter-arguments may 

be publicly articulated and widely known (Symon, 2008). This of course helps the 

organisational individuals to construct their arguments well as the probable counter-

arguments for their arguments are already known to them (e.g., this may fit to the case of 

the current study as appraisees and appraisers were not physically present in each other’s 

interviews, yet they still may have been each other’s audience by constructing their 

arguments in the consideration of the probable counter-arguments of each other). The 

notion of rhetoric as being dialogueic suggests that even though the aim of rhetoric may 

probably be to win the argument (Symon, 2008) or having the last say in the argument 

(Billig, 1996), there is always the possibility of a counter-argument (Hamilton, 1997; 

Symon, 2008), and that too is possible even when the audience is not explicitly or 

physically present at the time of the argument (e.g., as in case of the current study where 

appraisees and appraisers maybe regarded as one of the main audiences of each other’s 

rhetoric, yet they were not physically present during the course of each other’s interviews).  

 

Forth Issue 

 

Finally, the discussion in the ‘Third Issue’ takes us to the ‘Fourth Issue’, we must take into 

consideration the audience to whom the rhetoric is addressed (Symon, 2008). For example, 

in the context of an organisation, one may wish to distinguish between a variety of 

different audiences; particularly, the immediate audience, a distant audience, and a latent 

audience (Symon, 2008).  

 

The first case of the immediate audience is the most usual case as we are concerned with 

how the rhetoric orients itself to the audience who is explicitly or physically present at the 

time (Symon, 2008). In case of the current study, I fit to this category of the immediate 

audience (as there was no other physically present audience at the time of the one-to-one 

interviews with the appraisees and appraisers). From the perspective of discourse analysis 

(e.g., of Potter & Wetherell, 1987), this approach suggests recognising that how the 

rhetoric is shaped by the situation of its production (Symon, 2008). For example, in case of 

interviews, one is required to recognise that how the rhetoric is driven by the questions 

asked, shaped to the assumptions of the interests of the interviewer, and responsive to the 

recognition of a research context (Symon, 2008).    
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In the case of distant audience, the rhetoric may be directed to people who are not present 

and even to future audiences (Gill & Whedbee, 1997). Therefore, the appraisees and 

appraisers who were interviewed for the current study are the audience of each other’s 

rhetoric. This is more understandable when we consider the way they were interviewed. 

For example, even though the appraisees and appraisers were interviewed on one-to-one 

basis in the current study, but still these interviews were conducted keeping in view their 

relation to each other. In other words, they were organised in dyads for the interviews. 

Similarly, this dyads relationship has also been taken care of in conducting the analysis of 

the study.  

 

The consideration of dyads worked in a particular fashion. For example, there are seven 

dyads which are considered for the current study and in each dyad there is one appraiser 

and a number of appraisees appraised by him or her. Therefore, the seven dyads which are 

considered for the study are represented by the seven appraisers. Hence, in each dyad, the 

appraisers were interviewed first and then their respective appraisees were approached for 

the interviews. In addition, the next dyad or appraiser was not approached till all the 

interviews with the appraisees of the previous dyad were completed. This clearly 

represents them as the audience of each other (e.g., especially when we expect them 

building their accounts to criticise the potential alternative accounts and protecting their 

accounts from the potential alternative criticism). The dyads are also explained in detail in 

chapter 5 (Research methodology). Similarly, the appraisees and appraisers who were not 

interviewed in the two banks, under the current study, may also be regarded as the part of 

the audience of the appraisees and appraisers who were interviewed.  

 

Moreover, as previously pointed out by Symon (2008) that the counter-arguments may be 

publicly articulated and widely known, so the counter-arguments by the appraisees and 

appraisers who were interviewed in the two banks may not merely be considered as their 

response to the arguments or counter-arguments of the other appraisees and appraisers who 

were interviewed. Similarly, the counter-arguments of the appraisees and appraisers who 

were interviewed may not merely be considered as their response to the arguments or 

counter-arguments of those who were not interviewed in the two banks. But this may 

involve a broader audience for the appraisees and appraisers who were interviewed. This 

audience may include anyone to whom the appraisees and appraisers were expecting to 

reach though their responses of interviews (e.g., the management of their banks). This may 

also include the people whom the appraisees and appraisers were expecting that they 
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would read the current study in future. Hence, this audience may potentially include, in 

general, the appraisees and appraisers from different organisations, the management of the 

organisations where PA is being practiced, academicians and researcher who are interested 

in PA, and so forth. For example, in the context of organisations, the rhetoric may be 

directed to a meeting but with the expectation that other employees (e.g., perhaps those 

with different views) will access this rhetoric through minutes, memos, etc. (Symon, 

2008). Similarly, knowing that their interviews were conducted for a research project 

which may be published or at least may have some people (audience) who would be 

reading it, the appraisees and appraisers may have such broader audience in their mind.  

 

The third case is of the latent audience. In regard to this case, Symon (2008) argued that 

within the organisational context, the arguments may be contained in the written emails, 

memos and reports. Symon (2008) further argued that these stored arguments may be 

revised and reinterpreted at future dates by latent audiences. Therefore, one’s current 

rhetoric may not be shaped by such audiences; however, these stored arguments remain as 

a resource for continuing debate and may so be the source of information for the future 

rhetoric (e.g., as evidence or precedence for further arguments and counter-arguments) 

(Symon, 2008). This raises the issue of having two sets of audiences in the current study. 

The first set of audiences includes the one which shaped the rhetoric of the appraisees and 

appraisers who were interviewed while the second set of audiences is the audience of the 

current research thesis (e.g., who shaped my rhetoric as a writer of this thesis). This 

essentially includes the audience from the academic and scholarly world (e.g., scholars, 

academicians, researchers, and so forth) that is interested in the field of rhetoric and 

performance management (in particular, rhetoric and PA). Needless to say that the 

inspiration of my rhetoric in the thesis has also come from both the classical and 

contemporary rhetorical traditions (e.g., Aristotle, Billig and Potter), particularly where 

rhetoric is viewed in a positive light and advocated on both of its dimensions, 

argumentative and persuasive. 

4.3.2. The Issue of Power in Discourse 

 

There are other issues too which can be considered in the current study as they may have 

prompted and shaped the rhetoric of the appraisees and appraisers. One such issue is power 

in discourse. For example, Symon (2000) pointed out that the account of rhetorical analysis 

raises the issue of power in discourse. In regard to the issue of power in discourse, Billig 

(1996) held his account of rhetoric reserved from the Foucauldian analysis of discourse 



- 132 - 

 

and considered it as unnecessarily constricting (e.g., where discourses are considered to be 

operated in a totalitarian form where there is no scope for arguments) (Symon, 2000). In 

comparison to Foucauldian analysis, one may consider Sillence’s (1999) analysis of 

discourse. For example, in his reviews of several theoretical studies of power in discourse 

(Symon et al., 2000), Sillence (1999: 815) established a constructive stance, in comparison 

to the Foucauldian analysis of discourse, according to which “power is not merely the 

monopoly of those individuals at the top of organisations, but … is created in many 

different settings by important and unimportant individuals by means of argumentation”.  

 

Therefore, this is particularly a considerable issue in the current study, especially in the 

consideration of the notion that even though both the parties, appraisees and appraisers, are 

equally important for the PA process of their banks; however, appraisees are after all the 

subordinates who are appraised by their appraisers (or their line managers).The issue 

indicates towards the hierarchal relationship between the two parties. This drives our 

attention back to K. Burke’s (1969) notion of mystery, which is discussed in chapter 3 

(Critical literature review on PA), and so indicates towards the potential for controversy in 

PA. 

4.4. Focus on Jonathan Potter 

 

The ideas and issues regarding the argumentative dimensions of rhetoric, which have been 

discussed previously, under the heading ‘Focus on Michael Billig’, establish the base for 

Potter’s (1996) ideas regarding the argumentative dimensions of rhetoric. Therefore, 

Potter’s (1996) notions are now going to be discussed for the further establishment of the 

current rhetorical framework.  However, before discussing these ideas in detail, I would 

like to mention that the talk of appraisees and appraisers is later analysed on the basis of 

the codes which are derived from this framework. Accordingly, these codes will facilitate 

the rhetorical analysis in terms of determining that how the appraisees and appraisers 

construct the reality of their PA with the utilisation of both the argumentative and 

persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their talk. The focus on Billig and Potter covers the 

argumentative dimensions. As for the persuasive dimensions, they are particularly focused 

in the next portion of this chapter, ‘Focus on Aristotle’.  Nevertheless, when one focuses 

on the argumentative dimensions, the focus is automatically drawn towards the persuasive 

dimensions as the arguments or argumentative dimensions are after all used to make the 

accounts persuasive. Now I will discuss Potter’s (1996) notions in detail. 
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4.4.1. Rhetoric as the Feature of the Antagonistic Relationship between Versions from 

the Perspective of Offensive and Defensive Rhetoric 

 

Quite similar to the work of Billig (1987; 1991; 1996), as discussed earlier, Potter (1996) 

established that when the arguments are analysed, part of the focus is on what alternative 

arguments are being undermined. Potter (1996: 107) discussed the offensive and defensive 

rhetoric from the perspective of reifying and ironizing in order to develop the 

understanding of the idea that how “a factual account can be inspected”. For example, in 

this regard Potter (1996: 107) maintained that “On the one hand, a description will work as 

offensive rhetoric in so far as it undermines alternative descriptions. It may be constructed 

precisely to rework damage or reframe an alternative description. On the other, a 

description may provide defensive rhetoric depending on its capacity to resist discounting 

or undermining”. 

 

Potter (1996: 107) further contrasted the two techniques, ironizing and reifying, as he 

stated that “I will refer to discourse which is constructing version of the world as solid and 

factual as reifying discourse. Reifying means to turn something abstract into a material 

thing; and this is the sense I wish to emphasise, although material should be understood 

very widely. These are accounts which are producing something as an object, be it an 

event, a thought or a set of circumstance. In contrast, we will refer to discourse which is 

undermining versions as ironizing. The standard meaning of irony is to use words in the 

opposite way to their literal meaning.” However, Potter (1996: 107) treated ironizing 

discourse somewhat differently; for example, “as talk or writing which undermines the 

literal descriptiveness of versions. It is the opposite of reifying discourse: it turns the 

material thing back into talk which is motivated, distorted or erroneous in some way.” 

 

Therefore, any established approach to fact construction may be expected to have its 

established counters and so the use of offensive rhetoric stimulates the development of 

defensive rhetoric and vice versa (Potter, 1996). This takes our attention on justification 

process: how speakers justify their claims to have their accounts taken as facts, such as 

truth claims (Potter, 1996). For example According to Potter (1996), speakers use both 

offensive rhetoric (speakers seek to undermine alternative accounts) and defensive rhetoric 

(speakers seek to protect their own accounts). Therefore, one can analyse talk in terms of 

such offensive and defensive tactics (Symon, 2000). In first case, we may note occasions 

where, for example, the speaker claims that the counter position has been produced by 
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individuals with vested interests in the outcome, while, in taking defensive stance, they 

may seek to deflect such a position being attributed to themselves (Symon, 2000). Potter 

(1996) termed this as the “management of stake. I will discuss it in detail in the coming up 

discussion. The discussion about offensive and defensive rhetoric / ironizing and reifying 

discourses emphasises the value of taking a double analytic focus; for instance, studies 

should look at both the procedure through which factual versions are built up, and the ones 

by which they are undermined (Potter, 1996).  

 

Accordingly, Potter (1996) treated rhetoric as the feature of the antagonistic relationship 

between versions; for example, how a description counters an alternative description, and 

how it is organised consecutively to resist itself from being countered. This concept of 

rhetoric is similar to its conventional idea, ‘suasive’ rhetoric, which is basically a discourse 

designed for obtaining the expressions from the audience which suggest their agreement 

(Potter, 1996). 

4.4.2. Ethnomethodological Understanding of Reflexivity 

 

Potter (1996: 168) noticed that the speakers often use “vague or global formulations” in 

their accounts and emphasised that in order to avoid the criticism that their accounts are 

merely their personal views or opinion, they need to manage their accountability in the 

process of producing accounts. Therefore, Potter (1996) emphasised on the idea of 

ethnomethodological understanding of reflexivity. It implies that in order to understand 

whether a description is constructing reality, the description should be compared to that 

reality (Potter, 1996). Bryman and Bell (2011) explained the idea of reflexivity by 

mentioning that the term reflexivity has been employed by ethnomethodologists, such as 

Garfinkel (1967), in order to refer to the way in which everyday speech and action are 

constitutive of the social world in which they are located.  

 

Accordingly, the notion of ethnomethodological understanding of reflexivity draws 

attention to the fact that descriptions are not just about something but they are also about 

doing something; for instance, they are not merely representing some aspects of the world, 

they are also involved in that world in some practical manner (Garfinkel, 1967; Wieder, 

1974).
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4.4.3. Managing the Dilemma of Stake 

 

Potter (1996) argued that people treat reports and descriptions as if they come from groups 

and individuals with interests, desires, ambitions and stake in some versions of what the 

world is like. Therefore, a key challenge in formulating a persuasive account is managing 

‘the dilemma of stake’ (Shepherd & Challenger, 2013). The dilemma is that anything a 

person (or group) says or does can be discounted as a product of stake or interests (Potter, 

1996). The referencing of such a stake is one major way of discounting the significance of 

an action, or reworking its nature (Potter, 1996). For example, a blaming can be discounted 

as merely a product of spite, while another example can be of an offer which can be 

discounted as an attempt to influence (Potter, 1996). 

 

The overall argument of Potter (1996) regarding stake management is that stake can be 

regarded as both a problem for those who construct the reality of their accounts and a 

resource for those who want to undermine it. In regard to analysing the stakes of people, 

Potter (1996) suggested that the purpose of the analysis is not to establish that whether the 

stakes are right or wrong, but it is to explore the practices through which stakes are 

established and discounted. Consequently, Potter (1996) discussed three approaches to 

manage ‘the Dilemma of stake’ or interest. They are stake invocation (e.g., where interests 

are attributed to others), stake inoculation (e.g., where an account is produced to prevent 

the attribution of interests) and stake confession (e.g., where an account is produced to 

admit interests) (Shepherd & Challenger, 2013).  

 

The issue of stakes cannot be ignored in the current study, particularly because of the 

potential for controversy in the PA process, as this leads one to think that the appraisees 

and appraisers may possibly have conflicting interests in relation to their PA process. And 

so these parties may produce offensive and defensive rhetoric to protect or undermine each 

other’s real or anticipated accounts.  

4.4.4. Category Entitlement 

 

The idea behind category entitlement is that certain categories of people are treated as 

entitled to know particular things and on the basis of this their accounts maybe considered 

as credible (Potter, 1996). For instance, “a person visits the doctor because she is expected 

to know something about illness. She is in a category of people who are treated as entitled 

to have such knowledge; she knows about illness by virtue of the fact that she is a doctor” 
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(Potter, 1996: 114). The idea of category entitlement is also well explained in Dickerson’s 

(1997) analysis of the politicians’ speeches on television. According to Dickerson (1997), 

politicians may maintain that their arguments are derived from a more authoritative source 

in terms of its being politically independent and scientifically objective while their rivals’ 

arguments are a result of their personal and illicit interests. However, in Dickerson’s 

(1997) example, the supposed independence of such authorities was in itself challenged 

(Symon, 2000).  

 

Symon (2000) highlighted a number of strategies which were established by Billig (1996) 

and Potter (1996) on the basis of which people can make their accounts persuasive and 

undermine the alternative accounts of others: 

 

1. By exhibiting one’s own self as consistent while others who have the counter-

arguments as inconsistent or contradictorily in their arguments (Billig, 1996); 

 

2. By producing a very detailed account which may increase the acceptance of it; 

however, this strategy has a drawback of having too many claims to protect, which 

increases the risk of such accounts to get exposed to alternative potential 

undermining (Potter, 1996); 

 

3. By producing scientific data to back up the arguments (Potter, 1996) which makes 

the arguments difficult to be challenged. 

 

However, Billig (1996) noted that despite of some researchers’ attempts to find it, there is 

no ultimately effective rhetorical strategy because there is always a potential counter-

argument that can be presented (Symon, 2000) against any argument.  

4.4.5. Out-there-ness 

 

Category entitlement and stake management bring the emphasis on “the nature of the 

producer of the description” (e.g., in terms of his or her identity) while the purpose of out-

there-ness is to “draw emphasis away from the nature or identity of the producer” (Potter, 

1996: 150). Potter (1996) recognised three rhetorical strategies (or devices) which 

producers of the accounts can use to establish their accounts independent of their own 

identities. These devices are namely empiricist discourse (e.g., which emphasises upon the 

production of scientific data), corroboration and consensus (e.g., which emphasises upon 
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producing an account with the consideration of others in a sense that if there have been 

other witnesses to the account being produced by the speaker and if there were, then did 

they agree with each other), and vivid detail (e.g., which emphasises on providing specifics 

of the accounts) Potter (1996). 

4.4.6. Ontological Gerrymandering 

 

The ontological gerrymandering helps us in considering about the things which are 

“significantly and relatively” absent in the argument (Potter, 1996: 183). For example, 

when the speakers practice this technique, they “pick out a particular range of phenomena 

as relevant and ignore other potential ones” (Potter: 1996: 184). There may be a possibility 

that speakers failed to describe about particular phenomena intentionally as according to 

Potter (1996: 186), often the power of descriptions “lies in what they fail to describe, what 

is ignored or left out”. For example, the speaker may use the tactic of “gerrymandering the 

terrain: selecting and formulating an area which is advantageous and ignoring others” 

(Potter, 1996: 186). Ontological gerrymandering can be contrasted with the vivid details; 

however, only if the vivid detail covers all the phenomena and is not merely based on 

specifics of one particular range of phenomena.  Therefore, the accounts using ontological 

gerrymandering may have risk to be discounted by the alternative potential counter-

arguments. However the question is: is it possible to cover all the phenomena? This 

question itself has a defence for those who use the ontological gerrymandering as a device 

to construct their accounts. 

4.5. Focus on Aristotle 

 

A substantial literature has already been discussed on Aristotle, in chapter 2 (Critical 

literature review on rhetoric); therefore, here I will discuss his ideas which are necessary 

for establishing the rhetorical framework of the current study.  

4.5.1. Aristotle’s Three Available Means of Persuasion 

 

The technical arguments in the talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding the PA practiced 

in their banks will also be analysed in terms of their persuasive appeals. This involves the 

utilisation of Aristotle’s (1991) available means of persuasion. For example, rhetoric, 

according to Aristotle, is defined as the faculty of discovering all the available means of 

persuasion in any given situation (Corbett & Connors, 1999). These available means of 
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persuasion are classified as ethos, pathos and logos (e.g., appeal based on the character and 

credibility of the speaker, appeal directed to the emotions of the audience and appeal based 

on evidence and reason) (Shapiro & Schall, 1990). Rhetorical analysis generally begins 

with a focus on these three main forms of classical rhetoric (Lowenhaupt, 2014).  

 

These three appeals to persuasion are also known as Aristotle’s (1991) artistic proofs. 

According to Killingsworth (2005), the three artistic proofs of Aristotle (1991) are used by 

all the speakers when they attempt to persuade. In other words, they are concerned with the 

first canon of classical rhetoric, inventio, which suggests the invention of arguments for 

attaining persuasion (Borchers, 2013). In today’s world, this triadic system of persuasion in 

discourse is also labelled as the rhetorical triangle (Levine & Saunders 1993; Killingsworth 

2005).  

 

Savolainen (2014) argued that these rhetorical modes of persuasion (e.g., logos, ethos and 

pathos) can be used in communication. Similarly, Lowenhaupt (2014) maintained that 

these three appeals may be utilised independently or threaded together throughout an 

argument. Aristotle (1991) emphasised upon the nature and context of the argument as an 

important matters to be considered in utilising these appeals successfully. 

 

According to Aristotle (1991), ethos or the ostensible credibility of a source (e.g., speaker) 

is more or less the most significant appeal to persuasion. This is because the audiences are 

not only persuaded by the argument which is presented to them but they are also persuaded 

by the speaker (Borchers, 2013). In other words, ethos is established through the claim that 

the ethics of the speaker are supporting the audience’s moral code (Lowenhaupt, 2014). 

According to Corbett & Connors (1999), ethos is especially considered to be a vulnerable 

form of an argument because its success depends upon creating the ethical credibility and 

legitimacy of the speaker. Therefore, ethos can be regarded as “a special overt attempt to 

establish credit with the audience” (Corbett & Connors 1999: 73).  Aristotle (1991) 

suggested three qualities, practical wisdom (phronesis), virtue (arete) and good will 

(eunoia), which are considerably important for ethos.  Practical wisdom is concerned with 

making decisions and having the knowledge of what one is speaking about, virtue suggests 

the qualities of compassion expressed by a speaker whereas goodwill is keeping the 

audience’s best interest at heart (Borchers, 2013). Therefore, with the use of these three 

qualities, the speakers can present themselves as credible (Savolainen, 2014) and 

persuasive while on the other hand, lack of ethos lead to scepticism (Holt & Macpherson, 
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2010). According to Rife (2010), ethos works well with pathos. This is because ethos first 

secures the sympathy of the audience through the speaker’s credibility which then verifies 

the speaker’s conviction (Rife, 2010).  

 

Hence, other than ethos, pathos is also very important for achieving persuasion. Pathos 

seeks to persuade the audience through an emotional appeal (Lowenhaupt, 2014). Aristotle 

(1991) emphasised that it is essentially important for the speakers to know their audiences 

if they want to effectively employ pathos. In this way, pathos is basically concerned with 

putting the audience in an appropriate mood by handling their feelings well (Lanham, 

1991). Borchers (2013) stated that according to Aristotle, the speaker must answer three 

questions regarding emotions, in order to persuade the audience (e.g., 1. What is the state 

of mind of the audience? 2. Against who are their emotions directed? 3. Why do the 

members of the audience feel the way they do?).  Borchers (2013) further maintained that 

in Aristotle’s view, without knowing the answers to these questions, it is basically 

impossible to bring about a desired emotion in the audience. Aristotle (1991) provided 

examples of what he considered as emotions. They are namely anger, calmness, 

friendliness, enmity, fear, confidence, shame and shamelessness, kindness, pity, 

indignation, envy, and emulation (Borchers, 2013).   

 

Corbett & Connors (1999) argued about the complex nature of pathos and so according to 

them pathos requires an indirect effort to evoke emotions through an appeal to imagination. 

The absence of the pathos can lead to resentment (Holt & Macpherson, 2010) in the 

audience regarding the speakers and their arguments. Therefore, if the pathos is not dealt 

adequately then it has the tendency to affect the ethos in a negative way. 

 

As far as the logos is concerned, it is an appeal to rationale which frames an argument as 

logical and uses reason to persuade (Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005). According to Capper 

et al. (2002), logos uses sound reasons to explain the audience that why they should change 

their opinions or actions. Therefore, it “consists of such information as facts and statistics” 

(Walker, 2014: 159). The choice of word and logic along with the readable structure of 

sentence are all attributed to the logos which one constructs (Savolainen, 2014).  

 

There are two forms of logical reasoning which have been identified by Aristotle, inductive 

reasoning and deductive reasoning (Borchers, 2013). Inductive reasoning is regarded as 

argument by example which involves reasoning from specific cases to a universal 
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conclusion while deductive reasoning involves reasoning through the use of syllogism and 

enthymeme (Borchers, 2013). Every syllogism has three parts, major premise, minor 

premise and conclusion and if  the first premise is true then the conclusion is certainly true 

(e.g., all men are mortal. Socrates is a man. Socrates is mortal) (Borchers, 2013). Whereas 

enthymeme is a kind of syllogism in which either one of the premises or the conclusion is 

not explicitly stated; therefore, one has to assume the missing premise based on the 

explicitly stated premises or conclusion (Borchers, 2013).  

 

According to Rife (2010), logos also work well with ethos. This is because a well-

developed and admirable sense of logos can help in establishing ethos (Rife, 2010). On the 

other hand, the absence of logos creates feelings of emptiness and superficiality (Holt & 

Macpherson, 2010) in the argument. This means that if the logos in an argument is not 

managed properly, it can affect both ethos and pathos adversely. 

4.5.2. Some Rhetorical Strategies Serving the Purpose of Logos, Ethos and Pathos 

 

Researchers have identified various different rhetorical strategies serving the purpose of 

logos, ethos and pathos (Savolainen, 2014) in both positive and negative way. The 

terminology differs among researchers; for example, expressions such as rhetorical device, 

rhetorical strategy, rhetorical tactic and rhetorical technique have often been used 

interchangeably by researchers such as Clark & Clark, 2005; Fogelin, 1974; Walton, 2008 

(Savolainen, 2014). However, I have used the terms dimensions, devices and 

characteristics over the other terminologies in the current study.  Particularly, the 

terminology, rhetorical dimensions, is used because it appears to have more breadth. For 

example, it may be understood in a broader way. The idea is that even though I have used 

this particular framework for the current study but the area of argumentation and 

persuasion (e.g., from the perspective of rhetoric) has a lot of scope in it. Moreover, the use 

of the term dimensions may cover both the notions, the deliberative and non-deliberative 

use of rhetoric by the appraisees and appraisers for argumentation and persuasion.  

 

One of the well-known rhetorical strategies is argument ad hominem where a speaker 

attacks the negative characteristics of an opponent instead of his argument (Fogelin, 1974). 

Closely related to this strategy, the speaker may appeal to ridicule by presenting his or her 

own argument in a way which makes the opponent’s arguments appear foolish 

(Savolainen, 2014). There is a kind of argument ad hominem, which is referred as 

poisoning the well, where negative information about an opponent is presented with the 
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intention of discrediting everything which is said by that person (Walton, 2008). All these 

three strategies are particularly used for affecting the pathos of a person adversely. 

Regarding ethos, one of the rhetorical strategies is appeal to authority which is basically 

based upon the assumption that an argument is considered true if it comes from a person 

who has the position or authority (Clark & Clark, 2005; Walton, 1997). As for logos, one 

of the strategies is appeal to consequences of action (Savolainen, 2014) where the 

conclusion of an argument is supported by a premise which declares positive or negative 

consequences from some course of action (Walton, 2008). These strategies regarding 

logos, ethos and pathos may or may not be utilised by the appraisees and appraisers in their 

talk; however, they give an idea that how logos, ethos and pathos may be achieved.  

4.6. Figures of Speech and Tropes 

 

Other rhetorical devices, particularly for achieving persuasion, can be discussed in terms of 

the stylistic aspects (e.g., particularly in terms of the figures of speech and tropes). 

Therefore, the rhetorical analysis will involve in hunting the dominating tropes that are 

used by the appraisees and appraisers in their arguments. The concentration will be on 

hunting the most dominating ones because when it comes to hunting the tropes in an 

argument one may end up finding “trope after trope” (Watson, 1995a: 812). Now the 

question is that what are considered to be the dominant tropes in the arguments of the 

appraisees and appraisers? The answer may depend on their efficiency (e.g., how they have 

been utilised both alone and in terms of the other argumentative and persuasive dimensions 

of rhetoric in the talk of appraisees and appraisers). 

 

Rhetoric has long been recognised as a means of affecting the way in which language is 

processed and meaning is obtained (Corbett 1990). Watson (1995a) pointed out that 

figurative elements are the part of rhetoric in terms of how all human beings understand 

the world, make claims about it, and undertake enquiries of it. According to Corbott 

(1990), stylist features (or rhetorical figures) are the means of persuasion as they stimulate 

the emotional responses in the audience. For example, rhetorical figures such as rhyme, 

alliteration, pun, rhetorical question, etc. seem to have the potential to interest readers in a 

text without resorting to inappropriate or unprofessional language (Corbett, 1990).  

 

However, in noting the negative connotations attached to the figurative language, Corbott 

(1990) pointed out that these figures have traditionally been defined as the artful deviations 

in the use of language. Therefore, in the view of the various classical authors, figurative 
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language is considered an artful deviation from the normal or ordinary manner of 

expression (Corbett 1990).  Along these lines, McQuarrie & Mick (1996) maintained that 

figurative language is a departure from the expected use of language as it involves an 

expression's form rather than its content, follows a set of fixed templates or structures 

which are invariant across content or context, and does not render the expression 

meaningless. Accordingly, McQuarrie & Mick (1996) recognised that rhetorical figures 

represent an unconventional use of language or a violation of some of its norms or 

convention. 

 

Similarly Mothersbaugh et al. (2002) argued that rhetorical figures consist of schemes and 

tropes and both schemes and tropes deviate from the expected use of language; however, in 

incredibly different manners. For example, schemes change the structure of expressions at 

surface level (e.g., rhymes repeat syllables at the ends of words) whereas tropes alter the 

deeper semantic structure (e.g., irony states the opposite of what is meant) (Mothersbaugh 

et al., 2002).  

 

According to Huhmann et al. (2002: 158), the “focus on rhetorical figures moves beyond 

message content (e.g., what is said) to examine message form (e.g., how it is said)”; 

however, it doesn’t mean that the rhetorical figures deviate from the actual meaning of the 

content. Similarly, Mothersbaugh et al. (2002) argued that rhetorical figures represent 

different ways in which an idea can be expressed (e.g., where the form of expression 

changes across the type of figure being used while the main idea remains the same). This 

can be explained better with the example of anaphora which suggests the repetition of the 

initial word or phrase at the beginning of the successive clause (or clauses) of a sentence or 

at the beginning of each sentence; for example, the phases, “Early treatment. Early cure.” 

Mothersbaugh et al., 2002: 590). Here one can view the repetition of the word “early” but 

it does not alter the core idea, in treating the medical conditions, that “sooner is better” 

Mothersbaugh et al., 2002: 590).  

 

However, Mothersbaugh et al. (2002) further stated that tropes such as hyperbole and 

metaphor are created by the substitution of one meaning for the other or by implying more 

than what is said (e.g., hyperbole uses extreme exaggeration and metaphor compares two 

dissimilar objects to imply similarities that may not literally exist). What Mothersbaugh et 

al. (2002) meant can be better explained with the particular case and example of metaphor. 

Reflections on the role and function of metaphor can be dated back to Aristotle’s (1987) 
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Poetics where one can find the classical meaning of metaphor, that is: applying the name, 

to something, which actually belongs to something else  (Hardt, 2014). Thus, in case of 

metaphor, we attribute a name to one subject (e.g., the primary subject) which belongs to 

another subject (e.g., the secondary subject), while the characteristics of the latter rarely 

belong to the former (Black, 1962). In other words, the two subjects are spoken as if they 

were one and the same (Hardt, 2014). Although metaphor is but one of many ways of 

comparing two things, it should not be confused with a simile (e.g., when Aristotle said 

that Achilles is a lion, he didn’t claim that Achilles is like a lion, but Achilles is a lion 

(Hardt, 2014). A metaphor cannot perform as a metaphor if the two things are considered 

as actual equivalent (Billig, 2010). 

 

Therefore, it is important to understand how the concept of style is viewd in the classical 

rhetoric. The study of style involves the study of one of the five sub-disciplines of classical 

rhetoric: invention, arrangement, style, memory, and delivery (Fahnestock, 2005). In a true 

sense of classical rhetoric, stylistics includes words’ choices, sentences’ kinds, sentences’ 

length, marked or unusual sentences, ways of varying sentences, ways to tie words of the 

text together, and ways of making transition between ideas in a text (Hottel-Burkhart, 

2000). These are also reffered as the ‘attributes of cohesion’ (Holliday & Hasan, 1976) and 

the traditional figures of speech (both schemes and tropes) (Hottel-Burkhart, 2000). 

 

Similarly, in the classical sense, this third canon of style refers to the approaches by which 

the speaker uses language to create an impression on the audience (Borchers, 2013). This 

makes style, or the manner in which ideas are communicated, important to the persuasive 

effect of communication, and so a speaker’s style can be important in persuading the 

audience (Borchers, 2013). However, this involves the speakers to take great care in 

choosing the right words, and arranging them in a careful manner, in order to produce the 

greatest effect on their audience (Borchers, 2013). This means that schemes and tropes 

should be carefully dealt by the speakers in their arguments and so should be used to 

provide both the clarity and pathos (appeal to emotion), in order to achieve persuasion, 

rather than just being the mare ornament. McAdon (2004) argued that Aristotle’s canon of 

style has previously been targeted as a superficial mask for manipulation. For example, 

Vickers (1988) has argued about it as something closer to armament. In the view of this, 

the use of rhetorical figures should definitely not be considered as both armament and mere 

ornament by the speakers. 
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Kallendrof & Kallendrof (1985) argued that figures of speech have been associated with 

logic and reasoning at numerous points in the history of rhetoric. No wonder that along 

with invention, style has been given the most detailed attention by the instructors and 

theorists of rhetoric (Fahnestock, 2005). Some examples of schemes include Anaphora, 

Anastrophe, epistrophe, apostrophe, antithesis, etc., while some examples of tropes are 

metaphor, simile, synecdoche, metonymy, amplification, anaphora, antimetabole, 

antiphrasis antistrophe, irony, rhetorical question, etc. But at the moment who knows if 

these and/or others are present in the arguments of the appraisees and appraisers. Only the 

findings and analysis will reveal it. 

4.7. Revisiting the Three Research Questions 

 

As previously stated, the rhetorical framework that has been discussed is essentially the 

analytical framework of the current study. For example, it provides the substance for the 

coding and analysis in the current research as discussed in the next chapter (Chapter 5, 

research methodology). The framework is structured and implemented with the 

consideration of the three main research questions which are designed to understand that 

how appraisees and appraisers construct the reality of their PA. The subsequent heading 

represents the rhetorical framework, in a diagram, based on its focus. Therefore, it is 

important to revisit the three main research questions. The research questions are:  

 

1. What are the antagonistic characteristics of the arguments in the talk of appraisees 

and appraisers regarding the performance appraisal (PA) practiced in their banks? 

 

2. How do appraisees and appraisers employ persuasive appeals to construct the 

arguments in their talk regarding the PA practiced in their banks? 

 

3. What are the dominant stylistic aspects (figure of speech) of the arguments in the 

talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding the PA practiced in their banks? 
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4.8. Rhetorical Framework in a Diagram 
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Chapter 5−Research Methodology 

5.1. An Overview of the Research Methodology 

 

This chapter mainly discusses the different methodological considerations of the current 

research. It starts with discussing the general prospect of the banks in Pakistan and 

introduces the PA of the two selected banks. Subsequently, there is detailed discussion on 

semi-structured interviews as a method of data collection for the current study. A number 

of areas are focused, such as the reasons for choosing semi-structured interviews, the 

design and implementation of the interviews’ questions, conduction of the interviews, and 

so forth. Next, a discussion is made regarding the themes that are used to organise the 

findings and analysis in the thesis. Following this, there is detailed discussion about the 

convenience sampling techniques which is used in the current study, and the sample 

selection process. Other areas are also covered in this regard such as, sample size, dyads 

that are used in the current study and the issue of generalizability associated with the 

convenience sampling technique. Then ethical concerns and approval matters are discussed 

from the prospect of the current study. After that, there is detailed discussion about the 

interviews’ distribution and the process of screening which directed to the final 7 dyads 

from the initial 11 for the findings and analysis. Moreover, further screening is discussed 

which led to obtain the final interviews’ extracts from the 7 dyads that are used in the 

findings and analysis. And finally, the coding for the findings and analysis is being 

discussed.

  

5.2. A General Overview of the Banks in Pakistan 

 

A bank can be defined as an intermediary organisation of financial sectors that perform 

two basic functions, one is as suppliers of surplus money to the demanders of money and 

the other is collection of money from those who have excess of money or have surplus 

money (Rasheed & Aimin, 2012). Thus, banks help those who are in short supply of 

money and get funds from those who have excess of money that is idle and useless for 

them (Rasheed & Aimin, 2012). Of course, this is the most simplistic way to define the 

banks. Nevertheless, it establishes that banks play an important role in economic and 

financial sector of any country by performing their core function of intermediation 

(Rasheed et al., 2012).  
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Similarly, financial sector is crucial for economic growth and industrialization of a country 

via channeling funds, providing proficient financial system, sociable investor’s treatment, 

and optimal utilisation of resources (Raza & Farhan 2011). Accordingly, banking sector, as 

being an important part of the financial sector in any economy, performs a major role in 

these matters (Shah & Jan, 2014). For example, banking sector plays a significant role in 

channeling funds to industries and so contributes towards the economic and financial 

growth and stability of a country (Shah & Jan, 2014). In addition, a well-established 

banking sector can absorb major financial crisis in the economy and can provide a platform 

for strengthening the economic system of the country (Aburime, 2009). 

 

According to the February 2011 OSEC- Business Network Switzerland report, the banking 

sector of Pakistan is comprised of 36 commercial banks (25 local private commercial 

banks, 4 public sector commercial banks, and 7 foreign commercial banks) and 4 

specialized banks (Consulate General of Switzerland, 2011 cited in Bowra et al., 2012). 

Among these banks, the private commercial banks of Pakistan particularly locate special 

attention towards creating and maintaining their HRM (Human Resource Management) 

Departments (Soomro et al., 2011). In doing so, they take multinational companies in 

Pakistan as their benchmarks (Khilji et al., 2001). This suggests that HRM practices, such 

as PA are quite established in the banks of Pakistan. 

 

Moreover, the banking sector of Pakistan has witnessed a number of drastic changes since 

its inception after the establishment of country (Rasheed et al., 2012). Some of the major 

historical developments include commercial banks establishment, nationalization, 

liberalization and privatization of banks (Rasheed et al., 2012). While some of the most 

recent advances in this regard are the start of Islamic banking system, introduction of 

foreign banks, and use of modern Information Technology methods and tools (Rasheed et 

al., 2012). Currently there are two simultaneous banking systems running their operations 

in Pakistan; the Islamic Banking system (which is based on the prohibition of interest 

principle) and the conventional banking system (which is interest based banking system) 

(Rasheed & Aimin, 2012). This conventional banking practice is a well-established system 

in Pakistan having a history of more than 60 years (since inception of the country as an 

independent state) (Rasheed & Aimin, 2012). 
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Similarly, Rehman & Ahmed (2008) stated that during the last one and a half decade, the 

banking sector of Pakistan has witnessed a massive change from a slow government 

dominated sector to a more responsive and competitive sector. Therefore, the banking 

sector of Pakistan is very rapidly growing and performing an imperative role in the 

economic development (Nayyab et al., 2011). In the last five years, it has been classified as 

the best performing sector of Pakistan on the grounds of growth and turnaround (Akhtar, 

2007 cited in Bowra et al., 2012).  Consequently, the case of the banking sector of Pakistan 

can be cited as a major success story regarding how restructuring and privatization helped 

the sector to transform and contribute towards the economic growth (Rehman & Ahmed, 

2008).  

 

The opportunities do not end here; mergers and acquisitions in the banking sector are also 

likely to increase competition (Rehman & Ahmed, 2008); for example, in terms of 

maintaining the customers’ loyalty. Accordingly, Ali et al. (2014) stated that with the 

curious increase in the country's population and the increased demand for banking services 

and reputation, customers’ loyalty is going to be one of the key differentiators for the 

success of the banks in future. This suggests that competition will continue to be a 

significant factor for the growth and development of the banking sector of Pakistan (Ali et 

al., 2014). In addition, Pakistan has also opened its doors to foreign commercial banks; as a 

result, some foreign banks are in a process of acquiring such smaller banks which have a 

good branch network (Rehman & Ahmed, 2008). Similarly, some new groups are buying 

out foreign banks’ operations in Pakistan (Rehman & Ahmed, 2008). 

 

Therefore, the continuous growth and development in the overall banking sector of 

Pakistan provided a substantial reason to select the two private commercial banks in 

Pakistan for the current study. For example, this may indicates that the general working of 

the two selected banks in Pakistan, their HRM and performance management systems, 

practices, procedures, techniques and processes (e.g., PA), the competencies of their 

employees, and the general prospect and expectations of their employees from the HRM 

and performance management systems, practices, procedures, techniques and processes 

may possibly be comparable and relatable to other organisations. Needless to say, as the 

appraisees and appraisers are considered as rhetorical beings in the current study who 

construct the reality of the PA practiced in their banks, so in this sense, the appraisees and 

appraisers of any organisation may possibly be comparable and relatable to them. 
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5.3. The Two Selected Banks (Bank A and Bank B) and their Performance Appraisal 

(PA) 

 

Two private commercial banks in Pakistan have been considered for the study. Initially a 

number of banks in Pakistan were sent a formal invitation letter to participate in my 

research. Hence, out of a number of banks who were sent the invitation for participation, 

three of them agreed to collabourate. Though, eventually I could only select two out of 

those three banks because those two banks fit into the three months’ time duration I had 

allotted to fieldwork (interviews) in Pakistan.The names of the two banks have been kept 

anonymous for the matter of maintaining confidentiality. Hence, the two banks are referred 

to as bank A and B in the entire study. This has not been done deliberately but it was a 

condition placed by one of the banks (bank B) to keep its name, and nothing but the name, 

anonymous else it would not have allowed me to approach and interview its employees 

within the natural setting of the bank. Of course, it would have been difficult for me to 

arrange interviews with them elsewhere, as I did not know any employee personally whom 

I had interviewed, so I complied with their request. As far as the other bank (bank A) is 

concerned, its management did not object on my disclosure of its identity. However, when 

I was interviewing the appraisees and appraisers in both the banks, they were much 

concerned regarding the matter of keeping their names anonymous. Therefore, I provided 

the assurance of anonymity to both the banks and their employees (whom I was 

interviewing) in terms of not revealing their names.  

 

Of course, these two banks’ acceptance of my formal invitation letter for participation in 

the current study is one of the reasons that I selected them; still, the main reason which led 

me to select these two banks is the fact that their PA processes are very much similar to 

each other. Moreover, I could have carried on with just one bank as well; then again, in 

order to increase the number of my respondents, I followed two banks instead of one. 

Moreover, despite the similarity in the PA processes of the two banks; I believed that 

having two banks would add more diversity to my research in terms of the responses of the 

interviewees. 

 

The PA process in both the banks is considered as one of the important features of their 

PMS (performance management system). As described in chapter 3 (Critical literature 

review on PA), performance management is an ongoing process that involves the 

following stages: prerequisites, performance planning, performance execution, 
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performance assessment, performance review, and performance renewal and re-contracting 

(Aguinis, 2009). Therefore, PMS is linked to other HR functions, such as training and 

development, compensation and rewards, promotions, and career development more 

effectively than discretely administered PA process. It is the PA process of both the banks, 

and not their entire PMS which is the focus of the current research. However, as the PA 

process of both the banks is an important feature of their PMS, so the interviews’ questions 

and the responses of the appraisees and appraisers may indicate towards the other features 

of PMS which are typically connected to the PA (e.g., appraisers’ training, rewards, 

promotions, and so forth). 

 

Additionally, the PA process in both the banks takes place at the start of every year and 

lasts for usually 3 months (January-March). Though, sometimes it can take more time.  

The process starts with the distribution of the PA forms to the employees and ends with the 

distribution of feedback.  Therefore, the forms are an important element of the PA process 

in both the banks. The forms are commonly called APR (annual performance review) 

forms by the employees of bank A while the employees of bank B generally called them 

PA (performance appraisal) forms. These forms have two sections. One has to be filled by 

the appraisees while the other by the appraisers. Here I would like to mention an 

interesting fact regarding the current study; the interviews which were conducted for the 

data collection with the appraisees and appraisers in the two banks fell more or less within 

the same timeframe when their PA process was scheduled. This was my deliberate move 

for the current study so that the respondents may not have to recollect their experiences of 

PA from the extended past. 

 

At a typical branch of both the banks, one may find a branch manager, quite a few line 

managers and several subordinates (who work under the line managers). In addition, the 

line managers play a very important role in the branches of the two banks. These branches 

generally include the typical local branches, area offices, and regional head offices.  For 

example, generally the performance goals of employees are predetermined by their line 

managers; therefore, the line managers are also expected to assess the performance of 

employees. These line managers are appraised by their respective branch managers while 

when these line managers work in the area offices and regional head offices, they are 

appraised by their respective area managers/heads and RGMs (Regional general 

managers).  
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The banks have a large branch network all across Pakistan. The branch managers are 

appraised by their relevant area managers/heads and RGMs. There are several area offices 

and regional head offices of these banks operating within different regions of Pakistan as 

well. The area managers/heads and RGMs are appraised by their particular divisional 

heads or chiefs while the divisional heads or chiefs are appraised by the CEOs or the 

presidents of the two banks. This reasonably makes all the appraisers as appraisees too; 

yet, not all the appraisees are appraisers. 

 

The form filling process generally works in a certain way in both banks. First the 

appraisees or subordinates have to fill the forms by evaluating or measuring their own 

performance while considering achievements of the goals which were set by; for example, 

their line managers. Later the line managers fill the forms. In doing so, their task is to 

evaluate or measure the performance of their subordinates while considering the 

achievements of their subordinates’ goals which they had set. They, however, do not 

disclose the grades which they give to their subordinates at this stage as these grades are 

recommended grades and not final. After doing this, the appraiser has to sign the forms 

followed by the signing of the forms by the appraisees in case they agree to their line 

managers. In case they disagree with their line managers then they are required to settle 

their concerns with the line managers before signing the forms.  

 

Once all of this is done, the recommendations (in terms of the grades) which the line 

managers make for their subordinates are sent to the head offices of both banks. It is, 

therefore, the head offices of both the banks where the grades of the employees are 

finalized based on the recommendations of the line managers. Then feedback of the PA 

process in terms of what performance grades the employees achieve is individually 

distributed to each appraisees in the envelops once it arrives from the banks’ head offices. 

This usually happens within a month of the subordinates’ signing of the forms but it can 

also take longer sometimes.  

 

As far as the fairness of the PA process in the two banks is concerned, both the banks 

claimed to be exceptionally fair. Quite interestingly, both the banks specifically mentioned 

the application of quotas to the final performance grades of the employees as an 

unreasonable practice of the past. However, they doubted whether the employees had been 

formally been informed about its abolition. 
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5.4. Semi-structured Interviews as a Method of Data Collection 

 

The matter of choosing the right data collection method is crucial for any research. As 

semi-structured interviews have had been used in the current study for gathering data, it 

essentially follows a qualitative research design. This is because interviews provide a 

qualitative method of data collection. According to Turner (2010), one of the popular areas 

of interest in qualitative research design is that of the interview protocol (Turner, 2010). 

Similarly, according to Stuckey (2013), interviewing is a primary way of collecting data in 

qualitative research. For example, interviews provide in-depth information pertaining to 

participants' experiences and viewpoints of a particular topic (Turner. 2010). 

 

The interviews vary through a range, from structured to semi-structured and finally 

unstructured interviews (Bryman, 2001; May, 1997). For example, according to Saunders 

et al. (2012), interview may be highly structured and formalised, using standardised set of 

questions for each research participant, or they may be based on unstructured or informal 

conversations. Nevertheless, in between there are intermediate positions depending on the 

structure used and the level of formality; for example, an interview may contain some 

unstructured sections and some highly structured parts depending on its purpose. (Saunders 

et al., 2012). As such, the semi-structured interviews provide the researcher with an 

opportunity to probe further in case the answers of the respondents on the structured parts 

of the semi-structured interviews fail to provide the useful data. Similarly, Saunders et al. 

(2012) argued that Semi-structured interviews promise the interviewer with opportunities 

to probe answers where he/she wants the interviewees to explain their responses. 

Therefore, semi-structured interviews can be helpful in seeking meaningful insights 

(Robson, 2002). Precisely, this has been the case in the current study; for example, two 

lists of questions were used (one for the appraisers and another for the appraisees), which 

were accompanied with several probing questions as well during the entire course of 

interviews. 

 

According to Easterbt-Smith et al. (2008) and Jankowicz (2005), the semi-structured 

interviews are the most advantageous way to collect data in the following circumstances:  

 

1. Where there are a large number of questions to be answered; 

2. Where the questions are either open-ended or complex; 

3. Where the logic and order of questioning may need to be varied. 
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All these three circumstances exactly depict the case of the questions that were asked from 

the appraisees and appraisers during their interviews. Moreover, the semi-structured 

interviews allowed me to skip some questions from the two lists of questions in case the 

answers to those inquiries had already been recorded from the participants through the 

response in other probing questions. This will be discussed later in detail. 

 

Saunders et al. (2012) noted that managers are more likely to agree to be the interviewees 

rather than complete a questionnaire, especially where the interview topic is seen to be 

interesting and relevant to their current work.  This is because an interview not only 

provides the interviewees with an opportunity to reflect on events without needing to write 

anything down but also the opportunity to receive feedback and personal assurance about 

the way in which information will be used (Saunder et al., 2012). In this respect, the 

interview topic, PA, was essentially relevant to their work. However, even though they 

knew that their interviews’ talk regarding their PA will be analysed as part of my research; 

little did they know that their talk will be analysed for argumentative and persuasive 

dimensions of the rhetoric. Therefore, the evidence of the presence of the argumentative 

and persuasive dimensions of the rhetoric in their talk may advocate the view that they are 

natural rhetorical beings. This would suggests that they use such dimensions (or devices) in 

the actual appraisal setting as well.  

 

Hence, on the whole, the qualitative data of the current research has been collected through 

the application of the semi-structured interviews, where I have been the interviewer and the 

appraisees and appraisers have been the interviewees. By using this technique, I used 

predetermined open-ended questions’ lists. There were two lists, one for the appraisees and 

another for the appraisers. These lists of questions were structured by me through the 

consideration of literature on the PA. However, along with these predetermined open-

ended questions’ lists, I also employed probing questions (e.g., these probing questions 

were stimulated during the actual course of interviews by listening to the responses of the 

interviewees). The sequence of the questions that were asked from the participants was 

also not the same for every participant and it was adjusted on the basis of their previous 

responses. All of this will also be discussed in detail later in the chapter. 
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5.5. On the Choice of Semi-structured Interviews 

 

As previously stated, semi-structured interviews are widely used in qualitative research as 

a useful approach to encourage managers, professionals and other practitioners to report on 

their attitudes, experiences, knowledge and understanding of work practices (Rowley, et 

al., 2012).   From the point of view of the researcher and audience, one reason for using 

them can be that they facilitate the comparison between interviews conducted with 

different participants (Bryman, 2001; Carson et al., 2005). Accordingly, semi-structured 

interviews appeared to be one of the best choices for the current study and so they have 

been selected after thorough investigation of their usage and implication. I have discussed 

a number of studies in chapter 2 (Critical literature review on rhetoric), which used semi-

structured interviews as a method of data collection for rhetorical analysis (RA). Along 

with that, a number of studies which used the rhetorical approach to other analytical 

techniques, particularly, narrative and discourse analysis based on semi-structured 

interviews’ transcripts or texts have also been discussed. Those studies of course, justify 

the use of semi-structured interviews as a method to collect the data for the current study. 

 

However, here I will argue on some more points concerning the use of semi-structured 

interviews in the current research. The choice of using the semi-structured interviews as a 

method of data collection for this study was not that simple.  A number of factors were 

considered before taking this decision.  For example, it was evidently noticed that the 

application of interviews’ transcripts for the rhetorical analysis (RA) in management 

studies is relatively limited. Therefore, the situation can be easily compared with the 

studies concerned with the approaches of ethnomethodology (EM), membership 

categorization analysis (MCA) and conversation analysis (CA). This is because such 

studies have largely overlooked interviews as a method of information collection 

(Roulston, 2006) as well. Similarly, Potter (2004) claimed that the CA studies have 

eschewed interviews and focused on naturally occurring talk. 

 

Nevertheless, as previously noted, I have discussed a number of studies in chapter 2 

(Critical literature review on rhetoric), where semi-structured interviews have been used 

for conducting the RA or with the perspective of rhetorical approach to the analysis. 

Hence, one still finds example of studies where the interviews are not treated as a timeout 

from real life but as a social interaction in which members routinely draw on their stock of 

knowledge to provide the accounts of events and experiences related to the research topic 
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at hand (Roulston, 2006). This is exactly how the semi-structured interviews are treated in 

the current research. They have provided a platform to the appraisees and appraisers to 

construct the reality of their PA which is then used for the RA to find out how they have 

constructed this reality with the use of argumentative and persuasive dimensions of 

rhetoric in their talk.  Therefore, these interviews capture their rhetoric in action or a 

certain aspect of it which otherwise could also have been captured through observation of 

the naturally occurring environment of the feedback interviews of PA. For example, 

generally, it has been observed that such studies have commonly focused their attention on 

the naturally occurring information drawn from the mundane environment of organisations 

(Roulston, 2006). This may also have been one of the ideal situations for the current study 

if the access to the naturally occurring environment of PA interviews in the two banks was 

not an issue. In other words, it may have been one of the perfect scenarios to observe the 

antagonistic characteristics, persuasive appeals and dominant stylistic aspects in the talk of 

appraisees and appraisers within the natural setting of the feedback interviews of PA. For 

example, in one recent study, Mieroop & Vrolix (2014) used discourse analysis (DA) 

technique to analyse the observations from naturally occurring environment of three 

different PA interviews between supervisors and their subordinates. 

 

Of course other than the access issue, there were other factors to consider too. For 

example, in spite of it appearing to be one of the ideal scenarios in case the access was not 

an issue, it may not have worked well in the context of the two banks. This is because the 

main PA instrument which is used by the two banks is the PA forms. While the appraisal 

interviews (AIs) or feedback interviews on the PA of appraiseesare considered as 

secondary. For example, they are formally needed in case the appraisees receive much 

unexpected results in envelops. This means that they occur merely on a need base after the 

individual results of the PA of the appraisees are compiled and the grades are sent back to 

them in individual envelops from their head offices. Moreover, even if they occur on the 

need base, they have no impact on the grades which are already distributed to the 

appraisees. 

 

There has been a substantial discussion in chapter 2 (Critical literature review on rhetoric) 

regarding DA from the perspective of rhetoric and interviews.  Also, the examples of some 

studies which used rhetorical approach to discourse analysis for analysing the interviews’ 

transcripts as mentioned earlier have been provided. Here I will further throw light on the 

link between discourse and rhetoric. Discourse and rhetoric are established fields in the 
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discipline of discursive psychology. This presents the RA as quite comparable to the DA, 

particularly in the field of discursive psychology.  Potter (2012) asserted that one of the 

features that make contemporary discursive psychology distinctive from most other 

psychological methods is that it works primarily with audio or video records of interaction 

happening in the natural setting. This encourages the process of gaining access and 

consent, developing appropriate ethics scripts and working closely with participants in a 

way that leads to sustain a strong degree of trust as an integral part of the research process 

(Potter, 2012). One may be expecting the same in case of the interviews, especially if the 

interviews provide an opportunity of interaction between the interviewer and participants 

on one-to-one basis. 

 

In regard to the issue of gaining access in the natural setting, Potter (2012) noted that 

gaining access and consent can be a challenge and it is likely that researchers sometimes 

use other forms of information collection techniques, such as questionnaires, semi-

structured interviews, etc. because they expect the refusal of access. This is the reason that 

the study of discourse analysis has numerous examples where data is gathered through 

interviews. The case was more or less same for the current study in terms of issues with 

access. Surely, one may expect high level of sensitivity and confidentiality risks involved 

for both the banks and their employees in case of their approval of the access to their 

natural setting of the feedback interviews of PA. Therefore, such refusal was not 

something unexpected to deal with in the event of the current research.  

 

In view of what has been discussed regarding the DA, one may say that when the 

interviews are regarded as one of the adequate methods for the DA then they should be 

regarded as the same for the RA. Moreover, if the interviews, especially the semi-

structured interviews are not commonly considered for the RA due to the issue of having 

limited physically present audience at the time of the interviews (e.g., which raises the 

issue that to whom such rhetoric would be directed to or who would be persuaded by such 

rhetoric) then this has already been discussed in the previous chapter (Rhetorical 

framework). Therefore, the audience should not be an issue. 
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5.6. Other Reasons for Using Interviews as a Method of Data Collection  

 

Considering of the rhetorical framework and the three research questions, the focus of the 

current study has been on the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in the 

talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding the PA practiced in their bank. Along with that, 

the dominant stylistic aspects in their talk are also considered. Therefore, one may argue 

that it did not matter whether these arguments were captured in the naturally occurring 

environment of the feedback interviews of PA or in a separate one-to-one interviews with 

the appraisees and appraisers where they constructed the reality of their PA process based 

on their real life experiences (as in case of this research). In other words, when the research 

is to know how the appraisees and appraisers are rhetorical beings who construct the reality 

of their PA process (e.g., based on the argumentative, persuasive and stylistics dimensions 

of rhetoric in their talk), so it does not matter whether they were observed in the natural 

environment where the feedback interviews of the PA were taking place or they were 

interviewed about the PA process of their banks in a separate one-to-one interviews’ 

sessions.   

 

Moreover, a number of scholars have theorized that interviews are an excellent method for 

attaining knowledge of what people think and believe and how their thinking shape their 

behaviours (Singleton et al., 1993). Accordingly, in the consideration that the behaviours 

(e.g., in terms of talk) of the appraisees and appraisers in the interviews are shaped by what 

they think or believe about their PA process, their rhetoric in the interviews’ sessions may 

also be considered as what they think or believe about their PA process.  And so, they may 

argue and counter-argue accordingly (e.g., leads us back to Billig’s notions discussed in 

chapter 4). 

 

Furthermore, I have discussed a number of studies in chapter 2 (Critical literature review 

on rhetoric) where ‘text’ is used for the RA. Similarly, interviews’ transcripts may also be 

seen as ‘text’ on which RA can be conducted. For example, in case of the current study, 

semi-structured interviews’ transcripts provided a detailed view of the different aspects of 

PA that were constructed by the appraisees and appraisers. Therefore, making the 

transcripts worthy of RA in order to examine how different aspects of their PA are 

constructed by them with the use of argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric 

in their talk. Needless to say that if these dimensions are evident in the interviews’ 
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transcripts (or if these dimensions are identified though the RA of the interviews’ 

transcripts) then they may also be regarded as a mundane feature of their talk in the banks. 

 

In addition, it can be argued that in the naturally occurring setting of the feedback 

interviews of PA, the appraisees and appraisers would have been observed only on the 

occasion of those feedback interviews. As I have previously discussed, this does not 

particularly fit the context of the PA of the two banks. For example, PA forms are the main 

method used for the PA in the two banks. Moreover, such observations may not have given 

an idea about the rhetorical positions of the appraisees and appraisers regarding their 

overall process of PA, but their rhetorical positions may only have been limited to the 

outcomes of their PA process (e.g., in terms of the grades they achieved). In other words, 

their arguments may have been limited because of the limited argumentative context, and 

so they may have argued about a specific issue concerning their PA, not their overall PA 

process. Similarly, according to Malhotra & Birks (2007), semi-structured interviews 

provide the researcher with multi-faceted and well-grounded accounts. This is what was 

particularly needed in case of the current research (e.g., because the focus of the current 

study is to identify both the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in the talk 

of appraisees and appraisers in order to know how they construct the reality of their PA). 

Therefore, the semi-structured interviews with the appraisees and appraisers provided them 

with an opportunity to cover their entire PA process through their talk. For example, they 

covered a variety of areas regarding their PA process rather than merely covering the 

incidents from the feedback interviews of their PA. Of course the questions asked in the 

semi-structured interviews kept them focused. Thus, the semi-structured interviews seem 

to be a very profound choice that was made to collect the data for the current study as they 

provided more breadth in the data to answer the three main research questions. 

5.7. The Conduction of Interviews 

 

The appraisees and appraisers were interviewed on one-to-one basis in the current study. 

These interviews were conducted at the regional headquarter, area office and some local 

branches of the two banks. There were a total of 69 interviews conducted. All the 

interviewees, appraisees and appraisers, were the managerial level employees in the two 

banks. However, not all the 69 interviews have been made the part of the analysis for a 

number of reasons that will be described in the later portion of this chapter. In addition to 

the 69 interviews, there were 2 more interviews which were conducted at the area office of 

bank A and regional headquarter of bank B. These interviews were the orientation 
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interviews with the HR heads of the two banks. The purpose of these orientation interviews 

was to get an overview of these two banks and their PA process.   

 

The entry level qualification to be at the managerial level positions is typically high in the 

banks of Pakistan, and English is widely taught since the primary school levels, because of 

its being one of the two official languages of Pakistan. However, throughout the 

interviews, even though all the questions which were asked from the participants were in 

English, the participants were not restricted to use English alone in their responses. The 

other official language, Urdu was also widely used by the participants.  

 

This was accepted so that the arguments of the participants in the interviews would not be 

handicapped due to language restriction. However, this led to the need of translating the 

bits in Urdu to English before they could all be fully transcribed. This indeed was time 

consuming and increased the work load for me as all the data obtained through interviews 

was translated and transcribed. However, later the arguments which were recorded in the 

Urdu language were completely screened out, and the analysis was conducted only on the 

arguments which were recorded in English. This was done purely to analyse the arguments 

as they were posed by the appraisees and appraisers so that the data does not lose it 

originality due to translation and interpretation issues. Particularly, the issues related to 

back-translation.  

 

For example, when translating the interviews’ transcripts, the dilemma is how to ensure 

agreement on the translation of source data (Temple & Young, 2004). Edwards (1998) 

discussed back-translation technique for ensuring agreement of correct description of a text 

or transcripts.  Back-translation means translating an already translated document back into 

the original language (Pym, 2010). The idea is that the author can then verify whether the 

translation covers all aspects of the original (Mohatlane, 2014). However, there are 

concerns associated with back-translation. As such, Khosravani & Dastjerdi (2013) 

asserted that back-translation is a popular technique to evaluate the accuracy of translation; 

however, its application in different situations is often subject to controversy.  

 

One of the inadequacies of back-translation may be noticed when the equivalent of a word 

does not exist in the target culture and as a result, it is translated with a phrase (Triandis, 

1972). In this regard, back-translation may be somewhat misleading (Khosravani & 

Dastjerdi, 2013). Similarly, Vitray (2007: 13) argued that “A back-translation will not 
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result in a text that is identical to the source text’’. Whereas Paegelow (2008: 12) 

maintained that ‘‘back-translations are no guarantee of accuracy’’.  Moreover, Mohatlane 

(2014: 175) discussed a number of limitations associated with back-translation: ‘‘there is 

no significant usage of the translator’s language experience (linguistic expertise). There is 

no stylistic beauty - back-translation does not cater for the expression of meaning or 

nuances of every word. Back-translation is only meant to establish whether the words in a 

back translated text match with those of the original text’’. Therefore, these issues were 

avoided by analysing only those arguments which were originally in English. 

5.8. Semi-structured Interviews’ Questions: Design and Implementation 

 

Some examples of the questions which were considered in the semi-structured interviews 

with the appraisees and appraisers are: How would you describe the management style of 

the bank? Do you closely supervise/manage or do you give the employees much 

autonomy/scope? / Are you closely supervised/ managed or do you have much autonomy/ 

scope? Could you describe the bank’s PA system? Could you discuss if you are generally 

satisfied with the extent of involvement of you and your appraisees in appraising their 

performance? / Could you discuss if you are generally satisfied with the extent of 

involvement of you and your appraiser in your PA? What happens prior to the actual PA? 

Could you explain how you feel about the quality of feedback you provide on the PA of 

appraisees? / Could you explain how do you find the quality of the feedback you receive 

on your PA? How easily can your appraisees communicate their concerns to you? / How 

easily can you communicate your concerns to your appraiser? Can appraisees appeal 

against unfair PA decisions in the bank? / Can you appeal against unfair PA decisions in 

the bank? Have you ever personally felt that you have unfairly appraised an appraisee? / 

Have you ever personally felt that you have been appraised unfairly by an appraiser? Do 

you think PA system in the bank is generally fair? Do you think PA of appraisees has an 

overall positive/ negative impact on their job performance? / Do you think your 

performance appraisal has an overall positive/negative impact on your job performance?  

Can you suggest the possible ways to improve the present PA system in the bank? Are 

there any issues based on your own experience of appraising performance within this bank 

which you would like to add? / Are there any issues based on your own experience of PA 

in the bank which you would like to add? 

 

It can be observed from these examples that majority of the questions which were 

considered for both the appraisees and appraisers were quite similar. When these questions 
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were asked from the appraisers, they were asked from the appraisers’ perspective while 

when they were asked from the appraisees, they were asked from the appraisees’ 

perspective. Here I have used the ‘slash sign’ to distinguish between specific questions 

which were considered for both the appraisees and appraisers in the interviews. While the 

other questions mentioned as an examples here can be easily applied to both the appraisees 

and appraisers without such distinction. 

 

As far as all the questions which were considered for the semi-structured interviews are 

concerned, there were two sets of 36 questions each which were considered for the 

appraisees and appraisers. This makes a total of 72 questions. These sets are provided in 

the appendices, appendix A and B, where appendix A represents set 1 (questions for 

appraisers), and appendix B represents set 2 (questions for appraisees). Along with these 

two sets of 36 questions, there were several probing questions which were asked from the 

appraisees and appraisers. The probing questions were derived from the answers of 

appraisees and appraisers on these 36 questions. However, there was no hard and fast rule 

to follow these questions. As previously mentioned, the order in which these questions 

were executed was not the same for every respondent. This was because many questions 

were unavoidably answered by the appraisees and appraisers when they were answering 

other questions (including both the probing questions and the questions from their 

respective sets). Therefore, it was not unusual for me to skip many questions from each of 

the sets while interviewing the appraisees and appraisers. As far as the formulation of the 

two sets of questions is concerned, I did not take any ready-made design, but formulate the 

sets by myself. Surely, the literature on PA assisted me in this regard. In addition, as I have 

already had conducted the orientation interviews with the two HR heads of the banks (e.g., 

regarding the PA practiced in their banks) before formulating the sets of questions, so these 

interviews also aided in the formulation of the two sets. The reason for designing the sets 

of questions for the semi-structured interviews myself, was to maintain the originality of 

the research process, as well as to avoid implementation errors. For example, when the 

designer and the implementer is the same person, there is a high possibility of effective 

implementation. 

  

5.9. The Themes to Organise the Findings and Analysis 

 

Based on the ‘final interviews’ extracts’, there are seven themes which have been used to 

organise the findings and analysis. I have used the words ‘final interviews’ extracts’ 
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because the interviews’ talk of appraisees and appraisers has been screened at multiple 

levels, due to various different reasons before the extracts that are used in the analysis were 

finalized (or selected).  For example, previously I have discussed with reasons that only the 

interviews’ extracts which were originally in English language have been considered for 

the analysis. However, this is only one of the levels of screening employed. I will be later 

discussing in details all the levels of screening that have led to reach to the ‘final 

interviews’ extracts’ which are used for the rhetorical analysis. 

 

Accordingly, when I use the words ‘final interviews’ extracts’, it means that the seven 

themes have been derived from only those responses (or extracts) of the appraisees and 

appraisers that were selected for the analysis. Here it is important to emphasise that those 

‘final interviews’ extracts’ are not merely the random responses of the appraisees and 

appraisers which derived the seven themes. Surely the appraisers and appraisees were 

responding to the questions from the two sets, as well as the probing questions in those 

‘final interviews’ extracts’. Therefore, the questions to which the appraisees and appraisers 

were responding in those ‘final interviews’ extract’ have also been considered in 

developing these seven themes.  

 

Now the question is why the ‘final interviews’ extracts’ specifically have been considered 

for the formulation of the seven themes? For example, the themes could also have been 

predetermined in the consideration of the two sets of questions which were predetermined 

for the appraisees and appraisers. However, this would not have been practicable in view 

of the probing questions and multiple screening levels that were used on the interviews’ 

talk of the appraisees and appraisers. Hence, the material of the ‘final interviews’ extracts’ 

was essentially considered to develop the themes.  Accordingly, the main purpose of the 

seven themes is to keep the ‘final interviews’ extracts’ organised for the analysis, under 

some themes, so that they do not look as random talk and their background is clear. The 

idea will be better understood as this chapter will proceed towards end. 

 

The themes are: 

 

1. The issue of PA forms. 

2. The issue of the quota system in grading the appraisees. 

3. The issue of fairness in PA process. 

4. The issue of feedback in PA process. 
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5. The issue of appeal in PA process. 

6. The issue of what appraisees and appraisers feel about each other relating to the PA 

process. 

7. The issue of appraisees and appraisers’ future plans in the presence of current PA 

process.

 

5.10. The Convenience Sampling and the Sample Selection Process 

 

The convenience sampling technique was used to select the sample participants from the 

two banks. It is one of the non-probability sampling techniques. Non probability sampling 

techniques are quite popular where the sample size is not critical for the study. As such, 

they enable the researchers to rely on their own judgements regarding the sample size. This 

fits the case of the current study. For example, I was not on the quest of obtaining a very 

large sample size. This was because of using the semi-structured interviews as a method of 

data collection. Therefore, a large sample size was not critical for the current study. In fact, 

a very large sample size would have resulted into a massive and difficult to manage data 

for the analysis. Similarly, in the consideration of the ‘final interviews’ transcripts’ that are 

used for analysis (after going through multiple levels of screening), having a very small 

sample size would have reduced the possibility of obtaining enough data for analysis. 

Therefore, a small sample size was also not critical for the current study. Accordingly, with 

the use of the convenience sampling technique, I was able to use my judgement to select an 

appropriate sample size for the study. The sample selection process had been conducted in 

the consideration of the dyads that will be explained as this chapter will advance further. 

 

Moreover, according to Saunders et al., (2012), one reason for pursuing convenience 

sampling technique is to select those cases which are easiest to obtain for reaching the 

sample size, and the sample selection process continues until the required sample size is 

achieved. Therefore, convenience sampling technique is typically considered as a quick 

way for obtaining the required sample size. Accordingly, the basic data can be collected 

from the sample (participants) quickly and efficiently (Sekaran, 2002). Thisalso fits to the 

case of the current study. For example, I had formal permissions from both the banks to 

conduct the interviews with their appraisees and appraisers. This had made the sample 

selection process quick and easy. However, the selection of the appraisees and appraisers 

for achieving the sample size was also contingent to their willingness of becoming the part 

of such interviews. In other words, both the banks had provided me with the access to 
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reach to their appraisees and appraisers, but they did not enforce them to be the part of my 

interviews.  

 

This can be better understood with the discussion on the sample selection process. 

Therefore, I will briefly discuss that how the sample selection process worked. Basically 

the sample selection process and the data collection process occurred simultaneously. 

Moreover, these processes were conducted in the consideration of the dyadic relationships 

between the appraisers and appraisees. For example, after getting the access to the banks, 

my first step in the process was to approach the individual appraiser for his or her consent 

for the interview. After achieving the consent, the second step was to interview him or her. 

The third step in the process was to approach the appraisees who were appraised by him or 

her in order to get their consent for the interviews. After the consent was achieved from 

them, the fourth step was to interview them on one-to-one basis. And then the same 

process was repeated for the next appraiser and his or her respective appraisees. In case the 

appraiser did not provide his or her consent for the interview in the first place, the next 

appraiser was approached for the interview’s consent. The appraiser not only had to 

provide the consent for the interview, but also had to be interviewed before his or her 

respective appraisees were approached. Surely, such dyadic relationships between the 

appraisers and appraisees were considered so that their arguments could be analysed in 

dyads, and the convenience sampling technique adequately fitted to the purpose. 

Accordingly, this potentially provides the realism to the current research. As such, it would 

have been difficult to achieve such dyadic relationships based on selecting the sample of 

random numbers (e.g., in case the list of the selected appraisers and appraisees to be 

interviewed was generated through the use of random numbers). Similarly, Ferber (1977) 

argued that the data obtained from a convenience sample can convey much better feeling 

of realism than if the example came from random numbers. 

 

In regard to the sample selection process, an interesting trend had been observed. The trend 

was that when an appraiser gave his or her consent to be the part of the interview and had 

been interviewed, majority of the appraisees whom he or she had appraised also gave their 

consent to be interviewed. At the surface level, knowing about this trend may contradict 

with the idea of finding antagonistic characteristics of the arguments in the talk of 

appraisees and appraisers (e.g., I am referring to research question 1). This is because the 

appraisees may be perceived in the harmony with their appraisers. However, at the deeper 
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level (e.g., the findings and analysis of the talk of appraisees and appraisers in the next 

chapter), it may reveal a different story. 

5.11. The Sample Size and Dyads 

 

As I have previously discussed that with the use of the convenience sampling technique, I 

was able to use my judgements to select an appropriate sample size for the study, so now 

the question is, what the sample size was? 

 

A total number of 35 interviews were conducted in bank A, while in bank B, they were 34 

in total. This made a sample size of 69 which was considered for the study (including both 

the appraisees and appraisers).In bank A, 29 interviews were conducted with the 

appraisees, and the number of interviews which were conducted in bank B with the 

appraisees were also the same. Whereas 6 interviews were conducted with the appraisers in 

bank A, and 5 with the appraisers in bank B. As mentioned earlier, the sample selection 

process and the interviews with the sample (appraisees and appraisers) happened 

simultaneously in the consideration of the dyadic relationship between the appraisers and 

appraisees. This formed 11 dyads where each of the 11 dyads represented 1 appraiser. 

 

Therefore, in all the cases of 11 dyads, appraisers were approached for the consent and 

interviews before their respective appraisees were approached. Therefore, the number of 

appraisees to be interviewed was dependent upon the number of appraisees appraised by 

each of the 11 appraisers. However, I tried to conduct maximum interviews with the 

appraisees that were appraised by one appraiser before moving to another appraiser and his 

or her respective appraisees. The same course continued till the last appraiser in the dyads 

and the maximum appraisees that were appraised by him or her were interviewed. 

 

Moreover, in all the cases of the 11 dyads, appraisers and appraisees’ consent for 

interviews and the actual interviews with them happened simultaneously (e.g., there was 

no considerable lapse of time between obtaining appraisers and appraisees’ consent for 

interviews and actually interviewing them). 
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The two tables below show the dyadic relationship between appraisers and appraisees in 

both the banks. However, in order to understand the two tables (1 and 2), it is important to 

understand the meanings of abbreviations used in the tables. They are: 

 

D = Dyads. 

AR = No. of appraisers interviewed in each dyad. 

AE = No. of appraisees interviewed in each dyad who were appraised by their appraiser in 

that Dyad. 

 

Bank A 

 

D AR AE 

1 1 4  

2 1 5   

3 1 6 

4 1 4  

5 1 5  

6 1 5 

Table 1 Dyadic relationship between appraisers and appraisees for bank A 

 

Bank B 

 

D AR AE 

1 1 5 

2 1 6  

3 1 7 

4 1 6 

5 1 5  

Table 2 Dyadic relationship between appraisers and appraisees for bank B 
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All together, these two tables show 11 dyads, 1-6 in bank A and 1-5 in bank B. Each dyad 

represents 1 appraiser and a number of appraisees appraised by him or her. This dyadic 

relationship is later discussed in this chapter, with the consideration of other factors, under 

the heading,‘interviews’ distribution and the final dyads considered for the rhetorical 

analysis (RA)’. Therefore, the tables and discussion under the stated heading will also 

explain the journey from the initial 11 dyads to 7 dyads that are considered for the analysis 

in the current study. 

 

In addition, the demographic characteristics of the sample were also taken into 

consideration in terms of the involvement of both the male and female representatives in 

the sample. However the demographic mix prevalent in the two banks had very few female 

ratios to the male. Therefore, the female participants of interviews were evidently less in 

number than the male participants. There were only 8 females as compared to 27 males 

interviewed in bank A. While in bank B, the number of female participants was even 

lower.  Only 2 females as compared to 32 males were interviewed in bank B. 

5.12. Convenience Sampling and the Issue of Generalizability: The Perspective of the 

Current Study 

 

There are some shortcomings to using the convenience sampling as well; for example, 

when using a convenience sampling technique, there is limited room for estimating its 

generalization. The responsibility is then usually laid on the researcher to demonstrate that 

the sample is representative of population. According to Ferber (1977), this can be 

demonstrated by comparing the distributions of sample and population with the 

characteristics relevant to the topic under study. Having said that, the question which 

should come in our minds is that whether this sort of generalization is practicable in view 

of the current study? 

 

The answer to this question is not straightforward. We need to go back to the background. 

In view of the potential for controversy in PA, the focus of the current research is on the 

rhetorical construction of PA where the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of 

rhetoric in appraisees and appraisers’ talk are analysed.  In other words, the focus is on 

how they construct the reality of their PA with the use of the argumentative and persuasive 

dimensions of rhetoric in their talk. This is done to answer three main research questions 

(which are mentioned in chapter 1 and 4, introduction and rhetorical framework). 
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Even if we keep the view of the potential for controversy in PA aside, appraisees and 

appraisers can still be regarded as the rhetorical beings. This is because they are human 

beings. A number of authors’ work, such as Fisher (1978), Kennedy (1991) and Herrick 

(2016), also suggest that humans are rhetorical beings.  For example, According to Herrick 

(2016: 06), “If rhetoric is in part the systematic study of persuasion, recognising how 

crucial persuasion is to daily life may suggest that this art deserves our attention”. 

Therefore, when we say “the persuasiveness of persuasiveness”, it is not to condemn 

rhetoric or persuasion, but it is to start appreciating the centrality of rhetoric or persuasion 

in life, and to recognise humans as rhetorical beings (Herrick, 2016: 06). Accordingly, 

based on the view that humans are rhetorical beings, the current study recognises 

appraisees and appraisers as rhetorical beings before anything else. I will represent the 

notion with the use of Aristotle’ (1991) syllogism and enthymeme. Humans are rhetorical 

beings. Appraisees and appraisers are human beings. Therefore, appraisees and appraisers 

are rhetorical beings because they are human beings.  Accordingly, their talk is worthy of 

rhetorical attention. 

 

Now in view of the potential for controversy associated with PA, it has been previously 

discussed in chapter 3 (the critical literature review on PA) that how the potential for 

controversy associated with PA created an exigency for the rhetorical attention. For 

example, due to the potential for controversy associated with PA, appraisees and appraisers 

are frequently considered to have potentially different interests and views regarding PA. 

These different interests and views may not be apparent at the surface level, but at the 

deeper level (e.g., through the analysis of the appraisers and appraisees’ talk based on the 

identification of the argumentative and persuasive dimensions in it), they may apparently 

be distinguishable. Therefore, the exigency to focus on the argumentative and persuasive 

dimensions of rhetoric in the talk of appraisees and appraisers is created (e.g., to know how 

they construct the reality of their PA with the use of argumentative and persuasive 

dimensions of rhetoric in their talk). This means that both the arguments in their talk and 

how the arguments in their talk are constructed for persuasion have been important matters 

to consider in the current study. This is because without knowing the arguments, it is 

impossible to know how they have been constructed. 

 

Hence, in the consideration of all this discussion, the arguments of the appraisees and 

appraisers may or may not be generalized in the view that these appraisees and appraisers 

would have gone through different experiences, and their opinions would be based on their 
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experiences, which are then reflected in their arguments. However, in view of the PA as a 

potentially controversial practice, there is a better scope that the argumentative and 

persuasive dimensions of rhetoric which are used by them may also be used by the other 

appraisees, appraisers and parties in different organisations in order to construct the reality 

of their PA. And so, by focusing on these dimensions in the talk of the parties to a 

potentially controversial phenomena, such as PA, the researchers can identify the 

antagonistic, persuasive and stylistic characteristics in their talk to determine that how the 

reality of that potentially controversial phenomena is constructed. 

5.13 Ethical Concerns and Approval 

 

In the context of research, ethics refer to the standards of behaviour that guide your 

conduct in relation to the rights of those who become the subject of your work, or are 

affected by it (Saunders et al., 2012). For example, they are the selected appraisees and 

appraisers, and the two banks, in case of the current research.  Sapsford & Abbott (1998) 

stated that the first principle of research ethics to be found in all the various codes of 

conduct imposed by professional and academic organisations is that the subject of the 

research should not be harmed by it. Treating the information given by the respondents as 

strictly confidential and guarding their privacy is one of the primary responsibilities of the 

researcher (Sekaran, 2002).Therefore, the anonymity of the selected appraisees and 

appraisers, and the two banks, is complied with their demands. As such, they provided me 

with an approval of using any sort of available information about them, as long as that 

information does not contain their names. Moreover, Cooper & Schindler (2003) stated 

that the researcher should make clear to the interviewees that they have the right to decline 

responding to any question and should not feel coerced into participation as they have the 

right to privacy. This was also made clear to all the participants during the course of 

interviews.  

 

As far as the audio recording of the interviews of the participants is concerned, majority of 

the participants gave their consent for the audio recording of their interviews in both the 

banks as in bank A, 21 interviews were audio recorded. While in bank B, the number was 

slightly higher than bank A as 22 interviews were audio recoded there.  This left 14 

interviews in bank A and 12 interviews in bank B as unrecorded.  In the interviews where 

recording was not permitted by the participants, they permitted me to write down their 

arguments in my interviews’ notebook during the entire course of such interviews. 
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Therefore, all these ethical matters were taken into absolute consideration. Similarly, the 

current study complied with the specific ethical guidelines and procedures of Durham 

University Business School, during the whole course of the study. Certainly, it was after 

receiving the ethical approval from the Durham University Business School, the data 

collection process for the current research started. 

5.14. Interviews’ Distribution and the Final Dyads for the Findings and Analysis 

 

There is only one appraiser as compared to a number of appraisees in each dyad. 

Therefore, one appraiser, and a number of appraisees appraised by him or her, form one 

dyad.  In other words, I have followed the dyadic relationship between appraisees and 

appraisers, for the data collection and analysis, in the current study. Initially, there were 11 

dyads as there were total 11 appraisers whom I had interviewed. However, they were later 

screened down to 7 for the analysis. Therefore, the selected extracts from these 7 dyads are 

the unit of analysis in the current study. These extracts were selected after the further 

screening. This screening was not meant to further eliminate the dyads, but it was done on 

the arguments of the appraisees and appraisers from the 7 dyads. How this screening was 

achieved will be discussed later in this chapter. 

 

The reason for choosing 7, but not 11, dyads were that the interviews of 4 appraisers were 

not audio recorded because they did not provide their consent for the audio recording of 

their interviews. Even though I had noted down those 4 interviews in my interviews’ 

notebook, but due to the possibility that noting could miss out the important substance for 

the analysis, I preferred only the audio recorded interviews for the analysis. However, 

screening out those 4 appraisers also led me to screen out all those appraisees’ interviews 

(both recorded and unrecorded) who were appraised by those 4 appraisers as including 

them would have disrupted the dyadic relationship between the appraisees and appraisers 

which I had aimed to follow in the analysis. This dyadic relation is very important for the 

current study, especially in the light of the first research question which required me to 

explore the antagonistic characteristics of the arguments in the talk of appraisees and 

appraisers regarding the PA practiced in their banks.   

 

Similarly, a number of appraisees, who belonged to the 7 selected dyads, were unwilling to 

have their interviews audio recorded. Hence, their interviews were not audio recorded but 

noted down in my interviews’ notebook. Accordingly, those interviews were also screened 

out from the analysis due to the same reason that the noting could miss out the important 
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substance for the analysis. So the initial 69 interviews (35 from Bank A and 34 from Bank 

B), later screened down to 32 interviews (14 from Bank A and 18 from Bank B) for the 

consideration of the analysis.  

 

The tables (3-9) below will help in understanding that how from the initial 69 interviews, 

32 interviews could make it for the consideration of the analysis in the current study, and 

how it resulted into 7 dyads from 11. 

 

Total Interviews’ Distribution Bank A Bank B 

 

Total Interviews 

 

Total Appraisers’ Interviews 

 

Total Appraisees’ Interviews 

 

 

 

35 

 

6 

 

29 

 

 

 

34 

 

5 

 

29 

 

 

 

Total Females’ Interviews 

 

Total Males’ Interviews 

 

Total Interviews 

 

 

8 

 

27 

 

= 35 

 

 

 

2 

 

32 

 

= 34 

 

Total Female Appraisers’ Interview 

 

Total Male Appraisers’ Interviews 

 

Total Appraisers’ Interviews 

 

 

2 

 

4 

 

= 6 

 

 

 

1 

 

4 

 

= 5 

 

 

 

Total Female Appraisees’ Interviews 

 

6 

 

1 
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Total Male Appraisees’ Interviews 

 

Total Appraisees’ Interviews 

 

 

23 

 

= 29 

 

 

28 

 

= 29 

 

Table 3 The total distribution of the 69 interviews conducted in bank A and B 

 

Thetable 3 shows the total distribution of the 69 interviews, which were conducted for the 

current study, in the two banks (A and B). This distribution is based on how many 

interviews were conducted in each of the two banks, how many females and males were 

interviewed in each of the two banks, how many female and male appraisers’ interviews 

were conducted in each of the two banks, and last but not least, how many female and male 

appraisees’ interviews were conducted in each of the two banks. 

 

Total Interviews’ Distribution Based on Whether 

Recorded or Unrecorded 

Bank A Bank B 

 

Total Recorded Interviews 

 

Total Unrecorded Interviews 

 

Total Interviews 

 

Total Appraisers’ Recorded Interviews 

 

Total Appraisees’ Recorded Interviews 

 

Total Recorded Interviews 

 

Total Appraisers’ Unrecorded Interviews 

 

Total Appraisees’ Unrecorded Interviews 

 

Total Unrecorded Interviews 

 

 

21 

 

14 

 

= 35 

 

3 

 

18 

 

= 21 

 

3 

 

11 

 

= 14 

 

 

22 

 

12 

 

= 34 

 

4 

 

18 

 

= 22 

 

1 

 

11 

 

= 12 
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Total Females’ Recorded Interviews 

 

Total Males’ Recorded Interviews 

 

Total Recorded Interviews 

 

 

3 

 

18 

 

= 21 

 

 

2 

 

20 

 

= 22 

 

 

Total Females’ Unrecorded Interviews 

 

Total Males’ Unrecorded Interviews 

 

Total Unrecorded Interviews 

 

 

 

5 

 

9 

 

= 14 

 

 

 

0 

 

12 

 

= 12 

 

 

Total Female Appraisers’ Recorded Interviews 

 

Toatal Male Appraisers’ Recorded Interviews 

 

Total Appraisers’ Recorded Interviews 

 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

= 3 

 

 

 

1 

 

3 

 

= 4 

 

 

 

Total Female Appraisees’ Recorded Interviews 

 

Total Male Appraisees’ Recorded Interviews 

 

Total Appraisees’ Recorded Interviews 

 

 

 

2 

 

16 

 

= 18 

 

 

1 

 

17 

 

=18 

 

 

Total Female Appraisers’ Unrecorded Interviews 

 

 

1 

 

 

0 
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Total Male Appraisers’ Unrecorded Interviews 

 

Total Appraisers’ Unrecorded Interviews 

 

 

2 

 

= 3 

 

 

1 

 

= 1 

 

 

 

Total Female Appraisees’ Unrecorded Interviews 

 

Toatal Male Appraisees’ Unrecorded Interviews 

 

Total Appraisees’ Unrecorded Interviews 

 

4 

 

7 

 

= 11 

 

0 

 

11 

 

=11 

Table 4 The total distribution of the 69 interviews based on whether recorded/unrecorded 

 

The table 4 shows the total distribution of the 69 interviews in the two banks based on the 

total number of recorded and unrecorded interviews conducted in each of the two banks. 

The table is further divided into different sections based on recorded and unrecorded 

interviews, such as the total number of appraisers’ recorded and unrecorded interviews in 

each of the two banks, the total number of appraisees’ recorded and unrecorded interviews 

in each of the two banks, the total females and males’ recorded and unrecorded interviews 

in each of the two banks, the total female and male appraisers’ recorded and unrecorded 

interviews in each of the two banks, and finally, the total female and male appraisees’ 

recorded and unrecorded interviews in each of the two banks. 

 

The next two tables (5 and 6) below show the overall arrangement of dyads in both the 

bank, A and B. For example, these two tables show the arrangement of 6 dyads in bank A, 

and 5 in bank B, which makes a total of 11 dyads. Therefore, these two tables (5 and 6) 

will create an understanding that how the 7 dyads were selected out of 11 for the 

consideration of the analysis. For example, the 7 selected dyads were dyads 2, 5 and 6 

from Bank A, and 1, 2, 4 and 5 from Bank B. These were later changed into dyads 1-7, 

which will be explained in the later tables. However, before moving to all the remaining 

tables (5-9), it is important to understand the meanings of abbreviations used in these 

tables. They are: 

D= Dyads. 

AR= No. of appraisers interviewed in each dyad. 

AR (M/F) = No. of appraisers interviewed in each dyad who were male/female. 
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AR (R/UR) = No. of appraisers interviewed in each dyad whose interviews were 

recorded/unrecorded. 

AE= No. of appraisees interviewed in each dyad who were appraised by their appraiser in 

that dyad. 

AE (M/F) = No. of appraisees interviewed in each dyad who were male/female. 

AE (M/F-R) = No. of appraisees interviewed in each dyad who were male/female, and 

their interviews were recorded. 

AE (M/F-UR) = No. of appraisees interviewed in each dyad who were male/female, and 

their interviews were unrecorded. 

TAE (R) = Total no. of appraisees interviewed in each dyad whose interviews were 

recorded.

 

Overall Dyads’ Arrangement in Bank A 

D AR  AR 

(M/F) 

AR 

(R/UR) 

AE AE 

(M/F) 

AE 

(M/F-

R) 

AE 

(M/F-

UR) 

TAE    

(R)  

1 1 M UR 4 M: 4 

F: 0  

M: 2 

F: 0 

M: 2 

F: 0 

2 

2 1 M R 5 M: 3 

F: 2 

M: 2 

F: 1 

M:1 

F: 1 

3 

3 1 F UR 6 M: 4 

F: 2 

M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 0 

F: 2 

4 

4 1 M UR 4 M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 1 

F: 0 

M: 3 

F: 0 

1 

5 1 F R 5 M: 3 

F: 2 

M: 3 

F: 1 

M: 0 

F: 1 

4 

6 1 M R 5 M: 5 

F: 0 

M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 1 

F: 0 

4 

Table 5  Overall arrangement of dyads in bank A 

 

Overall Dyads’ Arrangement in Bank B 

D AR  AR 

(M/F) 

AR 

(R/UR) 

AE AE 

(M/F) 

AE 

(M/F-

R) 

AE 

(M/F-

UR) 

TAE 

(R)  

1 1 M R 5 M: 4 M: 2 M: 2 3 
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F: 1 F: 1 F: 0 

2 1 M R 6 M: 6 

F: 0 

M: 3 

F: 0 

M:3 

F: 0 

3 

3 1 M UR 7 M: 7 

F: 0 

M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 3 

F: 0 

4 

4 1 M R 6 M: 6 

F: 0 

M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 2 

F: 0 

4 

5 1 F R 5 M: 5 

F: 0 

M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 1 

F: 0 

4 

Table 6 Overall arrangement of dyads in bank B 

 

In consideration of the recorded interviews of appraisers and their respective appraisees 

form Bank A, the next table 7 shows that how the dyads 2, 5, and 6 were selected for the 

consideration of the analysis. Therefore, there were a total of 14 interviews from Bank A, 

including 3 from appraisers and 11 from appraisees, which were selected for the 

consideration of the analysis (e.g., 1 female appraiser and 2 female appraisees, and 2 male 

appraisers and 9 male appraisees). 

 

Selected Dyads from Bank A  

D AR  AR 

(M/F) 

AR 

(R/UR) 

AE AE 

(M/F) 

AE 

(M/F- 

R) 

AE 

(M/F- 

UR) 

TAE 

(R) 

1 1 M UR 4 M: 4 

F: 0  

M: 2 

F: 0 

M: 2 

F: 0 

2 

2 1 M R 5 M: 3 

F: 2 

M: 2 

F: 1 

M:1 

F: 1 

3 

3 1 F UR 6 M: 4 

F: 2 

M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 0 

F: 2 

4 

4 1 M UR 4 M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 1 

F: 0 

M: 3 

F: 0 

1 

5 1 F R 5 M: 3 

F: 2 

M: 3 

F: 1 

M: 0 

F: 1 

4 

6 1 M R 5 M: 5 

F: 0 

M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 1 

F: 0 

4 

Table 7: Selected dyads from bank A 
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Similarly, in consideration of the recorded interviews of appraisers and their respective 

appraisees form Bank B, the following table 8 shows that how the dyads 1, 2, 4, and 5 were 

selected for the consideration of the analysis. Therefore, there were a total of 18 interviews 

from Bank B, including 4 from appraisers and 14 from appraisees, which were selected for 

the consideration of the analysis (e.g., 1 female appraiser and 1 female appraisee, and 3 

male appraisers and 13 male appraisees).  

 

Selected Dyads from Bank B  

D AR  AR 

(M/F) 

AR 

(R/UR) 

AE AE 

(M/F) 

AE 

(M/F- 

R) 

AE 

(M/F- 

UR) 

TAE 

(R) 

1 1 M R 5 M: 4 

F: 1 

M: 2 

F: 1 

M: 2 

F: 0 

3 

2 1 M R 6 M: 6 

F: 0 

M: 3 

F: 0 

M:3 

F: 0 

3 

3 1 M UR 7 M: 7 

F: 0 

M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 3 

F: 0 

4 

4 1 M R 6 M: 6 

F: 0 

M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 2 

F: 0 

4 

5 1 F R 5 M: 5 

F: 0 

M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 1 

F: 0 

4 

Table 8 Selected dyads from bank B 

 

The next table 9 shows the relocation of the dyads from 2 to 1, 5 to 2 and 6 to 3 (from bank 

A), and from 1 to 4, 2 to 5, 4 to 6 and 5 to 7 (from bank B),for the clarity in the analysis. 

This formed the final 7 dyads (e.g., dyads 1-7, as shown in the next table 9), which were 

selected for the consideration of the analysis. Accordingly, these were the final 7 dyads 

from which the final interviews’ extracts, for the analysis, have been obtained. Of course, 

further screening has its role to play in the journey from the final 7 dyads to the analysis of 

the final interviews’ extracts from the 7 dyads. How this further screening occurred, will be 

discussed shortly. 

 

Relocation of the Final 7 Dyads from Bank A and B  

D AR  AR AR AE AE AE AE TAE 
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(M/F) (R/UR) (M/F) (M/F- 

R) 

(M/F- 

UR) 

(R) 

1 1 M R 5 M: 3 

F: 2 

M: 2 

F: 1 

M:1 

F: 1 

3 

2 1 F R 5 M: 3 

F: 2 

M: 3 

F: 1 

M: 0 

F: 1 

4 

2 1 M R 5 M: 5 

F: 0 

M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 1 

F: 0 

4 

4 1 M R 5 M: 4 

F: 1 

M: 2 

F: 1 

M: 2 

F: 0 

3 

5 1 M R 6 M: 6 

F: 0 

M: 3 

F: 0 

M:3 

F: 0 

3 

6 1 M R 6 M: 6 

F: 0 

M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 2 

F: 0 

4 

7 1 F R 5 M: 5 

F: 0 

M: 4 

F: 0 

M: 1 

F: 0 

4 

Table 9  Relocation of the final 7 dyads from bank A and B 

5.15. Further Screening: From the Final 7 Dyads to the Analysis of the Final 

Interviews’ Extracts from the 7 Dyads. 

 

Before discussing the process from the final 7 dyads to the final interviews’ extracts, I 

would like to emphasise that all the final interviews’ extracts that are used in the findings 

and analysis are from the final 7 dyads and nothing but. The information collected from 

these 7 dyads (or from the appraiser and his or her respective appraisees in each of the 7 

dyads) produced a large data set to analyse.  This is because the average duration of each 

interview was an hour which makes it 32 hours (e.g., there were 32 interviews to consider 

in the final 7 dyads after all the previous screening). Therefore, it was not practicable to 

use the whole data derived from the 32interviews of the appraisers and appraisees (or from 

the 7 dyads).  Moreover, the data attained from the interviews was in mixed language (e.g., 

English and Urdu). And I have previously discussed with the reasons that the data, which 

was not originally obtained in the English language, has not been used in the current study. 

 

However, it was not simple to rearrange the data which was originally in English language, 

particularly in view of the dyadic relationship between the appriasees and appraisers which 
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the current study aimed to maintain in the analysis as well. For example, on some 

occasions, neither the appraiser, nor all of his or her respective appraisees, in each dyad, 

had used English in their responses to the similar questions. So such responses were 

screened out as the dyadic relationship among them could not be observed and interpreted 

accurately because of their use of different languages. On the other occasions, one or more 

than one appraisee, had used English in their responses to the particular questions, in each 

dyad, but their respective appraisers had not responded in English to the similar questions. 

So such responses were also screened out as the dyadic relationship among them could not 

be observed and interpreted accurately because of their use of different languages. In 

contrast to this, there were occasions where one or more appraisers had used English in 

their responses to the particular questions regarding their PA process, and one or more than 

one appraisee, in each dyad, had also used it in their responses to the similar questions. 

These responses were focussed for the analysis, and so they were not screened out as the 

dyadic relationship among such responses could be observed and interpreted accurately 

because of them being in the same language. Hence, I needed to rearrange the talk of the 

appraiser, and his or her respective appraisees, in each dyad, with the consideration of 

these three points. The idea was to reach to the final interviews’ extracts for the analyses 

that were originally in English language. Nevertheless, merely English language was not 

the criterion; those final interviews’ extracts had to show the dyadic relationship between 

the appraisers and appraisees. Consequently, the final inteviews’ extracts for the analysis 

were identified by following the third point. 

 

Therefore, the first step in the rearrangement process was to separate all the arguments of 

the appraiser and his or her respective appraisees that were originally in English, in each 

dyad, from the remaining arguments that were in Urdu. Once the English arguments were 

separated from the Urdu arguments in each of the dyads, I needed to identify the extracts 

which I could use for the analysis, keeping in view the dyadic relationship between the 

appraisers and appraisees. Hence, the next step that I had taken in this rearrangement 

process was to separate the extracts where a similarity or a difference of opinion could be 

easily observed, between the appraiser and his or her respective appraisees, in each dyad. 

For example, according to Billig (1991), in the situation of an exigency, rhetoric is usually 

linked with the matters of controversy. Therefore, the analysis of any rhetoric is situated in 

the context of a broader, ongoing controversial matter, of which people have difference in 

opinion (Symon, 2008). At least one appraisee in each dyad had to have a similarity or a 

difference of opinion with his or her respective appraiser, for the extracts of that appriasee 
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and his or her respective appraiser to be qualified for the analysis from that dyad. Not only 

that, but also the questions to which they had responded were also needed to be the same. 

If this condition was not met then the extracts were screened out from each of the dyads. 

This was done to maintain the dyadic relationship between the appraisees and appraisers in 

the analysis. Thus, such qualified extracts were the final interviews’ extracts which are 

used in the analysis. The third step was simultaneously performed with the second step.  

This was to note the questions to which the appraisees and appraisers had responded in 

each of the final interviews’ extracts. While the final step in the process has already been 

discussed earlier, which was particularly related to identifying the themes and organising 

these final interviews’ extracts under the themes for the analysis (e.g., the themes were 

formulated in view of the final interviews’ extracts and the questions, or issues to which 

the appraisees and appraisers had responded in each of the final interviews’ extracts). As 

previously mentioned, these themes are: 

 

1. The issue of PA forms. 

2. The issue of the quota system in grading the appraisees. 

3. The issue of fairness in PA process. 

4. The issue of feedback in PA process. 

5. The issue of appeal in PA process. 

6. The issue of appraisees and appraisers attitude towards each other related to the PA 

process. 

7. The issue of appraisees and appraisers future plans in the presence of current PA 

process.

 

5.16. Coding Process for the Findings and Analysis  

 

The first research question (What are the antagonistic characteristics of the arguments in 

the talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding the PA practiced in their banks?) is 

particularly concerned with the work of Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) and Potter (1996). This 

means that in regard to answering the first research question, the focus of the analysis will 

particularly be on the argumentative dimensions or devices of rhetoric. Therefore, in 

consideration of the first research question, and the rhetorical framework (as discussed in 

the previous chapter), a numbers of codes have been decided for the analysis. These codes 

are not only the codes, but also, they are the argumentative rhetorical dimensions or 
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devices. Therefore, the final interviews’ extracts of the appraisers and appraisees from the 

7 dyads are examined for the presence of these codes. The codes are: arguments or 

counter-arguments /offensive or defensive rhetoric / ironizing or reifying discourses, 

ethnomethodological understanding of reflexivity, managing the dilemma of stake (stake 

invocation, stake inoculation, and stake confession), category entitlement, out-there-ness 

(empiricist discourse, consensus and corroboration and vivid detail), and ontological 

gerrymandering. Accordingly, the evidence of these rhetorical dimensions or devices in the 

final interviews’ extracts of the appraisers and appraisees would suggest that they employ 

such rhetorical dimensions or devices in their talk so as to construct the reality of their PA.  

Therefore, they will assist in answering the first research question. Moreover, the findings 

and analysis will not only identify the presence of these rhetorical dimension or devices, 

but also will examine that how these dimensions or devices have been employed alone, in 

relation to each other (in case multiple argumentative dimensions or devices of rhetoric are 

detected), and in relation to the other persuasive dimensions or devices (such as logos, 

ethos and pathos) and the hunted stylistic features. Hence, this will determine how 

efficiently the argumentative dimensions or devices of rhetoric have been used by the 

appraisees and appraisers. 

 

As far as the second research question (How do appraisees and appraisers employ 

persuasive appeals to construct the arguments in their talk regarding the PA practiced in 

their banks?) is concerned, three codes have been decided for the analysis. The codes are 

Aristotles’ (1991) appeals to persuasion, logos, ethos and pathos. Therefore, these three 

persuasive dimensions or devices are also explored in the final interviews’ extracts of the 

appraisees and appraisers. The presence of these dimensions or devices of rhetoric in the 

final interviews’ extracts of the appraisers and appraisees would suggest that they employ 

such persuasive dimensions or devices in their talk so as to construct the reality of their 

PA. Next, in order to determine their efficient use, these rhetorical appeals are examined in 

terms of how they have been used alone, in relation to each other (in case more than one 

persuasive appeal is used in the final interviews’ extracts) and the hunted stylistic aspects, 

and in relation to the argumentative dimensions or devices.   

 

In order to answer the third research question (What are the dominant stylistic aspects of 

the arguments in the talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding the PA practiced in their 

banks?), no codes have been decided for the analysis as it involves the hunting of the 

prominent figures of speech (tropes) in the final interviews’ extracts of the appraisees and 
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appraisers from the 7 dyads.  Moreover, the hunted tropes are examined in regard to their 

usage alone, in relation to each other (in case more than one trope is utilised in the final 

interviews’ extracts), and in relation to the argumentative and persuasive rhetorical 

dimensions or devices utilised by the appraises and appraisers. This would determine how 

efficiently they have been used. Needless to say, that their efficient use by the appraisees 

and appraisers from the seven dyads, itself, prevented them from being overlooked in the 

hunting process. 

 

Last but not least, it is important to mention that as the dyadic relationship between the 

appraisees and appraisers is followed in the findings and analysis, so it will provide an 

opportunity to compare the efficient use of the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of 

rhetoric between the appraiser and his or her respective appraisee (or appraisees in case 

more than one appraisee’s extract is presented under that appraiser). Hence, on the basis of 

this comparison, it may be decided that whose arguments among these two important 

parties of the PA process are more persuasive. 



- 183 - 

 

 

Chapter 6−Findings and Analysis 

An Overview 

 

The findings and analysis are organised under 7 themes where the final interviews’ extracts 

from the 7 dyads have been analysed. I have previously discussed in chapter 5 (research 

methodology) that how the 7 dyads and final interviews’ extracts from the 7 dyads have 

been selected, and how the 7 themes have been formulated. The dyadic relationship has 

been followed between the appraisees and appraisers throughout the analysis as well, 

except under themes 5 and 6 where not all the extracts represent the dyadic relationship. 

This happened because of the language based screening. However, because these seemed 

important themes as they are represented by 4 out of 7 appraisers under theme 5, and 6 out 

of 7 appraisers under theme 6, after the language based screening, so I have analysed them. 

Under theme 5, 2 dyads represent the dyadic relationship, while under theme 6, only 1 

dyad shows the dyadic relationship. Moreover, I have not provided the concluding remarks 

at the end of every theme, and the conclusion is dealt in chapter 7 (conclusion and 

discussion). The reason for this is the individual nature of each extract in terms of the 

findings and analysis where each extract is the finding in itself. 

 

Theme 1-The Issue of PA Forms 

 

Extract 1 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 1, Bank A): “In my opinion, our appraisal process is very well 

structured. It is the best appraisal process as compared to the other banks of the country. 

We are all very happy with it. The appraisal forms which we use are very well designed. I 

must say, our human resource division is very capable. Hats off to them for doing such a 

great job. ”  

 

This argument emerged as a response of an appraiser (Dyad 1, Bank A) to a question in the 

interview regarding the design and implementation of PA forms in his bank. As the 

appraiser’s bank uses the forms (Annual Performance Review Forms) for appraising the 

performance of its employees, one may expect him to talk about the basic mechanics of the 
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form in terms of its design and implementation, as a response to the question. However, the 

analysis of his argument revealed a different story. 

 

The argument of the appraiser initially creates an imagery of a very competent 

performance appraisal system in the bank. Imagery is a process by which sensory 

information is represented in our working memory (MacInnis & Price, 1987). The figures 

of speech may play an important role in this process as they facilitate in creating the 

sensory information. According to Paivio (1969), if the verbal material is remembered 

better, the more easily it evokes the mental imagery. In other words, the proper use of the 

figures of speech by the writers or speakers in their writings or speeches can help their 

audience to remember their speeches or writings in a better way and so it is easier for their 

audience to evoke the mental imagery of their writings or speeches.  

 

Therefore, looking deeply into the whole argument of the appraiser, one realises that the 

imagery of a very competent performance appraisal system is, in fact, not very strong. One 

reason of this can be his improper use of the figures of speech in the argument while the 

other can be the lack of logos or logical appeal of persuasion in it. Both the reasons are 

interlinked in the context of this appraiser’s argument. How? We will find out soon in the 

analysis of this extract.  

 

Regarding the matter of the absence of the logical appeal from the appraiser’s argument, 

one can argue that when he acclaimed, “In my opinion, our appraisal process is very well 

structured” and “It is the best appraisal process as compared to the other banks of the 

country”, he didn’t provide any footings for his acclamation. This leads one to question 

that on what basis the appraiser is acclaiming that the appraisal process of his bank is “very 

well structured” and then comparing it with “the other banks of the country”.  

 

Even his use of the plural pronoun, “We”, in his statement, “We are all very happy with 

it”, doesn’t give a clear idea that whom the appraiser is referring to. For example, is it him 

and the other appraisers, or the appraisees are also the part of his plural pronoun, “We”? 

Accordingly, the statement, “We are all very happy with it”, doesn’t seem to be explicitly 

stated by the appraiser and so affects his ethical appeal of the argument.  Also, because of 

the appraiser’s use of plural pronouns (“We”, “our” and “them”), his argument suggests 

the strategy of consensus and corroboration. This strategy is basically used by the speakers 

or writers in order to establish consensus within their descriptions by drawing on accounts 



- 185 - 

 

from other people which supports the version of reality being constructed within their 

descriptions (Potter, 1996). However, this strategy doesn’t seem to work in favor of the 

appraiser, in this context, due to the sense of inexplicitly in his argument.   

 

Therefore, it takes very less time for one to realise that the whole argument of the appraiser 

is merely a bunch of fawning statements which lack the reasoning and logical appeal (e.g., 

as they appear to be low in imagery). A number of studies have demonstrated that the 

imagery plays a role in memory for the propositional (logical) knowledge (Dopkins, 1996). 

Accordingly, one may say that if the imagery of an argument is not strong then the 

argument may possibly fail to represent the logical knowledge in the memory of the 

audience. This means that such arguments also lacks the force to be evoked or recalled 

easily as Wlater and Fox (1981) stated that high imagery sentences are recalled well than 

low imagery sentences.  

 

As far as the figures of speech are concerned in the appraiser’s argument, there is a 

suggestion of hyperbole in it. Hyperbole is the use of exaggerated or extravagant terms for 

the purpose of emphasis (Kallendorf & Kallendorf, 1985). It is an important figure of 

speech which “does not figure only in western rhetoric” (Claridge, 2010: 218) but 

worldwide. For example, while comparing and investigating the worldwide rhetorical 

traditions (Claridge, 2010), Kennedy (1998) listed hyperbole as one of the seven important 

critical terms for the Chinese literary theory and second most basic figure after simile in 

the Indian rhetorical theory.  

 

According to Claridge (2010), hyperbole can play a role in all the three aspects of 

persuasion (logos, ethos, and pathos). Concerning logos, it can be effective in maximizing 

or hyperbolically inflating some aspects or proof while downplaying others in the 

argument; concerning ethos, it can make the speaker look untrustworthy (e.g., a speaker 

who frequently exaggerates may appear to be untrustworthy); concerning pathos, it can 

make things appear more important, more frightening or more desirable which can 

stimulate specific attitudes and feelings through the argument (Claridge, 2010). Therefore, 

hyperbole is a powerful rhetorical form when used properly, but a terrible distraction when 

used improperly (McGuigan, 2010). The latter notion seems to be true in the case of this 

appraiser. For example, in the argument of the appraiser, one feels constant exaggeration 

due to which his argument appears as too good to be true. This is affecting his credibility. 

The statements, such as “We are all very happy with it” and “I must say”, particularly 
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suggest the presence of hyperbole in the appraiser’s argument.  Even the use of idiom, 

“Hats off to them”, seems exaggeration in the context.  

 

Claridge (2010) argued that hyperbole is used by the speakers, who are in an insecure 

position (e.g., they notice some resistance to their point of views), to restructure reality so 

as to highlight some aspects and overshadow others in their arguments. For example, in 

this argument, the appraiser seems to highlight all the good aspects of PA practiced in his 

bank. This can be seen as his defensive rhetorical strategy where he is expecting resistance 

to his point of view and fears that his argument may potentially be undermined. Potter 

(1996) argued that both offensive and defensive rhetoric are utilised in the building up of 

the factuality of accounts.  However, this defensive rhetorical strategy seems to be very 

weak, in view of his constant exaggeration, as it is affecting his credibility. I will throw a 

detailed light on the idea of the use of the defensive rhetorical strategy by this appraiser in 

the forthcoming part of the analysis of his extract. 

 

Now coming back to the subject of hyperbole affecting the credibility or ethos, McGuigan 

(2010) argued that there are few things more damaging to a writer’s credibility than a 

hyperbole which is mixed up with the facts. We may argue the same about the speaker’s 

credibility. The presence of hyperbole in the appraiser’s argument is making his argument 

very superficial which indicates that his use of hyperbole is confused with the facts. This 

can also be seen as the reason due to which the appraiser’s argument seems to lack the 

logos. Therefore, both hyperbole and ethos seem to be affecting the logos of the appraiser’s 

argument. For example, Kallendrof & Kallendrof (1985) argued that the figures of speech 

have been linked with logic and reasoning at various points in the history of rhetoric. This 

suggests that the figures of speech can have either a positive or a negative effect on the 

logic and reasoning of an argument. In this case, it seems the negative effect due to the 

improper use of hyperbole by the appraiser and its negative effect on the ethos of his 

argument.  

 

In addition, it is not merely the hyperbole which is affecting the ethos of the appraiser, but 

his credibility has been affected from the very starting sentence of his argument when he 

used the words, “In my opinion”. In the view of his practice of such words, his argument 

seems to be all opinion based and one may think that the reality might be different to 

others. However, what the reality is to one person may not be the reality to another, 

thereby, we cannot dismiss the variations in people’s reality as a product of their lie. 
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According to Billig (1991), the words, such as “In my opinion”, give the effect of 

protecting the views from challenge because the speaker emphasises his entitlement to 

have a view different from others. This gives the suggestion of a defensive rhetorical 

strategy employed by the appraiser where he seems to be protecting his account from the 

potential counter-arguments by emphasising upon his own entitlement to hold a view 

which he expects may be different from others (e.g., other appraisers and appraisees). 

However, with the use of words, ‘‘In my opinion’’, combined with hyperbole (or 

exaggeration), his defensive rhetorical strategy seems weak which suggests lack of ethos in 

his argument. 

 

Moreover, as the defensive rhetorical strategy has been employed by the appraiser from the 

starting point of his argument so it can be seen as another reason for the weak imagery of a 

very competent performance appraisal system which is initially created in this argument. 

While, appraiser’s use of hyperbole and idiom in terms of overly praising human resource 

division of the bank and lack of logos in his argument are giving a strong imagery of his 

partisan and blind support to the management. 

 

Now one may wonder if I have had used some sort of probing to dig the matter? Well, the 

answer is yes. I did ask the appraiser to throw the light upon PA forms (e.g., what made 

him think that the appraisal forms are well designed?). In response to that, the appraiser 

clearly repeated: 

 

‘‘Our human resource division is very capable’’    

 

 However, with the repetition, he further added: 

 

‘‘In fact, it is the best’’ 

 

Both the statements indicate the trust of appraiser on the human resource division of his 

bank. And it seems that the Appraiser is trying to create an emotional appeal by indicating 

his trust on the capabilities of the human resource division of his bank. However, his 

ethical appeal of the argument is not strong enough to justify the emotional appeal he is 

trying to create here.  
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The repetition of his statement, ‘‘Our human resource division is very capable’’, shows his 

emphasis. One may think that if the human resource division of his bank is “very capable” 

and “in fact, it is the best” then the PA process of this bank must be the best as well. 

However, as the argument lacks the justification, it seems to be an unnecessary emphasis 

or rather an emphasis which is merely used to support the further exaggeration, “In fact it 

is the best”. Therefore, this suggests an improper or unnecessary use of repetition and 

hyperbole. It seems as if the appraiser either lacks the information to justify the mechanics 

or technicalities related to the design and implementation of the PA forms, or he is 

avoiding it purposely in order to support his defence by “drawing the rhetorical boundary 

around the most advantageous issue” to him (e.g., which seems to be his absolute support 

to the PA process from his argument) (Potter, 1996: 185). If latter is the case, then the 

appraiser’s argument indicates ontological gerrymandering. In calling attention to the idea 

of ontological gerrymandering, Woolgar & Pawluch stated (1985, 216): 

 

“The successful social problem explanation depends upon making problematic the truth 

status of certain states of affairs selected for analysis and explanation, while 

backgrounding or minimizing the possibility that the same problems apply to the 

assumptions upon which the analysis depends. By means of ontological gerrymandering, 

proponents of definitional explanations place a boundary between assumptions which are 

to be understood as (ostensibly) problematic and those which are not”. 

 

However, Potter (1996: 184) used the term in a more general sense and stated that “one of 

the aspects of making description is that it will pick out a particular range of phenomena as 

relevant and ignore other potential ones”. This means that “one realm of entities is 

constituted in the description while another is avoided” (Potter, 1996: 184). Potter (1996: 

184) called it an “extended sense of ontological gerrymandering”. The appraiser’s 

argument seems to fit in the “extended sense of ontological gerrymandering” where “one 

realm of entities is constituted in the description” (e.g., all praise for the PA process) 

“while another is avoided” (e.g., the mechanics or technicalities related to the design and 

implementation of the PA forms) (Potter, 1996: 184).   

 

Further, the overall argument of the appraiser seems to create an ironical situation.  This is 

because the trust which the appraiser seems to have on the human resource division of his 

bank, he didn’t succeed to justify the basis of that trust through his argument (e.g., on what 

basis he said that the human resource division of his bank has done a great job in designing 
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the PA forms?). Thus, he seems to lose the trust of the audience on his rhetoric. The point 

of the matter is how one can trust something which is trusted by a person who didn’t 

succeed to develop his own trust or credibility. 

  

Extract 2 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 1 Bank A): “The fact that we rely on APR creates a lot of stress for us. 

I am sure you must have been told that APR is basically a form which has to be filled by 

us first and then our appraisers. Even though there is a set criterion which our 

appraisers have to follow in order to appraise our performance but still you never know. 

So the stress is always there. I mean what if they don’t appraise us according to the set 

criterion? Forget about the criterion. What if they don’t appraise us according to our 

actual performance? I think you got my point.” 

 

This argument is from one of the appraisees of the same dyad. He was asked a similar 

question, as his appraiser, regarding the design and implementation of the PA forms in his 

bank. 

 

The appraisee started his argument with the statement, “The fact that we rely on an APR 

creates a lot of stress for us”. The feature which is quite noticeable in his statement is his 

use of plural pronouns, “we” and “us”. His use of “us” indicates that there are other people 

too who think the same. This increases the appraisee’s credibility or the ethical appeal of 

his statement as one feels that the appraisee is not just individually representing himself but 

others as well, and so he may be trusted more than his appraiser (in the previous extract). 

When the appraisee used the plural pronoun, “us”, the second time, it separated him and 

other appraisees from the other party, appraisers. And so it gets clear that his use of “we” 

represents both the parties, appraisees and appraisers while his use of “us” represents him 

and other appraisees only. This increases the logical appeal of his argument. The latter use 

of “us” by the appraisee with another plural pronoun, “our”, shows his concern for himself 

and the other appraisees. This increases the emotional appeal in his argument.  Therefore, 

the use of plural pronoun, “us”, helps in increasing all the three appeals to persuasion 

(ethos, logos, and pathos) in his argument.  

 

In addition, when it is apparent that the appraisee’s use of plural pronoun, “us”, represents 

him and the other appraisees, he can be entitled to the category of the appraisee which 
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gives him the authority to have the knowledge and expertise which others (e.g., appraisers) 

don’t have. This increases the appraisee’s credibility further and adds to the persuasive 

appeal of ethos. Potter (1996: 132) called this “Category entitlement”. “In practice, 

category entitlement obviates the need to ask how the person knows” as the notion is that 

“certain categories of people, in certain context, are treated as knowledgeable” (Potter, 

1996: 133). Therefore, “according to Potter”, it gives the speaker “the authority to speak 

about certain issues by virtue of membership in a specific group” (McKenzie & Stooke, 

2001: 54).  When the category entitlement of a particular group or an individual right to 

membership in a particular group is questioned, the category entitlement is undermined 

(McKenzie & Stooke, 2001). In case of this appraisee, we may not question his 

membership right because we know that he is not any random person but the appraisee 

(considering that the participants of my study were only appraisers and appraisees). 

Accordingly, when he is interviewed as an appraisee, we know he is the appraisee who is 

working in the bank and has experienced the PA process of his bank.  

 

This is unlike the case of this appraisee’s appraiser (Extract 1). For example, even if there 

is any sort of ambiguity created in this appraisee’s argument due to his use of plural 

pronouns (which suggests his use of the consensus and corroboration strategy), it is 

overshadowed by his attention to “the detail” about the APR forms (Potter, 1996: 117). As 

a result, the account of this appraisee may achieve further credibility through his attention 

to ‘‘the detail’’ as “the detail” in a description is basically the specifics of a description 

which are crucial for the activity or action that the description aims to achieve (Potter, 

1996: 117). Moreover, in Potter’s (1996: 163) sense, these are “descriptions that capture 

the particulars of scenes or events as they might be seen by an observer”. Therefore, the 

attention to “the detail”, about the APR forms, by the appraisee not only further increases 

the ethical appeal of his argument but also further increases his argument’s logical appeal. 

This, in turn, further supports his category entitlement. Here it is important to mention that 

this appraisee’s appraiser, in the previous extract, also used the plural pronouns. However, 

what makes this appraisee’s account different from his appraiser’s account is that he didn’t 

use the words, ‘‘In my opinion’’. Thus, his argument doesn’t seem to be merely opinion 

based, but gives the impression that his representation of the reality of the PA is similar to 

many other appraisees.  

 

Next, the words, “I am sure you must have been told” add more to the appraisee’s 

credibility as they give the impression that the appraisee is well aware of what I may have 
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been told by others (perhaps indicating the other appraisees and appraisers), knowing that I 

would have interviewed the other members of his category (e.g., the other appraisees), as 

well as the appraisers, prior to interviewing him. Therefore, his awareness, particularly 

about the actions of the people in his category (the category of appraisee), seems to 

increase his credibility more as it further justifies his belonging to the category of 

appraisee. This also leads one to wonder if the appraisee knows more about what others 

have told me in the interviews for his knowing more means more chances to expect him 

produce defensive (reifying) or offensive (ironizing) rhetoric to protect his own accounts or 

undermine the ones of others. Potter (1996) maintained that the devices like category 

entitlement are combined with other discursive techniques by the people in order to make 

particular kinds of claims (e.g., to construct one’s version as factual or one’s group as 

legitimately claming a category entitlement). Offensive rhetoric undermines the category 

entitlement and/or authority, while defensive rhetoric works the opposite as it enhances 

both (McKenzie & Stooke, 2001). 

 

However, the statement, “I am sure you must have been told that APR is basically a form 

which has to be filled by us first and then the appraisers”, leads one to think that if the 

appraisee is really sure that I have been told about it then why is he telling it to me again? 

In other words, why the appraisee is repeating something about which he is sure that I have 

already been made aware of?  One can say that he has perhaps done it to put an emphasis 

on the context of PA process where APR forms are used to appraise the performance of 

employees.  

 

The statement, “I am sure”, also suggests the presence of hyperbole. However, contrary to 

his appraiser’s use of hyperbole, the use of hyperbole by this appraisee doesn’t seem to be 

confused with the facts. This is because as an immediate audience of his rhetoric, I knew 

that he was right, especially when I was well orientated by one of the HR staff members of 

the bank about their APR forms prior to conducting the interviews in that bank. Therefore, 

eventhough his statement seems a bit exaggerating, but it is not misleading and fits to the 

context or what he is trying to convey. 

 

Further, the statement, “Even though there is a set criterion which our appraisers have to 

follow in order to appraise our performance but still you never know”, provides the 

reasoning for why the appraisee thinks that “APR creates a lot of stress”. This adds to the 

logical appeal. The appraisee kept on adding to the logical appeal with the two rhetorical 
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questions: “What if they don’t appraise us according to the set criterion?” and “What if 

they don’t appraise us according to our actual performance?” With these rhetorical 

questions, it seems that the purpose of the appraisee is not to seek an answer to these 

questions but to put a stress on his doubts about the appraisers, such as whether they are 

appraising the appraisees “according to the set criterion” or their “actual performance”.  

 

These rhetorical questions can also be seen as a part of the appraisee’s ‘justification 

process’; for example, how he justifies his claims in an argument so that they are taken as 

facts or truths (Potter, 1996). Therefore, following Potter’s (1996) idea of ‘justification 

process’, one can analyse this appraisee’s argument in terms of offensive or defensive 

rhetoric in order to see whether he is undermining the alternative accounts or protecting his 

own account. The appraisee seems to be using offensive rhetoric or ironizing with the use 

of the two rhetorical questions in order to undermine the potential alternative accounts 

which he may be expecting or anticipating, in the favor of the PA forms, from the other 

appraisees and appraisers. In doing so, he seems to have undermined his appraiser’s 

account as well which further stresses on the notion that his account is shaped by his 

anticipated alternative accounts of others. For example, according to Shotter & Billig 

(1998), every utterance is shaped by other utterances, both actual and anticipated.  

Therefore, the antagonistic relation between the two versions (this appraisee’s version and 

his appraiser’s version) is quite apparent here.  

 

In addition, the two rhetorical questions give an impression that the appraisee thinks that 

appraisers may lack the knowledge of the technicalities of the APR forms. These questions 

can be seen as a mean through which the appraisee is ironizing or undermining the 

probable alternative accounts of appraisers which portray them as knowledgeable or 

experts. Therefore, this sort of offensive rhetoric by the appraisee can be seen as a 

challenge to the category entitlement of appraiser (as it challenges the authority of the 

appraisers which entitle them to have expertise and knowledge which others or random 

people don’t have). The analysis of this appraisee’s appraiser (in the previous extract) does 

indicate that his appraiser lacks the knowledge of the technicalities of the APR forms 

which means that his appraiser’s category entitlement was already vulnerable. As category 

entitlement can be challenged through the use of offensive rhetoric, it can be much easier 

to challenge an already vulnerable category entitlement through the use of offensive 

rhetoric. This appraisee seems to have done the same.  
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The appraisee’s argument ends with the statement, “I think you got my point”, which 

suggests that he might have wanted to avoid the unnecessary exaggeration or repetition by 

elabourating more so he preferred to stop and kept the talk to the point. This may also 

suggest appraisee’s limitations that he cannot be more open and direct about the matter 

than what he has already been. These limitations may probably be his limited time 

availability for the interview, or his lack of trust to share the information about his 

appraiser with me in a more open and direct manner. If latter is the case then it is also 

depicted from this appraisee’s reference to the appraisers; for example, his use of plural 

pronoun, “they”, for the appraisers suggests that he is not specifically talking about his 

own appraiser but in general about the appraisers in his bank. 

 

Extract 3 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 6, Bank B): ‘‘We have performance appraisal forms in which all the 

performance related aspects of employees are documented. The forms give the 

participation rights to both appraisees and appraisers. For example, appraisees are given 

the right to agree or disagree with their appraisers on the forms. So it is the 

responsibility of appraisees to make good use of this right by clearly stating their 

agreements or disagreements. If the appraisees cannot do it then they have no right to 

accuse us for misusing our absolute powers in appraising them.” (Laughs lightly) 

 

This argument emerged as a response of another appraiser (Dyad 6, Bank B) to a similar 

question in the interview, which was asked to the previous appraiser and appraisee (Dyad 

1, Bank A), regarding the design and implementation of PA forms in his bank.  

 

The centre of the argument of this appraiser is the issue of “participation rights” in the PA 

forms used in his bank. Accordingly, one can observe the “extended sense of ontological 

gerrymandering” (Potter, 1996: 184) in his argument. For example, the appraiser only 

argued about one aspect of the PA forms which is “participation rights” while avoided 

others. Ontological gerrymandering helps us in considering about the things which are 

“significantly and relatively” absent in the argument (Potter, 1996: 183). Therefore, the 

other aspects of the PA forms which are “significantly and relatively” absent or avoided by 

the appraiser can be the degree of participation of both the appraisees and appraisers in the 

PA forms, the criterion used by both the appraisees and apprasers for measuring the 



- 194 - 

 

performance in the PA forms, the rating scales used in the PA forms, and so forth (Potter, 

1996: 183). 

 

Subsequently, it can be observed that the appraiser made use of “example” to clarify the 

nature of “participation rights”. Corbett & Connors (1999) argued that examples do not 

conclusively prove a point but they can contain an element of persuasive force which can 

alter or reinforce audiences’ opinions and beliefs. This means that examples have the 

potential to increase the three persuasive appeals, logos, ethos and pathos, in an argument. 

Therefore, it is important to know the purpose of using example. In case of this appraiser, 

it seems that his purpose of using example is to elucidate the “participation right”. When 

you elucidate something, it usually depicts that you have knowledge about it. Hence, it 

affects the credibility of the person in a positive manner. However, one has to be careful 

with the use of example because a wrong example can have a negative impact on the 

person’s credibility. In order to determine whether the example is right or wrong, one 

needs to check the source of example. If the source is authentic then there is more chance 

for the example to be right than wrong. In case of this appraiser, we know that he is an 

authentic source as he is one of the important parties to the PA process. Therefore, his use 

of example adds to his ethical appeal or ethos. In addition, the appraiser’s use of plural 

pronoun, “us”, in the last sentence of his argument indicates that he is speaking as a 

representative or on behalf of the other appraisers. This suggests his use of the strategy of 

consensus and corroboration. 

 

However, unlike the case of the first appraiser (Extract 1), at least we know that this 

appraiser is talking as a representative or on behalf of the other appraisers only. For 

example, in the previous appraiser’s case, it isn’t clear that if he was talking as a 

representative of appraisers or appraisees or both. So, even though this appraiser is not 

explicitly talking as a representative of the other appraisers, as the number of appraisers 

whom he is representing is not clear, it is still a better case than the case of the previous 

appraiser, in terms of generating the ethical appeal, for at least we know that he is talking 

about the appraisers only. 

 

Both the notions, appraiser being an authentic source of example (or information) and his 

use of plural pronoun, “us”, lead our attention to Potter’s (1996: 114) strategy of ‘‘category 

entitlement” according to which certain group of people are entitled to have the authority 

of more reliable knowledge and expertise than others in certain matters. So, this appraiser 
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can be entitled to the category of appraiser in the matter of PA process which gives him the 

authority to have more reliable knowledge and expertise than others; for example, any 

random people. Here the question which comes to our minds is that can we call the 

appraisees those others, especially when they are equally important party to the PA forms 

as the appraisers.  The answer to this question may perhaps be yes, especially in case the 

category entitlement of appraiser is not challenged by the appraisees, while the appraisers 

challenge the category entitlement of appraisee. 

 

In case of this argument, the appraiser seems to have challenged the category entitlement 

of the appraisees with the use of offensive rhetoric (or ironizing). The statement, “If the 

appraisees cannot do it then they have no right to accuse us for misusing our absolute 

powers in appraising them”, depicts appraiser’s use of offensive rhetoric as it seems to 

undermine the potential or anticipated alternative arguments of appraisees regarding doing 

their responsibilities in a right manner, especially when it comes to filling the PA forms. 

The statement also indicates the appraiser’s doubt about the appraisees that they are not 

using their “participation rights” in a responsible way “by clearly stating their agreements 

or disagreements” on the PA forms. This indicates the lack of expertise and knowledge of 

the appraisees. This puts a question mark to the category entitlement of appraisee, and so 

affects the credibility of the appraisees. Moreover, this appraiser’s case is contrary to the 

previous case of appraisee (Extract 2) where the appraisee has challenged the category 

entitlement of appraiser, and so affected the credibility of the appraisers.  

 

In addition, the antagonistic relationship between versions (e.g., his versions and his 

potential or anticipated alternative versions of the appraisees) is visible through the 

appraiser’s use of offensive rhetoric. The last two sentences of the appraiser’s argument 

also suggest the antagonistic relationship between appraisees and appraisers, especially 

when he says, “they have no right to accuse us for misusing our absolute powers.” The 

appraiser seems to be talking from his past experience in this statement. His use of plural 

pronoun, “us”, indicates that he and his fellow appraisers faced opposition from the side of 

the appraisees during the PA exercise in the bank.  

 

Therefore, as acknowledged earlier, the appraiser seems to undermine his anticipated 

alternative accounts of the appraisees with the use of the statements, “it is the 

responsibility of appraiseess to make good use of this right”, and, “if the appraisees cannot 

do it then they have no right to accuse us for misusing our absolute powers”. Hence, in the 
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light of the two statements, one can clearly see that this appraiser is undermining the 

appraisees’ potential alternative accusations, against him and his fellow appraisers, based 

on his past experience. Billig (1987) argued that in order to understand the meaning of 

words and sentences, one should not merely investigate the words within that discourse or 

the images in the mind of the speaker at the moment of utterance. One should also take into 

consideration the positions which are being criticised, or against which a justification is 

being built up (Billig, 1987). This represents ‘talking against’ the established ideas (Taylor 

& Littleton, 2006) which Billig (1987) tagged as ‘rhetorical work' (Taylor & Littleton, 

2006). It proposes that talk takes place on several different levels simultaneously as a 

speaker responds to imagined or previously experienced audiences and their criticisms and 

so it is not merely an interaction with the other person’s present (Taylor & Littleton, 2006). 

 

Further, there is evidence of sarcasm in the last sentence of the appraiser’s argument, “they 

have no right to accuse us for misusing our absolute powers”. Appraiser’s laugh at the end 

of his argument confirms that he is mocking at the situation, where appraisers are being 

accused of misusing their absolute powers by the appraisees but the absolute power for 

which they are being accused of is not, in fact, absolute because the “participation rights” 

are with both of the parties (appraisees and appraisers). Therefore, this sarcasm can be 

taken as the appraiser’s criticism of such situation in a mocking manner. 

 

Extract 4 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 6, Bank B): “Appraisal forms are very lengthy. Whether we fill them 

or not, the results will be the same. So why waste time in filling them? Why not just sign 

on the blank forms? I am sure that is what our appraisers want.”  

 

This argument is from one of the appraisees of the same dyad. He was asked a similar 

question, as his appraiser, and the appraiser and appraisee from the previous Dyad (Dyad 

1, Bank A), regarding the design and implementation of the PA forms in his bank. 

 

The appraisee has used two rhetorical questions in his argument, “why waste time in filling 

them?” and “Why not just sign on the blank forms?” These rhetorical questions do not 

seem to suggest that they are asked for eliciting answers. They seem to put an emphasis on 

the point which is made before them, “Whether we fill them or not, the results will be the 

same”, and on the point which is made immediately after them, “I am sure that is what our 
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appraisers want”. Hence, they are helping to make the points, which are emphasized, more 

factual and real. This adds to the logical appeal of the argument.   

 

In addition, the two rhetorical questions are indicative of the practice of signing the blank 

appraisal forms because they are lengthy. If this is really the case then it means that the 

appraisees are not carrying out their responsibility, as mentioned by the previous appraiser, 

in the right manner. For example, in the previous argument (Extract 3), this appraisee’s 

appraiser stated that it is the responsibility of appraisees to make good use of their 

participation rights by clearly stating their agreements or disagreements. Therefore, the 

offensive rhetoric of this appraisee’s appraiser seems to work well and his credibility is 

further developed.  

 

However, in consideration of the points which the rhetorical questions emphasised, they 

can be seen as the appraisee’s ironizing rhetorical strategy in order to cast doubts on the 

appraisers, such as whether the appraisers actually want their appraisees to fill the forms so 

that objective results are achieved from the PA activity, or whether the appraisees fill the 

forms or not, it is considered as same for the appraisers because they are not concerned 

about achieving the objective outcomes. Therefore, this appraisee has undermined the 

anticipated alternative accounts of those appraisers, with the use of rhetorical questions, 

who say that they want their appraisees to fill the forms so that objective results are 

achieved from the PA activity. In doing so, his appraiser’s account (Extract 3) has been 

undermined too. Accordingly, we not only observed the antagonistic relationship between 

the versions of this appraisee and his appraiser but also we anticipate it between the 

versions of this appraisee and other appraisers.   

 

Extract 5 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 7, Bank B): “It is not a rocket science to fill the appraisal forms. They 

are not upgraded frequently. We have been using the same forms from the last two years 

and there is a great possibility that the same forms will be used next year. But still, I’m 

always available to answer my subordinates’ queries” 

 

This appraiser is one of the two female appraisers who are considered in this study. The 

argument emerged as her response to a similar question in the interview, which was asked 
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to the previous appraisers and appraisees (Dyad 1, Bank A & Dyad 6, Bank B), regarding 

the design and implementation of the PA forms in her bank.  

 

In this argument, the appraiser seems to be using offensive rhetoric or ironizing. Her first 

sentence of the argument, “It is not a rocket science to fill the appraisal forms”, clearly 

suggests it. For example, it can be seen as a counter-argument of the appraiser to 

undermine the accounts or versions of those who find it a rocket science or complicated to 

fill the PA forms. Now the question is whose versions the appraiser is undermining? 

Whether of the appraisees or appraisers or both? The answer is clear from the last 

statement of the appraiser, “But still, I’m always available to answer my subordinates’ 

queries”, where her use of word, “subordinate”, indicates that she is talking about the 

appraisees. In addition, the appraiser’s use of idiom, “not a rocket science”, and her next 

two statements, “They are not upgraded frequently” and “We have been using the same 

forms from the last two years and there is a great possibility that the same forms will be 

used next year”, support her ironizing rhetoric. Therefore, her ironizing rhetoric depicts the 

antagonistic relationship between versions (her versions and appraisees’ versions), based 

on the potential alternative versions of the appraisees.  

 

Moreover, the statements, “They are not upgraded frequently” and “We have been using 

the same forms from the last two years and there is a great possibility that the same forms 

will be used next year”, provide the reasoning to why appraiser thinks that “It is not rocket 

science to fill the appraisal forms”. This creates the logical appeal for the argument of the 

appraiser. However, in creating a logical appeal, she unveiled a negative issue regarding 

the appraisal forms that they are not frequently upgraded. Hence, one may thinks that the 

human resource division of this bank is not as capable as depicted by the first appraiser 

(Extract 1), under this theme, “The Issue of PA Forms”. However, unlike the case of the 

first appraiser, it surely increased the credibility of this appraiser because of his 

truthfulness. This is because she seems to be supporting the PA forms in her first statement 

by saying that “It is not a rocket science to fill the appraisal forms”, thereby, one expects 

her to continue supporting them, with the use of fawning statements, as done by the first 

appraiser. The fact that not only she did not do it, but also she did not hesitate from 

mentioning a negative issue regarding the PA forms, adds to her ethos. Nevertheless, here 

the important point to consider is that the issue which seems to be negative to me, may not 

be negative to the other audience. Or perhaps may not even be negative to this appraiser. 
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Therefore, the ethical appeal may only work on the audience who will find it a negative 

issue and think that this appraiser also finds it negative.  

 

In addition, the argument of this appraiser indicates the presence of emotional appeal. The 

last sentence of the argument, “But still, I’m always available to answer my subordinates’ 

queries”, indicates it. This is because it promotes the appraiser’s image of a helpful being 

and so generates good feelings about her. And it is due to the presence of hyperbole, “I’m 

always available”, in the last sentence of her argument, that this appeal is strengthened. 

Therefore, we observed an appropriate use of hyperbole in this extract which has aided to 

the pathos of her argument. 

 

Extract 6 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 7, Bank B): “Most of our work is done electronically. Still, we find 

ourselves drowned in the paperwork. Wouldn’t it be great if these forms are electronic?”  

 

This argument is from one of the appraisees of the same dyad. He was asked a similar 

question, as his appraiser and the appraisers and appraisees from the previous Dyads (Dyad 

1, Bank A & Dyad 6, Bank B), regarding the design and implementation of the PA forms 

in his bank. 

 

Looking at the argument of this appriasee, it is clear that the issue for him is not that he 

finds it difficult to fill the appraisal forms. So the offensive rhetoric of his appraiser is 

certainly not constructed to undermine his account but the accounts of the other appraisees. 

In this respect, he seems to be an in group to his appraiser. 

 

Moreover, there is a suggestion of hyperbole in his statement, “we find ourselves drowned 

in the paperwork”. It is an exaggeration, though properly used to stress on the intensity of 

paperwork and to support the rational for the electronic forms. Therefore, the hyperbole is 

supporting the logical appeal of this argument. This can be compared to the argument of 

his appraiser, where hyperbole supported the emotional appeal.   

 

The hyperbole is followed by the rhetorical question, “Wouldn’t it be great if these forms 

are electronic?” It is clear from the rhetorical question that the appraisee doesn’t require an 

answer to it, rather he has used it to emphasise on the issue of paperwork which was 
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pointed out in his preceding statement. The rhetorical question also makes a point, for the 

need of electronic PA forms, in an indirect way.  

 

In addition, the use of plural pronouns by the appraisee in his argument, such as “our” and 

“we”, supports his ethical appeal and category entitlement as his argument doesn’t seem to 

be merely his opinion but he seems to have a representation of other people in his 

argument who have the same experience as him.  This suggests his use of corroboration 

and consensus. For example, it seems as if the appraisee is “reporting a general experience 

of a range of people” in the bank regarding the paperwork issue in order to justify the need 

of electronic PA forms (Potter, 1996: 161). However, on one hand, we observed the 

appraisee using plural pronouns which allows us to build the inference that there is 

consensus between him and others regarding the issue (of the paperwork). On the other, we 

observed that he has not explicitly claimed it. For example, the questions that how many 

people are included in the consensus regarding the issue and whether the appraisees alone 

are the part of the consensus or the appraisers are the part of it too remain unanswered. 

Therefore, even though this appraisee’s account has built such inference, the fact that he 

has not explicitly claimed the issue makes his account challengeable. Accordingly, this 

may decrease his ethical appeal and put his category entitlement at a vulnerable position 

which may be challenged.   

 

Moreover, an important aspect to notice in this argument is the appraisee’s management of 

‘‘the dilemma of stake’’ (Potter, 1996: 110). The idea of ‘the dilemma of stake’ was firstly 

introduced by Derek Edwards and Jonathan Potter in the year 1992 (Potter, 1996). 

Anything which is said by the speaker and can be potentially undermined or discounted by 

others is known as the dilemma (Robertson et al., 2010). Stakes or interests are an issue of 

ethos (Harris, 1998). For example, ‘The dilemma of stake’ (Potter, 1996) is virtually the 

defining notion of ethos (Harris, 1998). Therefore, it is very important for the speakers or 

writers to manage ‘the dilemma of stake’ in order to protect their accounts from potential 

undermining. In order to do so, one must alleviate all the interests, or even reverse them, in 

order to appear as a detached, objective and scientific (Harris, 1998) speaker or writer.  

 

According to Potter (1996: 148) “stake management is probably done best implicitly rather 

than explicitly because this makes it both harder to undermine and allows the speakers the 

possibility of denying that this is what they were doing”. In the case of this argument, the 

appraisee’s stake behind electronic PA forms seems to be the reduction in paperwork.  He 
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has used implicit way to manage ‘the dilemma of stake’ (Potter, 1996). For example, he 

has used the plural pronouns and rhetorical question.  

 

Therefore, although appraisee’s use of consensus and corroboration, in terms of using 

plural pronouns, may have negative implications for his category entitlement and ethical 

appeal, but in consideration of what Potter (1996) said about the management of stake that 

it is done best implicitly, the appraisee seems to have done a good job.  In fact, it really 

depends on the audience that how they take it. For example, in case of the other appraisees 

and appraisers as an audience of the account of this appraisee, if their interests are matched 

with this appraisee’s interest then it means that he has managed ‘the dilemma of stake’ 

well (Potter, 1996). In case they are not matched then there may be a possibility for this 

appraisee’s interest or stake to be challenged or undermined by the potential alternative 

interests or stakes of the audience. So, in order to manage ‘the dilemma of stake’, there 

should be something of interest to the audience in one’s stake or interest (Potter 1996). For 

example, according to Harris (1998: 89), “One does not gather the evidence of facticity, 

marshal it, and offer it to an audience without considerable stake in their adoption of it”.  

 

Extract 7 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 7, Bank B): “Our performance is measured on the KPIs. They are the 

key performance indicators. For each job category, there are different KPIs. As our job 

requirements keep on changing, these KPIs are needed to be improved on regular 

basis.”  

 

This argument is from another appraisee of the same dyad. He was asked a similar 

question, as his appraiser and appraisee colleague, and the appraisers and appraisees from 

the previous Dyads (Dyad 1, Bank A & Dyad 6, Bank B), regarding the design and 

implementation of the PA forms in his bank. 

 

The appraisee seems to be using the defensive rhetorical strategy (or reifying) in order to 

protect his account from the potential alternative undermining. The statement, “As our job 

requirements keep on changing, these KPIs are needed to be improved on regular basis”, 

shows his justification to protect his argument from the potential counter-arguments.   

Those counter-arguments can be from both the appraisees and appraisers, particularly those 

who do not find the need of improvement in the PA forms “on regular basis”.  
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It is important to mention here that this appraisee’s appraiser (Extract 5) used the reasoning 

that appraisal forms “are not upgraded frequently” in order to support his ironizing 

rhetorical statement, “It is not a rocket science to fill the appraisal forms”. However, it 

remained unclear that whether or not his appraiser is one of those appraisers who find the 

need of improvement in the PA forms “on regular basis”. Hence, we remain uncertain that 

whether the defensive rhetoric produced by this appraisee is against his own appraiser or it 

is against the other appraisers and/or appraisees as well.  

 

In addition, the category entitlement of this appraisee seems to be achieved through his use 

of vivid detail. Potter (1996) presented a number of strategies which can be used by the 

speakers or writers to construct their accounts as accepted facts, and to protect their stakes 

or accounts from the potential alternative undermining. Three of those strategies mainly 

rely on the idea which Potter (1996: 150) referred as “out-there-ness”. In elucidating about 

how the “out-there-ness of an account or version is constructed, Edwards & Potter (1992a: 

105) questioned: “how precisely is a report constructed to avoid it seeming like an artful 

construction designed to further the speaker’s interest?” The basic idea behind “Out-there-

ness” is construction of descriptions as independent of the agents (e.g., speakers or writers) 

constructing them (Potter, 1996: 150). The three strategies are empiricist discourse, 

consensus and corroboration, and detail and narrative (or vivid detail) (Potter, 1996). I 

have already discussed the strategy of ‘consensus and corroboration’, a number of times in 

the analysis of the previous extracts (Extracts 1, 2, 3 & 6), in terms of the use of plural 

pronouns by the appraisees and appraisers. Similarly, the strategy of ‘detail’ has been 

discussed earlier as well (e.g., Extract 2).  

 

Potter (1996: 117) suggested that “detailed descriptions can also be used to build up the 

facticity of an argument. They can provide an impression of being there by sketching 

features which, although not substantial to the claim or argument, would have been 

apparent to someone who actually witnessed some event”. Therefore, the vivid detail in an 

account aims to emphasise on the idea that the producer of the account (e.g., speaker or 

writer) has captured the particulars of the event as a genuine observer.  

 

Accordingly, by describing “KPIs” in detail and connecting “KPIs” with “job 

requirements”, the appraisee has made it difficult for the factuality of his account to be 

challenged or undermined by the potential alternative accounts when he said that “KPIs are 
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needed to be improved on regular basis”. This forms a case where not only the category 

entitlement of the appraisee has been achieved through the vivid description but also it has 

strengthened his reifying or defensive rhetoric to protect his account from being 

undermined. And, simultaneously they have all added to the logical and ethical appeals of 

his account.   

 

Moreover, similar to the case of his colleague appraisee (Extract 6), the appraisee has used 

plural pronoun in his argument. For example, the plural pronoun, “our”, has been used 

twice in his argument. This use of plural pronoun shows that he has the representation of 

other people in his argument as well. This means that his defensive rhetoric cannot be 

easily undermined or challenged by the potential alternative versions as his account doesn’t 

seem to be merely his opinion but we know that there are other people who think the same 

like him. Therefore, the use of plural pronoun can be seen as his strategy to support his 

defensive rhetoric and category entitlement, which further builds his credibility, and so 

further enhance the ethos of his argument.  

 

In addition, as in the case of the argument of the previous appraisee (Extract 6), there is a 

suggestion of consensus and corroboration in this account as well.  On one hand, we 

observed the appraisee using plural pronouns which allows us to build the inference that 

there is a consensus between him and others regarding the issue of improving KPIs on 

regular basis. On the other, we observed that the appraisee has not explicitly claimed it. So 

here again, the fact that he has not explicitly stated the issue makes his account contestable. 

Accordingly, this decreases the appraisee’s ethical appeal and also puts his category 

entitlement at risk.  However, one may argue that due to the presence of vivid detail in his 

argument, the negative impact of not stating the issue explicitly in his argument may 

possibly be neglected. 

 

Theme 2-The Issue of the Quota System in Grading the Appraisees 

 

Extract 1 

 

Appraiser (Dyad1, Bank A): “Quota system is used as a tool for the blame game by the 

subordinates. It has become a norm now that everyone blames quota system but no one 

actually focuses on improving their own performance. I always advise my subordinates 

to focus on improving their own performance first before blaming anything.” 
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This argument is a response of an appraiser (Dyad 1, Bank A), to a probing question, 

regarding the quota system practiced in his bank, while he was suggesting improvements 

for the PA process. The appraiser seems to be positioning his category entitlement against 

the appraisees in order to criticise them of using quota system “as a tool for the blame 

game” rather than focusing “on improving their own performance”. He has done it by 

giving his personal example, “I always advise my subordinates to focus on improving their 

own performance first before blaming anything”, which puts his category entitlement at a 

better position than of the appraisees. This is because being at the advising position; the 

appraiser seems to have better knowledge and expertise than the appraisees. This increases 

his credibility and so as the appeal to ethos. 

 

The use of personal example by the appraiser also seems to help him in managing the 

accountability of his argument in a better way. According to Edwards & Potter (1992a), 

rhetoric is concerned with how interactions are put together, specifically in relation to the 

speaker’s accountability. This means that the manner in which the speakers or writers put 

the statements in their arguments together, explains their accountably for the statements 

they make in their argument. Managing the issues related to accountability is the matter of 

footing (Potter, 1996). In order to manage the issue of accountability, speakers and writers 

produce their arguments “as quotations, positions, ideas or their own personal views” 

(Potter, 1996: 205). In this argument, the appraiser seems to have managed them well 

because his argument does not seem to be merely his personal views but it seems to have 

practical significance as well. This creates a positive impact on the logical appeal of his 

argument and adds more to his credibility. 

 

Simlarly, the appraiser seems to avoid the vague formulations in his account through his 

ethnomethodological understanding of reflexivity. This, in turn, also seems to manage his 

accountablity. For example, when we come to know that the appraiser advises his 

“subordinates to focus on improving their own performance first before blaming anything”, 

it does not merely represent “some facet of” his job as an appraiser, it has practical 

significance as well (Potter, 1996: 47). In other words, “it also does some business by 

displaying” the accountability of the appraiser as it contributes “to the general set of events 

which consists of”, for example, his subordinates’ lack of focus on their own performance, 

his subordinates’ unreasonable blame on the quota system for receiving low performance 

grades, his own implied support to the quota system, and so forth (Potter, 1996: 47).  
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Now coming back to the category entitlement of appraiser, it seems to be supporting the 

ironizing rhetoric of the appraiser. For example, the appraiser appears to undermine two 

sorts of potential alternative versions of both the appraisees and appraisers in his argument: 

 

1. The ones which do not support the presence of the quota system in PA.  

2. The ones which blame the quota system for the bad performance outcomes. 

 

However, in doing so, he started with the appraisees first as he stated that “Quota system is 

used as a tool for the blame game by the subordinates”. Next, with his use of indefinite 

pronouns, “everyone” and “no one”, both the appraisees and appraisers seem to be his 

target of ironizing (or offensive rhetoric) as he stated that “It has become a norm now that 

everyone blames quota system but no one actually focuses on improving their own 

performance.” Then, in the last statement, when he used his personal example, he only 

referred to appraisees. So his ironizing rhetoric seems to be more explicitly targeting the 

appraisees than appraisers. Considering this, one may say that the appraiser has done it 

purposely in order to protect his own category entitlement (category entitlement of 

appraiser) from the potential challenge of the audience, particularly the appraisees. In other 

words, ironizing the accounts of appraisers explicitly would probably have led his own 

category entitlement at a vulnerable position to be challenged by others. The idea is that if 

he himself is challenging the accounts of the other appraisers explicitly, who belong to the 

same category entitlement as him, then who would believe him? (e.g., as being one of the 

two important parties to the PA process, the other appraisers would also have the authority 

to the knowledge of PA as him which others would not have). Therefore, in order to 

protect his own category entitlement, he has targeted the appraisees more explicitly than 

the appraisers. 

 

This leads our attention towards the idea of “the dilemma of stake” (Potter, 1996: 110). 

Both category entitlement and stake management can bring the emphasis on “the nature or 

identity of the producer” of an account (Potter, 1996: 150), and so can either make or break 

his credibility. According to Forbat (2005), the rhetorical strength of an accounts can be 

weakened by indicating participants’ vested interests involved in the events which are 

described in those accounts. While the absence of interests can be used to strengthen the 

factual features of accounts as people make every effort in the direction of indicating lack 

of personal interests explicitly in the descriptions (Forbat, 2005). In this extract, the stake 
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of the appraiser seems to be supporting the quota system. He seems to have confessed his 

stake with the use of his personal example in the last statement of his argument, “I always 

advise my subordinates to focus on improving their own performance first before blaming 

anything”.  

 

In “stake confession” the speakers are aware of their potential bias; however, still they 

display to hold personal conviction to a particular idea in their account (Potter, 1996: 129). 

This is exactly what this appraiser seems to have done which has provided a back to his 

ironizing rhetoric as well. For example, the appraiser seems to know that his interest in the 

support of quota system could potentially be undermined by others (e.g., appraisees, 

appraisers and other audiance). So he seems to have confessed his interest with the use of 

his personal example by putting emphasis to a more serious matter (e.g., his subordinates’ 

performance) in a way which gives an impression that his subordinates are not focusing on 

their performance and pointlessly blaming on the quota system.  Therefore, the appraiser’s 

strategy of “stake confession” is providing a defence to his interest of supporting the quota 

system and protecting it from the potential alternative undermining by others.  Moreover, it 

is this defensive rhetoric or reification of the appraiser which is supporting his offensive 

rhetoric or ironizing, ‘‘Quota system is used as a tool for the blame game by the 

subordinates’’. This forms a case where the appraiser is doing both, justifying his position 

from the potential counter-arguments of others (e.g., appraisees, appraisers and other 

audience) and criticising the potential counter-positions of others as well. Thus, it suggests 

the antagonistic relationship between versions. 

 

Extract 2 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 1, Bank A): “The bank should eliminate the use of quotas from 

performance evaluations.  I know it will not be easy. The problem is that even though 

the appraisers practice quotas to rank the performance of their subordinates, they don’t 

admit it. So how can it be removed when the people who practice it do not admit that 

they actually practice it?” 

 

On the contrary, in a similar sort of a probing question which was asked to his appraiser, 

this appraisee (Dyad 1, Bank A) shows his interest in the elimination of quota system with 

the use of offensive rhetoric where his offensive rhetoric is supported by his category 

entitlement, management of ‘the dilemma of stake’, and the rhetorical question.  
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After going through the argument of this appraisee, there are two important questions 

which come into one’s mind:  

 

1. Does the quota system really exist in his bank as a part of the PA process, 

especially when the appraisers “do not admit that they actually practice it”?  

2. If it really exists, do the appraisers practice it but “do not admit that they actually 

practice it”?  

 

The appraisee seems to support the answers that quota system exists as a part of the PA 

process of his bank, and the appraisers practice it but “do not admit that they actually 

practice it”.  While his support for such answers seems to be convincing. This is because 

being an appraisee, one of the two important parties to the PA process, he is expected to 

have an authority to the knowledge of PA. Accordingly, when he satated that “The 

problem is that even though the appraisers practice quotas to rank the performance of their 

subordinates, they don’t admit it”, one tends to believe him because of his category 

entitlement as an appraisee. So the ethical appeal, in terms of his credibility, is present in 

his argument. However, the question is: how strong is this ethical appeal? We can answer 

this question with our focus on the idea of “the dilemma of stake”, and how this appraisee 

has managed it (Potter, 1996: 110).   

 

The appraisee seems to be in ‘the dilemma of stake’. This is because one thinks that as an 

appraisee, he must have his concerns about quota system. For example, he might have been 

the victim to the quota system in his past, and so suggesting its elimination. Therefore, 

another question is: being an appraisee, can he manage ‘the dilemma of stake’ well? In 

other words, is there a possibility that his account can be undermined as a product of his 

self-interest? In order to know this, we need to investigate the appraisee’s, what Potter 

(1996: 110) called, “conceivable axe to grind”. Potter (1996: 110) presented an example of 

prosecution witnesses to understand this idea in a better way, “the prosecution witnesses, 

many of them passers-by with no conceivable axe to grind were articulate and plausible”. 

Therefore, it is important for the speakers or writers to have “no conceivable axe to grind” 

in order to present objective or impartial accounts (or accounts which are difficult to be 

dismissed or undermined as a product of their interests).   
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In case of this appraisee, he seems to have confessed his interest with the use of the 

statements, “The bank should eliminate the use of quotas from performance evaluations”, 

and “I know it will not be easy”. However, we understand that all the appraisees, 

particularly the ones who have been the victim of the quota system in this bank, would 

probably have said the same that “The bank should eliminate the use of quotas from 

performance evaluations”. This makes the quota system a serious matter if it is practiced. 

Therefore, the appraisee’s interest in its elimination doesn’t merely seem to be his self-

interest. Thus, it cannot be easily challenged by the potential alternative arguments of 

others (e.g., appraisers). This means that he has managed ‘the dilemma of stake’ quite 

plausibly due to which the ethical appeal in this appraisee’s argument seems to be quite 

sound. 

 

In addition to the ethical appeal, the logical appeal in the argument of this appraisee can be 

observed when he provided the reasoning of why he knows that “it will not be easy” to 

eliminate the quota system from his bank, “The problem is that even though the appraisers 

practice quotas to rank the performance of their subordinates, they don’t admit it”. This 

reasoning can also be seen as his ironizing or offensive rhetoric to undermine the potential 

alternative accounts of appraisers who: 

 

1. Support the quota system 

2. Practice the quota system but do not admit of their practicing it.  

 

For example, one can easily notice that this appraisee is using the ironizing rhetoric in 

order to target his appraiser (Extract 1), under this theme, “The Issue of the Quota System 

in Grading the Appraisees”. Therefore, it promotes and verifies the idea of the presence of 

the antagonistic relationship between different versions of appraisees and appraisers. 

 

There is a rhetorical question used in the end of the argument of this appraisee, “how can it 

be removed when the people who practice it do not admit that they actually practice it?” 

This rhetorical question emphasises on the issue of the preceding statement in his 

argument, and so supports the ironizing rhetoric of the appraisee’s argument. On the 

whole, in this extract, we can observe that how the appraisee’s category entitlement, stake 

management and rhetorical question have provided the support, in building of his ironizing 

argument, which contains both logical and ethical appeals to persuasion. 
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Extract 3 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 1, Bank A): “I believe the root cause of all the problems in 

performance evaluations is quota system. A suggestion would be the elimination of 

quota system for an effective and efficient performance evaluation system. This is all I 

can think about.”  

 

This argument is a response of a female appraisee (Dyad 1, Bank A) to a question 

regarding the suggestions for improving the PA process of her bank. Her argument seems 

to be similar to her appraisee colleague (Extract 2), in terms of her support for the 

elimination of the quota system, but contradictory to the argument of her appraiser (Extract 

1) who seems to be supporting the quota system. 

 

The appraisee seems to build the reasoning of her suggestion on her belief which is that 

“the root cause of all the problems in performance evaluations is quota system”. As it 

seems her personal statement or belief, one may think that there might be other salient 

causes of the problems in the PA than merely the quota system.  For example, lack of the 

training provided to the appraisers to evaluate the performance of the subordinates can be 

one of the salient causes. Therefore, the argument lacks the logical and ethical appeals of 

persuasion. 

 

In addition, her suggestion, “the elimination of quota system for an effective and efficient 

performance evaluation system”, reveals her defensive stance. However, this defensive or 

reifying rhetoric does not seem to be very strong as it is based on her personal belief. 

Hence, protecting her argument, with the support from her personal belief, from the 

potential alternative undermining, does not seem to be working for this appraisee’s 

argument. This is because her argument can be easily challenged by the potential counter-

arguments of those appraisees and appraisers who think that there are other salient causes 

of the problems in the PA which are more important to be resolved than the elimination of 

the quota system. For example, her appraiser’s (Extract 1) offensive rhetoric already seems 

to challenge her defence as he has argued that appraisees should focus on improving their 

performance. Therefore, the lack of appraisees’ interest to improve their performance can 

be considered a strong argument to challenge this appraisee’s argument which is merely 

based on her personal belief. 
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Moreover, the last statement in the argument of the appraisee, “This is all I can think 

about”, puts her category entitlement on doubt as one may question: really, is it all what 

the appraisee can think about? This may possibly affect the credibility of the appraisee 

adversely and so as the ethos of her argument.  

 

Further, the appraisee has represented the quota system as “the root cause of all the 

problems in performance evaluation”, but haven’t mentioned about the problems (e.g., 

what sort of problems are they?). One may think that perhaps the appraisee has not 

mentioned about those problems because she does not consider those problems as the main 

issues but the resulting issues of the main problem, that is, quota system. For example, lack 

of the training provided to the appraisers to evaluate the performance of the subordinates 

and the lack of appraisees’ interest to improve their performance are the two issues, which 

can be considered as the main issues, but the appraisee may probably be considering such 

issues as the resulting issues of the main issue, quota system.  

 

It takes our attention to the idea of ontological gerrymandering as it helps us in thinking 

about the things which are both “significantly and relatively” missing in the argument 

(Potter, 1996, 183). Therefore, the argument of this appraisee may also be challenged on 

the grounds of ontological gerrymandering; for example, the audience (particularly, the 

appraisee’s appraiser) may anticipate the missing elements in this argument, and so may 

use them to build the potential alternative counter-arguments against the defence of this 

argument. 

 

Extract 4 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 4, Bank B): “The quota system is to be blamed and not the appraisers 

for providing performance evaluation that are not what were expected by the appraisees. 

From the appraisers’ point of view, evaluations are drafted objectively. It is appraisees’ 

bad luck if the performance evaluation results are not what appraisees expected.”  

 

This argument is a response of another appraiser, from a different dyad and bank (Dyad 4, 

Bank B), to a probing question regarding the quota system practiced in his bank, while he 

was suggesting improvements for the PA process. His argument depicts that he is speaking 

from his recent experience of the PA activity. For example, the first and the last sentences 

of his argument suggest it (e.g., with the use of the present progressive tense). 



- 211 - 

 

 

In addition, the argument of the appraiser suggests the antagonistic relation, particularly 

between the versions of this appraiser and appraisees, “The quota system is to be blamed 

and not the appraisers for providing performance evaluation that are not what were 

expected by the appraisees”. One may think that the appraiser has provided this 

justification as a result of his anticipation that the appraisees are blaming him and the other 

appraisers. Therefore, the appraiser seems to be using the defensive rhetorical strategy in 

justifying (or protecting) his argument against the possible alternative counter-arguments.  

 

Moreover, one observes that this defensive strategy of the appraiser seems to be supporting 

the logos in his argument and vice versa. For example, appraiser used his blaming of quota 

system as a reason or justification behind appraisees not receiving their expected appraisal 

results. This, at the same time, provides the defence for his argument and protects it from 

being undermined by the potential alternative counter-arguments of those appraisees who 

blame the appraisers, “for providing performance evaluation that are not what were 

expected’’ by them, not the quota system. This also takes us back to the argument of the 

appraisee (Extract 2), under this theme, “The Issue of the Quota System in Grading the 

Appraisees”. For example, one may think that the reason why the appraisers do not admit 

or confess practicing the quota system is that the appraisees blame them but not the quota 

system. Hence, this argument of the appraiser provides the defence and reasoning against 

the argument of the appraisee from extract 2. This again depicts the antagonistic 

relationship between the versions. Now the question which comes into our minds is that if 

the appraisers should not be blamed then who should be blamed? One may say that by 

arguing that “quota system is to be blamed”, the appraiser is implicitly indicating towards 

the designing body of the PA (e.g., the HR division of the bank).  

 

The appraiser adds further to his defence or reification with the use of the statement, “From 

the appraisers’ point of view, evaluations are drafted objectively”, which is again 

promoting the idea that the appraisers should not be blamed but the quota system. 

Therefore, when this appraiser stated that “It is appraisees’ bad luck if the performance 

evaluation results are not what appraisees expected”, one may understand it. Of course it is 

appraisees’ bad luck because both appraisers and appraisees do not seem to have control 

over the quota system. Hence, the whole argument of the appraiser seems to provide a 

good reasoning which increases the argument’s logical appeal to persuasion, and so 

supports the defensive rhetoric (or reification) used in it and vice versa.  
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Similarly, the argument also creates the emotional appeal to persuasion (or pathos), by 

creating sympathy for the appraisers. This is because one may think that why the 

appraisers should be blamed when they do not have any control over the quota system 

which influences their grading no matter how objectively they grade the appraisees. 

 

Extract 5 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 4, Bank B): “I know many people are appraised at lower 

performance categories than what they actually deserve. Quota system is just an 

excuse which is used by both sides to take the attention away from the real issues. One 

real issue is the seriousness of both sides about the appraisal process. I think attention to 

this issue is more important as an improvement step than debates about the quota 

system”  

 

In a response to the similar sort of a probing question which was asked to his appraiser 

(Extract 4), this appraisee (Dyad 4, Bank B) throws a light upon another issue which to 

him is more important from the perspective of improving the appraisal process than the 

debates about the quota system.  

 

In the start of his argument, the appraisee seems to create an ethical appeal to persuasion 

with the words, “I know”. For example, these words indicate that the appraisee knows that 

“many people are appraised at lower performance categories than what they actually 

deserve” so this adds to his credibility as it develops his category entitlement on the basis 

of his awareness and knowledge as the ‘‘appraisee’’. Moreover, in comparing the first two 

statements of this appraisee (“I know many people are appraised at lower performance 

categories than what they actually deserve” and “Quota system is just an excuse which is 

used by both sides to take the attention away from the real issues”) with the first statement 

of his appraiser in extract 4 (“The quota system is to be blamed and not the appraisers for 

providing performance evaluation that are not what were expected by the appraisees”), one 

may think that whether it is due to the quota system, or the other issues that the appraisees 

in this bank are not appraised according to their performance.  

 

When the appraisee called the quota system as “an excuse which is used by both sides to 

take the attention away from the real issues”, one certainly thinks that what might those 
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“real issues” be? This drives our attention back to the analysis of extract 3. For example, 

one may think that is this appraisee referring to the lack of training provided to the 

appraisers to evaluate the performance of their subordinates and the lack of appraisees’ 

interest to improve their performance as the “real issues”? However, one does not have to 

wait much to know one of the real issues for this appraisee as he immediately introduced it 

in his subsequent statement by stating, “One real issue is the seriousness of both sides 

about the appraisal process”. This statement can be seen as the reason or justification of 

appraisee for knowing that why “many are appraised at lower performance categories than 

what they actually deserve”. In other words, we may say that the appraisee thinks that it is 

because of the non-serious behaviour of both the appraisees and appraisers regarding the 

PA process which results into the appraisees being “appraised at lower performance 

categories than what they actually deserve”. This leads us to question that do these two 

parties, appraisees and appraisers, fill the appraisal forms seriously and objectively? Thus, 

the reifying rhetoric of his appraiser (Extract 4), “From the appraisers’ point of view, 

evaluations are drafted objectively”, may be challenged (or undermined) on these grounds. 

Accordingly, this argument seems to have a good reasoning and logical appeal. On one 

hand, it is providing a defence (or protection) against the potential alternative versions 

which may undermine it (as reifying rhetoric), while on the other, it is undermining the 

potential alternative claims of others (as ironizing rhetoric).  

 

However, in the view of the reasoning or reification of this appraisee, “One real issue is the 

seriousness of both sides about the appraisal process”, one may think that is this reason 

strong enough? For example, what can be the potential alternative versions on the basis of 

which the argument of this appraisee may be discounted? Again, this takes our attention 

back to the analysis of extract 3. For example, others may think that the lack of the training 

provided to the appraisers to evaluate the performance of the subordinates and the lack of 

appraisees’ interest to improve their performance are equally serious issues as “the 

seriousness of both sides about the appraisal process”. Hence, they may challenge the 

appraisee’s argument on these grounds.  

 

In the defence of this appraisee, one may consider an important point; that is, the appraisee 

referred to the issue as “One real issue”. This means that appraisee thinks that there can be 

other issues too and he is not denying them. Others may pay attention to the idea of 

ontological gerrymandering in the appraisee’s argument in order to point out the other 

issues which are absent in his argument but cannot challenge him on the basis of what 
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those other issues are. This is because he may have those issues in his mind too as equally 

important issues. It is just that he didn’t mention them or may be avoided them. Thus, he 

may get the benefit of the doubt in this regard. In other words, others may not challenge (or 

undermine) his argument for providing this issue but may challenge his account for 

providing only one issue or not giving more detail in terms of mentioning other issues. 

 

Last but not the least, an interesting point to mention here is that when the appraisee used 

the statement, “Quota system is just an excuse which is used by both sides to take the 

attention away from the real issues”, he seems to raise doubts on the category entitlements 

of both the appraisees and appraisers. Even though he has already built his category 

entitlement with the “I know” effect previously, one may think that what makes him better 

(e.g., knowledgeable and trustworthy) than others? In other words, why should we still 

trust him?  In his defence, one may say that by mentioning the “One real issue”, which is 

not the quota system, he has differentiated himself from the other appraisees and appraisers 

who use quota system as an excuse. Therefore, his credibility remains intact. 

 

Extract 6 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 5, Bank B): “It takes less than a quarter of a year to complete the 

performance appraisal process. The rest of the year is spent in cooling down the 

appraisees, thanks to the quota system. And by the time appraisees’ concerns are 

answered, and they are all cooled down, it's already time for their next performance 

appraisal.”  

 

This argument is a response of an appraiser (Dyad 5, Bank B), to a probing question, 

regarding the quota system practiced in his bank, while he was suggesting improvements 

for the PA process. 

 

There is a suggestion of irony in the appraiser’s argument. His statement, “thanks to the 

quota system”, suggests it as he does not actually seem to be thankful to the quota system. 

He seems to be rather blaming it. Accordingly, the irony seems to be used by the appraiser 

for the satirical purpose in order to disapprove, ridicule, and even expose the idiocy of the 

PA process due to the quota system. For example, his statement, “And by the time 

appraisees’ concerns are answered and they are all cooled down, it's already time for their 

next performance appraisal”, suggests it.   
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Moreover, the statement, “by the time appraisees’ concerns are answered and they are all 

cooled down, it's already time for their next performance appraisal”, indicates the idea that 

all the efforts of the appraisers to answer the appraisees’ concerns, and to eradicate their 

anger (or to cool them down) go in vain once the next performance appraisal approaches. 

This creates an emotional appeal or pathos for the argument of this appraiser as one feels 

sympathy for him. Therefore, one can say that the irony in this argument seems to support 

the pathos of the argument. 

 

Further, the irony in the appraiser’s argument also seems to be supporting his ironizing 

rhetoric to undermine those potential alternative arguments which show the support to the 

quota system. For example, the first appraiser’s argument (Extract 1), under this theme, 

“The Issue of the Quota System in Grading the Appraisees”, may be undermined as one 

may question that how can the appraisees not blame the quota system and focus on 

improving their performance when almost two third of the year is spent in answering their 

concerns and cooling them down? Therefore, it is a case where the ironizing rhetoric in one 

person’s argument (which is based on the anticipation of the alternative arguments of 

others, such as the appraiser of extract 1) is undermining the ironizing rhetoric of another 

person’s argument (which is based on the anticipation of the alternative arguments of 

others, such as the appraiser of this extract). 

 

Extract 7 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 5, Bank B): “Everyone wants to be the part of the extraordinary 

performance category because it is the best. I want to be the part of it too. But, I have 

heard that only twenty percent of the people are put in it. I feel that twenty percent is 

very low. If the quotas cannot be removed from the performance categories then at least 

the quota percentage allotted to the extraordinary performance category needs to be 

increased.”  

 

In a response to the similar sort of a probing question which was posed to his appraiser 

(Extract 6) regarding the quota system practiced in his bank, while he was suggesting 

improvements for the PA process, this appraisee (Dyad 5, Bank B) seems to be interested 

in the removal of the quota system. In this respect, his argument seems to be similar to the 

arguments of the appraisees from extracts 2 and 3, and the appraisers from extract 4 and 6, 
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under this theme, “The Issue of the Quota System in Grading the Appraisees”. However, 

unlike these appraisees and appraisers, this appraisee seems to be bargaining between the 

two options.  First option is the removal of the quota system, while the second option is the 

increase in the “quota percentage allotted to the extra ordinary performance category”. 

Therefore, his interest seems to be either the removal of the quota system or the increase in 

the “quota percentage allotted to the extraordinary performance category”.  

 

The appraisee’s argument starts with the statement, “Everyone wants to be the part of the 

extraordinary performance category because it is the best”. The statement leads one to 

question that in the presence of the quota system, is it possible for everyone “to be the part 

of the extra ordinary performance category” which is also the best category one can be 

appraised in? Practically speaking, whether the quota system is present or not, the answer 

to this question seems to be no. The reason is that not everyone can be an extraordinary 

performer to be put into this category. Everyone’s performance varies. Some perform 

above average (or extra ordinary) while others perform average or below average. 

Moreover, in the presence of the quota system which lets “only twenty percent of the 

people” to be the part of the extraordinary performance category (as mentioned by this 

appraisee later in the argument), it seems next to impossible for everyone “to be the part of 

the extraordinary performance category”. This takes us back to the argument of this 

appraisee’s appraiser (Extract 6), “The rest of the year is spent in cooling down the 

appraisees, thanks to the quota system”. And one may think that the reason “the rest of the 

year is spent in cooling down the appraisees” is that “Everyone wants to be the part of the 

extraordinary performance category”; however, because of the quota system, not everyone 

can actually be the part of it. 

 

In addition, this appraisee seems to have confessed his interest with the statement, “I want 

to be the part of it too”. By “it”, he means the extraordinary performance category. This 

can be seen as his main interest which seems to be directly related to the achievement of 

his other interests (which are either the removal of the quota system, or the increase in the 

“quota percentage allotted to the extraordinary performance category). However, before 

confessing his own interest or stake directly, the appraisee mentioned about everyone’s 

interest first, “Everyone wants to be the part of the extraordinary performance category 

because it is the best”. And by doing this, he seems to have made a room for his own direct 

confession. Even though we know that as an appraisee, he is the part of “everyone” too, 

but his explicit confession made his stance clearer. This increases both the ethical and 
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logical appeals of his argument. Therefore, one can say that he seems to have managed 

‘‘the dilemma of stake’’ (Potter, 1996: 110) quite well.  

 

This can be further explained with the idea of the rhetorical technique, “corroboration and 

consensus”, which is used by this appraisee to boost the factuality of his argument (Potter, 

1996: 116). Edwards and Potter (1992a) noted that the use of rhetorical devices, such as 

the provision of vivid description, the use of reported speech, and the invoking of 

consensus warrants, is a discursive tool that helps build the facticity of a version of event 

or an account, grounding that account in the external world rather than in the mind or 

psychology of the speaker (Edwards, 2003). Similarly, Edwards & Potter (1992a) argued 

that consensus can be used in contrast to the use of stake as it assists in bolstering claims to 

factuality. This is done by including descriptions of others in the argument (Forbat, 2005). 

For example, corroborating claims from others in an argument is expected to make an 

argument seem to possess a greater influence than if the same claim is made by the speaker 

alone in his argument (Forbat, 2005). Therefore, when this appraisee used corroboration 

first by mentioning “everyone wants to be the part of the extraordinary performance 

category”, he can be seen as positioning himself as an ordinary and reasonable being, 

possibly wandering off any potential dispute that his opinion cannot be generalized 

(Forbat, 2005). Hence, by presenting “corroboration and consensus” (Potter, 1996: 116) 

first, in his argument, before confessing to his own interest, makes an interesting case 

which adds to both the ethical and logical appeals of his argument.  

 

Accordingly, his interest can be protected from the potential alternative undermining (or 

the counter-arguments) of others. For example, it can not only be protected from the 

potential alternative undermining of those who support the quota system (such as the 

appraiser from extract 1, under this theme), but also it can be protected from the potential 

alternative undermining of those who support the low quota percentage allotments to the 

higher performance categories (e.g., the extraordinary performance category).  

 

However, with the “I have heard” effect in the statement, “I have heard that only twenty 

percent of the people are put in it”, puts the category entitlement of this appraisee in doubt. 

This is because as an appraisee, one of the important parties to the PA process, one expects 

him to know the things profoundly about the PA process rather than merely heard them. 

 

Another important issue in this argument of the appraisee is that he has only mentioned 
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about the extraordinary performance category and the twenty percent quota allotment to it. 

So one may question, what about the other performance categories and their quota 

allotment percentages? For example, this makes one skeptical about the appraisee. One 

may think that he has purposely avoided other categories and their quota allotment 

percentages because he himself is interested in the extraordinary performance category to 

which he has confessed as well. This is an ontological gerrymandering issue. Therefore, 

one may undermine (or ironize) his argument with the potential alternative counter-

arguments on two grounds: his ignoring the other categories and their quota allotment 

percentages, and his focusing on the performance category and its quota allotment 

percentage which interested him. This is unlike the case of the appraisee from extract 5, 

under this theme. However, in his defence, one may say that it is due to the importance of 

this extraordinary performance category for “everyone” that he has mentioned it but not 

the other categories. 

 

Extract 8 

 

Appraisee (Dyad5, Bank B): “Quotas are used to put the limit on the number of people 

in each performance category. I have been put in the category of satisfactory this time. I 

surely deserved better. I had never thought that one day I would also be a victim of quota 

system.” 

 

This argument is from another appraisee from (Dyad 5, Bank B). He was asked the similar 

sort of a probing question as his appraiser (Extract 6) and his appraisee colleague (Extract 

7), regarding the quota system practiced in his bank, while he was suggesting 

improvements for the PA process. 

 

The appraisee started his argument with the ironizing rhetoric, “Quotas are used to put the 

limit on the number of people in each performance category”. His ironizing rhetoric can be 

seen as a resource to undermine or dismiss the potential alternative counter-arguments of 

those who favor the quota system, such as the first appraiser (Extract 1) under this theme. 

 

Moreover, the appraisee pointed out the impact of quota system with the use of his own 

personal example, “I have been put in the category of satisfactory this time”. The use of his 

own personal example creates both the ethical and emotional appeal for his argument as 

one empathizes with the appraisee. In addition, when the appraisee mentioned, “I had 
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never thought that one day I would also be a victim of quota system”, it creates sympathy 

for him and so adds more to the emotional appeal or pathos of his argument.  

 

Further, the appraisee’s use of statements, “I surely deserved better”, and “I had never 

thought that one day I would also be a victim of quota system”, depict that he is also one of 

those appraisees as his appraisee colleague (Extract 7) who are interested in the 

extraordinary performance category. Particularly, the statement, “I surely deserved better”, 

suggests that he is confessing his interest to be in a better performance category (perhaps 

the extraordinary performance category of his bank as it is the best performance category 

one can be appraised in). Therefore, similar to the analysis of the extract from his appraisee 

colleague (Extract 7), we are taken back to the statement of his appraiser (Extract 6), “rest 

of the year is spent in cooling down the appraisees, thanks to the quota system”. The 

statement leads us to think that even though people deserve better, they are not put (or 

appraised) in the better categories of performance, such as the extraordinary performance 

category, because of the prevalence of the quota system in the PA of this bank. 

 

Theme 3-The Issue of Fairness in PA Process 

 

Extract 1 

 

Appraiser (Dyad1, Bank A): “I have the experience of working with the leading banks 

of the country. My diverse experience says that this bank’s performance appraisal 

system is the best. It is very fair and objective. I am not saying that there is no room for 

improvement in it. But at least I can assure you that it is the best I have experienced.”  

 

This argument is a response of an appraiser regarding a question about the fairness in the 

appraisal process. The appraiser establishes his credibility from the very first line by 

mentioning about his experience. In practice, ethos and pathos are closely related, for one 

effect of ethos, as well as inducing a degree of trust, is also to create a feeling of goodwill 

in the audience towards the speaker, so that the projection of an appropriate character 

achieves more subtly the effect required by explicit appeals for a favorable listening 

(Carey, 1994). Therefore, this can be seen as a case where the ethical appeal leads to create 

emotional appeal in the argument.  
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Subsequently, the repetition of the word, “experience”, in the second line, and in the last 

line as a third form of the verb, hints hyperbole.  In other words, we experience one 

figurative language (repetition) hinting another (hyperbole). For example, one gets a sense 

of exaggeration from the repetition of the word, “experience”, three times, in this small 

piece of an argument. However, the purpose of this hyperbole can be justified by the 

purpose of repetition which seems to be creating emphasis for building ethos. According to 

Kallendorf & Kallendorf (1985), the figures of speech enable a writer to arrange, shape, 

and present ideas in a way that the image of a thoughtful and analytical person is projected 

whose ideas deserve to be taken seriously. This can be equally regarded as true in case of 

this appraiser (where repetition and hyperbole has enabled him to build ethos). Therefore, 

the presence of repetition and hyperbole in the argument of this appraiser has surely 

projected his image as a thoughtful being whose ideas are worthy of attention which is also 

aiding to the weak logical appeal of his argument.  

 

This is unlike the case of the first appraiser (Extract 1), under the first theme, “The Issue of 

PA Forms”, where the hyperbole was mistaken for facts by him, and so damaged his 

credibility. For example, McGuigan (2010) argued that when you are using figures of 

speech, it is important to make sure that you are helping your cause, rather than hindering 

it. A misuse form, or a form used in an inappropriate place, can act as a barrier to your 

readers, break the flow of your argument or actively confuse your readers about your 

meaning (McGuigan, 2010). 

 

In addition, it can be observed that the appraiser is being defensive in his statement, “I am 

not saying that there is no room for improvement in it”. For example, it seems as if the 

appraiser expects potential alternative counter-arguments on his overall account from the 

other appraisers and appraisees so he has used this statement on his defence. Therefore, the 

appraiser seems to be involved in reification. In other words, he has constructed the 

account in a way that it looks factual or real. And so we find ourselves agreeing with the 

appraiser on the grounds that everything has a “room for improvement”. Those who will 

not find the appraisal system as “the best” will still find common grounds with the 

appraiser on the realm that there is a “room for improvement in it”. Consequently, this 

reification can be seen as a way appraiser is protecting his account from the potential 

alternative undermining. Moreover, this defensive rhetorical strategy seems to be adding 

more to the ethos of the appraiser. 
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However, the appraiser’s argument lacks enough reasoning to support his statement 

regarding the fairness and objectivity of the appraisal system. Clearly, appraiser’s 

mentioning of his “experience” repeatedly does not seem to give enough reasoning for it. 

Fortunately, the ethical appeal of the appraiser’s argument seems strong enough to 

diminish the weak impression of the logos. Instead, one may say that the logos have been 

strengthened in this argument because of the strong ethical appeal. Therefore, this can be 

seen as an example of a case where the weak logical appeal gets strengthened because of 

the strong ethical appeal in the argument. Therefore, when the appraiser says, “I assure 

you”, in the last sentence of his argument, it generates a greater impact. This is because it 

has been stated by him after the statements which have already generated ethos. 

 

The argument also hints the ontological gerrymandering. For example, the question 

required the appraiser to talk about the fairness in the appraisal process; however, the 

appraiser kept emphasising on establishing it as “the best” appraisal system by repeatedly 

mentioning about his “experience”, and calling performance appraisal system as “the best”. 

However, he could have emphasised on establishing it as “fair” which he conveniently 

avoided. “So, in terms of ontological gerrymandering”, the appraiser’s “description selects 

one realm of entities” (“the best”) “and ignores another” (“fair”) (Potter, 1996: 184).   

 

In the defence of the argument of the appraiser, one can say that when he labeled the 

appraisal system as “the best”, one naturally expects it to be “fair” as well. So in view of 

that this appraiser didn’t need to emphasise more on the “fair” aspect as it is understood 

through the other aspect, “the best”. This guides us to the idea of a “major 

ethnomethodological concept”, “reflexivity”, according to which a description is not just 

“about” something but it is a constitutive “part of’’ that something (Potter, 1996: 47).  For 

example, “in stressing the reflexive nature of discourse, ethnomethodologists are 

attempting to undermine the commonly assumed dualism between a description and what it 

is description of’’ (Potter, 1996: 47) and so to them a description “is a constitutive part of 

the events” (Potter, 1996: 47). In other words, one can say that “the sense of the events is, 

in part, constituted by the description” (Potter, 1996: 47). Therefore, the description, “the 

best”, naturally constitutes the event, “fair”.  

 

Now the question is why he did it?  Why he focused more on the general realm? In order to 

answer the questions one needs to return to the idea of ‘‘the dilemma of stake’’ (Potter, 

1996: 110). One can say that he may have selected to argue in a more general way in order 
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to restrain himself from entering into a potentially controversial debate, on the specific 

issues of fairness in the PA process, with other appraisers and appraisees. For example, he 

may have anticipated that the other appraisers and appraisees have specific interests in the 

issue of fairness in the PA process as the issue is potentially controversial. If this is the 

case then by attributing interests to other appraisers and appraisees (“stake invocation”), 

though in an implied manner, the appraiser has avoided himself from entering into a 

potentially controversial debate on the specific issues of fairness in PA process. These 

specific issues about the fairness in the PA process may have been those issues regarding 

which this appraiser would have thought that they could be easily undermined by the other 

appraisers and appraisees if he would argue about them. Therefore, not arguing about them 

has protected his account from the potential alternative counter-arguments of the other 

appraisers and appraisees on the specific issues of fairness in PA process. 

 

Moreover, when appraiser says, “But at least I can assure you that it is the best I have 

experienced”, one seems to believe him. This is because this appraiser is not any random 

person who appraises the performance of people in the bank. If he is called an appraiser 

then appraising is one of his crucial job responsibilities. He is not the only one who is 

appraising the performance of people in the bank as one of his crucial job responsibilities 

but there are many others like him. His job title may possibly be different, depending on 

which level of hierarchy he belongs to in the bank and the other crucial responsibilities he 

performs, but when he is carrying out his appraising responsibility, he is referred as the 

appraiser. For example, majority of the appraisees referred to their appraisers as appraisers. 

There were very few cases where appraisees used the terms, such as supervisor or boss 

instead of the term appraiser. Therefore, this appraiser is worthy of the entitlement of the 

category of appraiser and so as all the other appraisers I interviewed in the two banks. 

However, what makes this appraiser’s case more strong than others, in terms of credibility, 

is that we are aware from his account that he has “diverse experience”. And so the 

entitlement to the category of appraiser gives him authority of being a credible source of 

information than others. Consequently, when he says “But at least I can assure you that it is 

the best I have experienced”, one tends to believe him. Therefore, in this extract, one can 

observe a case where “a description can present an information source as credible based on 

authority derived from membership in a particular category” (McKenzie, 2003: 272). 
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Extract 2  

 

Appraisee (Dyad 1, Bank A): “All I can say is that ‘ammo ki pati’ is very important in 

getting a good appraisal.”   

 

This argument is from one of the appraisees of the same dyad. He was asked a similar 

question, as his appraiser, regarding the fairness in the appraisal process. 

 

The exact translation of ‘ammo ki pati’ is the box of mangoes. The term is mostly used as 

to refer to bribery in a polite and indirect manner. It refers to a form of bribery which is 

done by giving or gifting something to someone and in return asking some sort of a favor. 

This something can be anything from a real box of mangoes to other valuable things. 

Mostly it is not stated verbally by the sender that what favor he wants from the receiver. It 

is presumed that the receiver already knows what favor he has to give to the sender in 

return. Therefore, one can say that allusion is being used here by the appraisee as ‘ammo ki 

pati’ which refers to bribery in a polite and indirect manner.  

 

Moreover, the statement, “all I can say is that ‘ammo ki pati’ is very important in getting a 

good appraisal” indicates the use of offensive rhetorical strategy by the appraisee. For 

example, the statement of appraisee seems to negate what his appraiser argued above. It 

seems as if the appraisee had an idea that the appraisers would not accept that unfairness 

exists in the PA process so he undermined their potential alternative statements already 

with his statement, “all I can say is that ‘ammo ki pati’ is very important in getting a good 

appraisal”. This indicates the antagonistic relation between appraisees and appraisers and 

their versions. 

 

When I asked the appraisee to explain what he means by ‘ammo ki pati’, he replied:  

 

“You know it very well. Don’t you?” 

 

Here, one can say that the appraisee left his statement on my interpretation. Saying 

something and then leaving the rest on the interpretation of an audience may mean four 

things: 
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First, knowing that I am a native and so I would be familiar with the term, the appraisee 

may have trusted me in my interpretation. For example, his rhetorical question (“Don’t 

you?”) also suggests the emphasis that he believes that I know and so he trusts that I would 

interpret it right. Knowing that he trusts me creates an emotional appeal of persuasion in 

his statement. However, there may be two possibilities to consider here: either the 

appraisee trusted me with my interpretation to reach out to his broader audience (for 

example, other appraisees and appraisers), or he trusted me with my interpretation as his 

only audience, while ignoring his broader audience. Now the question is did I trust him as 

his interviewer or immediate audience? Optimistically speaking, knowing that someone 

trusts you, leads you to trust back. So there is ethos created for the appraisee.  

 

Second, the appraisee may have limitations to explain it more openly or directly; for 

example, he may be thinking of what if the information got leaked using his name. Now 

the question is who would leak this information? If I was the only audience he thought of 

his rhetoric then it means that he didn’t trust me despite of the fact that we agreed that I 

will keep the names of the interviewees anonymous. If this is the case then my first 

statement regarding his trusting my interpretation gets negated and so as the emotional 

appeal which it had created as the trust factor is not there anymore.  

 

If trust is an issue then this leads us to the third thing. The appraisee might be concealing 

something.  The idea of concealing something of course affects the ethos negatively.  

 

Forth, one can also say that the appraisee may not have enough evidence to support his 

statement so he deliberately preferred to leave it on the interpretation of his immediate 

audience (me) rather than justifying it. If this is the case then this affects the logical appeal 

to persuasion in his argument negatively. 

 

Extract 3 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 1, Bank A):  “What can I say? In some instances, it is fair. In some 

instances, it is not. I am sure it can be improved”  

 

This argument is a response of another appraisee from the same dyad, to a similar question, 

which was asked from his appraiser and his appraisee colleague, regarding the fairness in 

the appraisal process. 
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The appraisee’s repetition of the same words at the start of the statements, “In some 

instances, it is fair. In some instances, it is not”, suggests the presence of ‘anaphora’. 

Anaphora usually gives prominence to the idea. Here, the idea which gets the prominence 

is that PA process is both fair and unfair. The rhetorical question in the start also supports 

the anaphora by emphasising that both situations are present as if it is something obvious 

to expect that both situations are present.  

However, as this appraisee is sure that “it can be improved”, one expects it to be improved 

in the instances where it is not fair. Now the question is why the appraisee is sure? We 

know that he has witnessed the PA process as being one of the important parties to it. For 

example, we know that he is the party whose appraisal is conducted while his appraiser is 

the party who conducts it. Therefore, he is entitled to the category of the “appraisee” which 

gives him the authority to be seen as a knowledgeable source about the PA process. In 

other words, his entitlement to the category of the ‘‘appraisee’’ gives him the authority to 

be a credible source of information. So when he says that “I am sure it can be improved”, 

one tends to believe him. 

Moreover, when he says that “I am sure it can be improved”, he seems to be agreeing with 

his appraiser. This is because he has represented the same idea as his appraiser: there is a 

“room for improvement in it”. One can observe that he is using the defensive rhetorical 

strategy (or reification) to protect his account from the potential alternative criticism from 

those he is expecting to object or undermine the part of his account which is about its not 

being fair. For example, he may be expecting other appraisees and appraisers to be calling 

it fair. At the same time, he seems to be defending the accounts of those who find it not fair 

but are hopeful that it can be improved. Therefore, this forms a case where he is not only 

defending his own account, but also he is defending the expected accounts of other 

appraisees and appraisers which are similar to his own.  

In addition, the idea of the presence of “ammo ki pati”, presented by the previous appraisee 

(Extract 2), loses its strength in a sense that the argument of this appraisee suggests that 

“ammo ki pati” is not “very important” after all as one thinks that it may be important in 

some instances but not in all. Accordingly, he seems to have ironized the account of the 

previous appraisee but only partly. In other words, this appraisee has undermined the 

account of not only the previous appraisee but also the other appraisees and appraisers, 

whom he expects to disagree, by mentioning in his account that “In some instances, it is 
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fair”; however, he has not done it utterly as he has also mentioned in his account that “In 

some instances, it is not”.  

 

Extract 4 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 3, Bank A): “It is not my random observation. I have been appraising 

for more than 15 years. It is certainly a very long time. I believe that the soul of a good 

appraisal system is in the idea of letting people progress, especially those who are 

performers. When I am appraising, I follow this idea very religiously.”  

 

This argument is a response of another appraiser regarding a question about the fairness in 

the performance appraisal process practiced in his bank. In a similar fashion as the 

appraiser from extract 1 (Dyad 1, Bank A), under this theme, “The Issue of Fairness in PA 

Process”, this appraiser mentions about his experience of working. However, unlike his 

appraiser colleague, he seems to be more specific in terms of the field of his experience 

and the number of years he has spent in that field as he said, “I have been appraising for 

more than 15 years”.  

 

The appraiser seems to be building his category entitlement as a credible appraiser from 

the very first statement of his argument, “It is not my random observation”. Then his 

second statement of the argument, “I have been appraising for more than 15 years”, 

supports his first statement. This is because when we know these credentials about the 

appraiser, his credibility is increased as these credentials give him the authority to have 

expertise and knowledge which others don’t have. His next statement, “It is certainly a 

very long time”, seems to be adding to his category entitlement as a credible appraiser. 

Therefore, the first three statements of the appraiser’s argument can be seen as his tactic to 

build up his category entitlement as a credible appraiser before coming to the actual point 

of his argument.  This is quite an interesting way to start an argument as by doing this, the 

audience’s trust is already developed on the speaker or writer before they actually come to 

the main point of their argument.  

 

Another interesting aspect regarding the first three statements of the appraiser’s argument 

is that the statements give the impression as if the appraiser is arguing with himself first, in 

his mind, before coming to the main point of his argument and persuading others. For 

example, when he said, “It is not my random observation”, he seems to have proved this 
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statement with the two subsequent statements, “I have been appraising for more than 15 

years”, and “It is certainly a very long time”. These two subsequent statements seem to be 

working as his reifying (or defensive) rhetoric to protect his own first statement. Hence, he 

seems to be persuading himself first, before coming to the main point of his argument and 

persuading others, by arguing with himself. This takes us to what Watson (1994: 60) 

stated, while emphasising on the rhetorical or persuasive features of an argument, 

“justifying what we ‘are about’ to ourselves and others is part of our maintaining our 

personal self-esteem which, in turn, is part of our making sense of our position in the world 

and thus achieving the sense of control which is essential to our sanity”. According to 

Harvey et al. (1990), the accounts which we tell to ourselves and the accounts which we 

tell to others, both manage our self-esteem. In the view of this, the argument of the 

appraiser seems to be building both ethical and logical appeal from the very start.  

 

In addition, the main point of his argument is represented in his statement, “I believe that 

the soul of a good appraisal system is in the idea of letting people progress, especially 

those who are performers”. This statement represents the appraiser’s interest through what 

he believes in. Therefore, his interest seems to be in letting performers progress. The 

appraiser seems to have accepted his interest with the statement, “When I am appraising, I 

follow this idea very religiously.” 

 

However, even though the appraiser seems to have done the “stake confession” (Potter, 

1996: 129), he has been able to manage ‘‘the dilemma of stake’’ (Potter, 1996: 110) quite 

well. This is because he has already built the ethical and logical appeal in his account 

through category entitlement and arguing with himself first as discussed earlier. Therefore, 

one can say that his stake or interest is not easy to be challenged.  Moreover, his statement, 

“the soul of a good appraisal system is in the idea of letting people progress, especially 

those who are performers”, can also be seen as his ironizing rhetoric to undermine the 

potential alternative counter-arguments of those who do not think that it is in their hands to 

let the performers progress. For example, under the previous theme, “The Issue of the 

Quota System in Grading the Appraisees”, an appraiser, in extract 4 (Dyad 4, Bank B), 

said that “The quota system is to be blamed and not the appraisers for providing 

performance evaluation that are not what were expected by the appraisees”.  
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Last but not the least, the argument of this appraiser also seems to have an emotional 

appeal. This is because the appraiser leaves an impression on us as a considerate and fair 

person who lets performers progress. 

 

Extract 5 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 3, Bank A):  “What fairness do you expect in the presence of 

Chaudhary and Arayee brothers? It is very important to salute them if you want any sort 

of progress. I have never saluted them and you can see the result. Where am I standing 

today? All my juniors have been promoted but not me” 

 

This argument is a response of an appraisee, from the same dyad and bank as his appraiser 

(Dyad 3, Bank A), to a question regarding the fairness in the appraisal process. 

 

The appraisee’s argument starts with a rhetorical question, “What fairness do you expect in 

the presence of Chaudhary and Arayee brothers?” However, before going to the 

significance of this rhetorical question in the argument of this appraisee, I would explain 

what does it mean by “Chaudhary and Arayee brothers”? “Chaudhary and Arayee” are two 

of the many castes in the province of Punjab, Pakistan. When someone adds 

brother/brothers while referring to a particular caste, such as Chaudhary brother/brothers or 

Arayee brother/brothers, it commonly means two things:  

 

1. In order to give respect to individual/individuals or group belonging to that caste. 

2. In order to criticise individual/individuals or group belonging to that caste 

indirectly or sarcastically.  

 

Looking at the rhetorical question, it seems that the word “brothers” is used to criticise the 

individuals or group belonging to the two castes, “Chaudhary and Arayee”. For example, 

the rhetorical question gives an impression that it has not been asked by the appraisee for 

the purpose of receiving an answer but to emphasise upon the matter that the fairness 

cannot be expected in the PA process due to the presence of “Chaudhary and Arayee 

brothers” in the process. Therefore, this argument may not have any persuasive appeal for 

the people who proudly call themselves ‘‘Chaudharies and Arayees’’. They may rather 

find the argument of this appraisee offensive and dismiss it completely. 
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The next statement of the appraisee’s argument, “It is very important to salute them if you 

want any sort of progress”, clears that the appraisee used the word “brother” in order to 

criticise the individuals or group belonging to the two castes. In professions where the 

salute is not a mandatory requirement of the job, it is commonly considered as a fawning 

tactic where the saluting person could expect favors (of any sort, big or small) from the 

person whom he/she salutes. Of course this idea does not apply to the jobs where the salute 

is considered as a mendatory requirement of the job, such as military and police. However, 

it is completely at the discretion of the saluted person to give the favors which the saluting 

person expects from him/her.  

 

The appraisee immediately makes his position clear, after stating that “It is very important 

to salute them if you want any sort of progress”, with the use of the statement, “I have 

never saluted them and you can see the result”. In the two subsequent statements, “Where 

am I standing today?”, and “All my juniors have been promoted but not me”, the appraisee 

informs us about the consequence he suffered because of not saluting the “Chaudhary and 

Arayee brothers”. This is the second time the appraisee has used the rhetorical question in 

this argument. However, this rhetorical question seems to be more specific to him, in 

comparison to the first one, as it emphasises upon the consequence he suffered because of 

not saluting the “Chaudhary and Arayee brothers”. Therefore, one feels sympathy for him. 

This adds to the emotional appeal of his account.  

 

It is not clear though that who are these “Chaudhary and Arayee brothers”? For example, 

whether they are appraisers (including his own) or is he referring to HR Division (which 

designed the PA process). However, in the consideration of the argument of the appraiser 

from extract 4 (Dyad 4, Bank B), under the previous theme, “The Issue of the Quota 

System in Grading the Appraisees”, he is probably not referring to his appraiser but the 

people of the HR division who have designed the PA process and assigned the quota 

system. Therefore, he is probably indicating towards the HR division as the appraiser from 

extract 4 (Dyad 4, Bank B) did, under the theme, “The Issue of the Quota System in 

Grading the Appraisees”, by stating that “The quota system is to be blamed and not the 

appraisers for providing performance evaluation that are not what were expected by the 

appraisees”. 

 

In addition, his argument seems to be a complete contrast to the argument of his appraiser 

(Extract 4). This leads one to think that how his appraiser lets performers progress when in 
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the end quota system influence the grades. And if the quota system doesn’t have any role 

in the PA process then how come this appraisee didn’t get promoted like his juniors. This 

may put the argument of his appraiser in doubt. However, in the consideration of how 

strong the argument of his appraiser was, one may think that probably this appraisee is not 

a performer and so he didn’t get promoted.   

 

Moreover, the appraisee’s argument is full of ironizing (or offensive) rhetoric to undermine 

the potential alternative accounts of not only the “Chaudhary and Arayee brothers” who 

would claim to be fair, but also all the people who would claim about the fairness in the 

PA process in his bank. It is a very controversial account. The appraisee has given his 

personal example in order to make his account strong as his use of personal example 

enhances the emotional appeal of his account. However, the other two, logical and ethical 

appeals seem to be quite vulnerable in his argument. His stake or interest seems to be in the 

outcome of his PA process, his promotion matter, which he seems to be managing with the 

ironizing strategy. Finally, the issue in his account is that not all the audience may be able 

to take his argument with neutral mind because of a great deal of controversy in it.  

 

Extract 6 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 3, Bank A): “It is very complicated for me to tell you about the 

fairness. My appraisal is done by my immediate boss and I do the appraisal of those who 

work under me. If I talk as an appraisee, I have experienced occasions where I have felt 

that I should have been appraised better. For example, on one occasion, I had definitely 

performed better than my colleague, Miss X. While on the other, I felt better, in terms of 

performance, than Mr Y and Z. But, unfortunately they were all graded better than me. 

Oh! Please don’t mention their names to anyone. Although I was not happy with the 

appraisal results, I still gave my appraiser the benefit of the doubt because he generally 

seems to be a nice guy to me. I don’t think he can be unfair. You see, I am an appraiser 

too. I understand how things work here. So I don’t want to blame him”.  

 

This argument is a response of another appraisee, from the same dyad and bank as his 

appraiser (Extract 4) and appraisee colleague (Extract 5), to a question regarding the 

fairness in the appraisal process. 
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There is massive detail in the argument of this appraisee. According to Robertson et al. 

(2010), the speaker’s account is considered more solid, real, and objective if it is based on 

more details. However, his argument seems to be contradictory to the argument of his 

fellow appraisee (Extract 5) mainly on the grounds of the use of offensive and defensive 

rhetoric. For example, his fellow appraisee’s argument is full of ironizing (or offensive) 

rhetoric, while his argument is largely based on reifying (or defensive) rhetoric.  The 

appraisee seems to have used defensive rhetoric (or reification) in order to protect the 

account of his appraiser (Extract 4). It seems that he has already anticipated about the 

potential argument of his appraiser and so he built his account in the consideration of it. 

For example, he seems to be supportive of the view that his appraiser lets the performers to 

progress. Similarly, it seems that the appraisee has already anticipated the alternative 

counter-arguments against his appraiser’s position (e.g., of his fellow appraisee colleague) 

so he kept on defending it.   

 

However, the appraisee also shared his concerns regarding his PA, “I have experienced 

occasions where I have felt that I should have been appraised better”. Therefore, in sharing 

his own personal example, he went into a plenty of detail again. For example, while going 

in the flow of providing detail, he even mentioned the names of his fellow colleagues 

whom he though were graded better than him despite of him performing better than them. 

Yet, straight away, he asked me not to mention their names to anyone. Therefore, they are 

mentioned as ‘‘X’’, ‘‘Y’’ and ‘‘Z’’ in his account. He may have thought that I would be 

interviewing them too. One interesting matter to mention here is that even when he thought 

that he has not been graded according to his performance, he didn’t blame his appraiser for 

that and gave him  “the benefit of the doubt because he generally seems to be a nice guy” 

to the appraisee. This indicates that the appraisee may have thought that there could be 

other factors due to which he was not graded according to his performance. This takes us 

back to the case of the appraiser in extract 4 (Dyad 4, Bank B), under the theme, “The 

Issue of the Quota System in Grading the Appraisees”, where the appraiser stated that “The 

quota system is to be blamed and not the appraisers for providing performance evaluation 

that are not what were expected by the appraisees”. Therefore, one may think that this 

appraisee might have considered the issue of the quota system as one such factor. 

 

Moreover, because he shared his personal example while arguing about “The Issue of 

Fairness in the PA process”, it seems to have increased all three appeals of persuasion in 

his argument. For example, the example of his personal experience may lead one to think 
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that the appraisee is intelligent and can be trusted so it increases the ethos. Example of his 

personal experience may also provide the opportunity to the audience to relate to the 

situation of the appraisee and so it increases both the ethos and pathos of his argument. 

While in terms of increasing the logos, example of his personal experience seems to have 

led the appraisee to provide more details or facts. 

 

In addition, there is an important issue to point here in regard to the category entitlement.  

In the beginning, this appraisee’s category entitlement as the ‘‘appraisee’’ seems to be 

affected unconstructively, with his use of the statement, “It is very complicated for me to 

tell you about the fairness”. However, later in his argument we have come to know that he 

has stated that because of being both the appraisee and appraiser on simultaneous basis, 

“My appraisal is done by my immediate boss and I do the appraisal of those who work 

under me”. Therefore, one can easily observe that the apraisee kept on shifting (or 

switching) between the two category entitlements, the ‘‘appraisee’’ and ‘‘appraiser’’. The 

statements, “If I talk as an appraisee” and “I am an appraiser too”, particularly suggest it. 

The interesting aspect is that when the appraisee shifted from his category entitlement of 

the ‘‘appraisee’’ to his category entitlement of the ‘‘appraiser’’, he created a defence (or 

reification) to protect the category entitlement of his appraiser from the potential 

alternative undermining. For example, his last four statements of the argument, “I don’t 

think he can be unfair. You see, I am an appraiser too. I understand how things work here. 

So I don’t want to blame him”, suggest it. Therefore, he used his category entitlement of 

the ‘‘appraiser’’, but not the ‘‘appraisee’’, to support and defend his appraiser’s category 

entitlement and his appraiser’s potential position. In other words, he used his category 

entitlement of the ‘‘appraiser’’ to support and defend what he anticipated as the position of 

his appraiser from the potential alternative undermining by the other appraisees, such as his 

fellow appraisee colleague (Extract 5).  

 

Accordingly, this forms a case where we observe the appraisee protecting the account of 

his appraiser through his one of the two category entitlements; for example, through his 

category entitlement of the ‘‘appraiser’’, which leads one to believe that what he says 

about his appraiser is right. Thus, the credibility of his appraiser is created in his account. It 

seems to be an interesting case as one person uses his argument and switches between the 

two category entitlements for the purpose of protecting the other person’s category 

entitlement and account, rather than just protecting one’s own account and category 

entitlements, from the potential alternative undermining. This leads one to question, why? 
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Or, what’s the stake or interest of the appraisee in doing so? One may say that protecting 

his appraiser’s account and category entitlement means protecting his own position and his 

category entitlement of the ‘‘appraiser’’ too. This may also mean that this appraisee values 

his role as the appraiser more than his role as the appraisee. For example, in his statement, 

“I am an appraiser too”, he hints to confess it. So has he managed ‘‘the dilemma of stake’’ 

(Potter, 1996: 110) well? In the consideration of what has been discussed, one may say that 

he does not seem to manage it well as the appraisee, but he seems to manage it well as the 

appraiser. 

 

Therefore, in view of the analysis of this extract, we may agree with what Potter & 

Wetherell (1987) and Gilbert & Mulkey (1984; 2003) stated that the issues of interest or 

stake are managed with the detail (or vivid description) by the speaker. Therefore, it seems 

to be in the interest of the appraisees and appraisers to provide this amount of detail, as this 

appraisee has provided, in order to promote their respective category entitlements. In this 

case, the detail has promoted this appraisee’s one of the two category entitlements, and that 

is, the category entitlement of the ‘‘appraiser’’- the one which he seems to value more. 

 

Extract 7 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 6, Bank B):  “Appraisal is conducted every year. We have four 

categories to rate the performance of the appraisees. The categories are extraordinary 

performance, very good performance, satisfactory performance, and unsatisfactory 

performance. A person needs to be in the category of extraordinary performance for 

three consecutive years in order to get the promotion. If the person has been rated as an 

extraordinary performer for two consecutive years and falls into the category of very 

good performance in the third year, he is not eligible for the promotion. This makes the 

process very strict. Everyone wants to be in the category of extraordinary performance 

and no one wants to be in the category of unsatisfactory performance. The promotion is 

only given if the person has achieved three years of consecutive extraordinary 

performance. There are rewards for the very good performers too but of course nothing 

is better than promotion. Unfortunately there are no rewards for the satisfactory 

performers. And the worst thing ever is if you are ranked as an unsatisfactory 

performer. You are either given warning or demotion if you are an unsatisfactory 

performer.  The strictness of the process makes it difficult for the dodgers to dodge us. I 

mean they can dodge once but not for three consecutive times. You genuinely are an 
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extraordinary performer and deserve promotion if your performance is ranked as 

extraordinary for three consecutive years.”  

 

This detailed argument is a response of an appraiser (Dyad 6, Bank B) to a question about 

the fairness in the appraisal process. 

 

In the argument, the stake of the appraiser appears to be in proving that the PA process in 

his bank is fair. He is doing it by providing great deal of detail. The main point he is 

highlighting by providing all the detail is that “The strictness of the process makes it 

difficult for the dodgers to dodge” the appraisers. As mentioned in the previous extract 

(Extract 6), according to Potter & Wetherell (1987) and Gilbert & Mulkey (1984; 2003), 

the issues regarding stake or interest are managed with the detail or vivid description by 

the speakers. This is what the appraiser seems to be doing in this argument. The appraiser 

has created the logical and ethical appeals in the argument with the help of the vivid (or 

detailed description). Moreover, he has managed ‘‘the dilemma of stake’’ (Potter, 1996: 

110) well with the details in his argument. Similarly, by managing it, his category 

entitlement is also protected. 

 

Moreover, with the use of the detail in his account, the appraiser has been able to produce 

his defence well. He appears to be using defensive rhetoric to prove the fairness in the PA 

process when he said that “The strictness of the process makes it difficult for the dodgers 

to dodge us. I mean they can dodge once but not for three consecutive times”. He is 

protecting his account from the potential alternative undermining of those who could 

question the fairness of the PA process. As mentioned earlier, the use of defensive rhetoric 

(or reifying) by the appraiser is also supporting his category entitlement. Similarly, the 

vivid description in his argument provides a defence for his interest -which seems to be 

justifying that the PA process of his bank is fair. 

 

The appraiser has used repetition on a number of occasions in his argument as well. For 

example he has repeated his same point regarding promotion in three different ways in 

different parts of his argument. First time, when he said, “A person needs to be in the 

category of extraordinary performance for three consecutive years in order to get the 

promotion”. Second time, when he said, “If the person has been rated as an extraordinary 

performer for two consecutive years and falls into the category of very good performance 

in the third year, he is not eligible for the promotion”. And third time, when he said, “The 
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promotion is only given if the person has achieved three years of consecutive extraordinary 

performance”. The repetition is there to create an emphasis on the point that “The 

strictness of the process makes it difficult for the dodgers to dodge” the appraisers and so it 

protects his interest of justifying that the PA of his bank is fair. Additionally, the repetition 

is also giving an impression as if the appraiser is arguing with himself first before coming 

to the main idea of his argument (e.g., as the appraiser in Extract 4 has done under this 

theme). 

  

However, the important point to consider here is that the appraiser is only making his point 

from one perspective. He is trying to represent the PA process as fair from the perspective 

of “The strictness of the process” for the appraisees but he has not mentioned anything 

about “the strictness of the process” for the appraisers in appraising the performance. One 

may wonder that what if the appraisers are biased or judgemental. Therefore, one would 

also like to know about “the strictness of the process” for the appraisers which, for 

instance, stops them from being biased or judgemental. Similarly, we observe one outcome 

aspect of the PA, in this detailed argument of the appraiser, and that is, promotion. One 

may wonder that he could have used the other outcome aspects of the PA as well, than 

merely promotion, in order to protect his interest of justifying the fairness in the PA 

process.  Accordingly, this suggests “the extended sense of ontological gerrymandering”, 

where the appraiser has argued about one area and avoided the other, in his argument 

(Potter, 1996: 184). Therefore, his stake (or interest) seems to have the likelihood of being 

challenged. 

 

Finally, an interesting fact to mention here is that in the previous theme, “The Issue of 

quota system in Grading the Appraisees”, the appraisee from (Extract 7) pointed out that 

“Everyone wants to be the part of the extraordinary performance category because it is the 

best”, which this appraiser also pointed out in his argument. For example, this appraiser 

used the statement, “Everyone wants to be in the category of extraordinary performance 

and no one wants to be in the category of unsatisfactory performance”. However, if the 

statements of these two appraisee and appraiser are compared, we would know that both 

used them to justify their contradicting interests. The appraisee used the statement in his 

effort to create an argument in order to justify his interest of becoming the part of this 

extraordinary category (or perhaps to indicate the unfairness in the PA process implicitly) 

by providing two options: either the removal of the quota system completely, or the 

increase in the “quota percentage allotted to the extraordinary performance category’’. 
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While this appraiser used the statement to provide detail in order to justify his interest that 

his bank’s PA process is fair. For example, what he appears to mean is that “everyone 

wants to be in the category of extraordinary performance”, but only the genuine people are 

able to be the part of this category because of the strictness of the PA process, that is, one 

has to have “three years of consecutive extraordinary performance”. Hence, the 

antagonistic relationship between the versions of the appraisee and appraiser is spotted. 

 

Extract 8 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 6, Bank B): “Taiz logo ka appraisal hum jasay logo say hamesha acha 

hota hai. Do you think it’s a fair appraisal when the appraisers can be easily fooled?”  

 

This argument is a response of the appraisee from the same dyad and bank as his appraiser 

(Extract 7). The appraisee was asked the similar question as his appraiser regarding the 

fairness in the appraisal process. 

 

The first statement of this appraisee is in Urdu language and its translation is: Cunning or 

crafty people always manage to get a good appraisal than those who are like me.  The word 

“taiz” can be used both positively and negatively. When used in a positive sense, it means 

clever or smart. However, it is commonly used and understood negatively in order to 

indirectly call people as cunning or crafty. The word “Logo” means people which in this 

case are appraisees. Therefore, one may say that the allusion has been used here by the 

appraisee as “taiz” appraisee indirectly means a cunning or crafty appraisee who always 

manages to get a good appraisal despite of not performing well.  

 

The appraisee has also used comparison to differentiate himself from the “taiz” appraisees 

in the first sentence. This comparison by the appraisee to differentiate himself from the 

“taiz” appraisees also indicates that the appraisee has definitely not used the word “taiz” in 

a positive meaning. For example, when one comes to know that the “taiz” appraisees 

always manage to get good appraisal, but not the ones who are like this appraisee, one’s 

sympathies are generated for this appraisee and the ones who are like him. The sympathies 

are generated because one considers this appraisee and the ones who are like him opposite 

of the negative meaning of “taiz”. Therefore, the allusion and comparison has built the 

pathos (or the emotional appeal) in the argument of this appraisee.  
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Moreover, the immediate use of a rhetorical question by the appraisee after his first 

statement leads us to think about the incapability of appraisers to recognise the genuinely 

good performers. So it is clear that this appraisee is not expecting any answer to his 

rhetorical question. With the rhetorical question, he simply wants to stress upon the point 

that when appraisers can be easily fooled by the “taiz” appraisees then it cannot be called a 

fair appraisal. And the appraisee made this point persuasive with the use of illusion, 

comparison and rhetorical question.  

 

The argument of this appraisee not only clashes with the appraiser of his own dyad, but 

also with the appraiser of the previous dyad (Extract 4). I will talk about them one by one: 

 

 Firstly, ones scepticism about the capability of the appraisers to recognise the genuinely 

good performers, which is raised after reading this appraisee’s argument, doesn’t fade 

away even when one considers the detailed logical defence made in the argument of his 

appraiser. Thereby, the logical defence made in the argument of his appraiser (Extract 7) 

could be potentially undermined by this appraisee’s ironizing. This is because of the issue 

of the ontological gerrymandering in his appraiser’s argument (e.g., his appraiser 

represented the PA process as fair from the perspective of “The strictness of the process” 

for the appraisees, but he didn’t mention anything about “the strictness of the process” for 

the appraisers in appraising the performance). Therefore, the capability of the appraisers to 

recognise the genuinely good performers remains doubtful. 

 

Secondly, we have learnt that the appraiser of the previous dyad (Extract 4) lets the people 

to progress, especially the ones who are performers. So in the light of the argument of this 

appraisee, one may become sceptical about the ability of the appraiser of the previous dyad 

(Extract 4) to recognise the genuine performers. This is because the account of that 

appraiser does not give much detail that on what basis he considers someone as a good 

performer.  

 

Therefore, one can say that this appraisee has managed to undermine the arguments of both 

the appraisers with the use of his offensive (or ironizing) rhetoric. This depicts the 

antagonistic relationship between the versions of the two important parties to the PA 

process. However, as the appraiser (Extract 4) has ‘‘been appraising for more than 15 

years” so considering his experience, one would expect him “to possess particular 

knowledge and understanding that others would not have” (Robertson et al., 2010: 05). In 
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other words, if one would consider him in the category of the ‘‘appraiser’’, especially “for 

more than 15 years”, it would certainly entitle him to have the reliable knowledge about 

the PA than others. So his entitlement to the category of the ‘‘appraiser’’ would work as 

his defence to protect his argument from being undermined by others as it has created a 

strong ethical appeal for the appraiser in terms of his credibility.  

 

The case of the previous appraiser (Extract 4) is also quite similar to the first appraiser 

(Extract 1), under this theme, “The Issue of Fairness in PA Process”. For example, in both 

the cases, the “category entitlement” has increased the credibility of both the appraisers in 

a similar fashion. This is due to the mentioning of their “experience” by both of the 

appraisers in their accounts. Accordingly, one can say that they are not merely the 

“witness” and the important party to the PA process, but they are the ‘‘witness’’ and the 

important party to the PA with “experience”. 

 

Extract 9 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 7, Bank B): “I generally treat both men and women on equal grounds. 

[A long pause, almost of 15 seconds] There are some situations which require you to be 

fair not in terms of men versus women but for the women. Do you think our culture and 

society is supportive enough to send women alone to some rural area far from their 

homes for employment purposes? Do you think doing this is fair for our women? The 

female ratio to male is already very low in the banking sector of our country. Majority of 

the females who work in banks are from the cities and they prefer to work in the cities 

only. When they are transferred to the rural branches, they are reluctant to go there. 

Most of them leave their jobs if the transfer is mandatory. We don’t want that to happen. 

We want to encourage our women to work. This is what I call the real fairness.” 

 

This is a detailed argument from a female appraiser (Dyad 7, Bank B). She generated this 

argument as a response to a question, which was asked to her during the interview, 

regarding the fairness of the PA process in her bank. An interesting fact about this 

appraiser is that she is the appraiser of five appraisees, I had interviewed for this study, 

who were all men. Of course she appraised more than five; however, I could only 

interview five.  
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Similar to the argument of the previous appraiser (Extract 7), there is a great deal of detail 

in this appraisee’s argument. This suggests logical and ethical appeal. However, she 

mainly appears to build her account on two aspects. First is, one of the outcomes of the PA 

process, transfer. And second is that her argument only includes her perspective of the 

fairness in the PA for the women.  Similarly, we observed one outcome aspect of the PA, 

in the detailed account of the previous appraiser, which is promotion. Accordingly, as in 

the case of the previous appraiser, her argument may potentially be challenged, on the 

grounds of “sufficiently and relatively” missing or absent aspects (Potter, 1996:183).  

 

Moreover, this appraiser’s account is based on her own belief of what “the real fairness” is 

to her. According to her, the real fairness is treating men and women on equal basis but she 

also believes that “there are some situations which require you to be fair not in terms of 

men versus women but for the women”. She has confessed her belief with the statement, 

“This is what I call the real fairness”. She uses two rhetorical questions to justify her 

account from being challenged: “Do you think our culture and society is supportive enough 

to send women alone to some rural area far from their homes for employment purposes? 

Do you think doing this is fair for our women?” It is clear from these questions that the 

appraiser is not seeking any answer to them. She has made these rhetorical questions to 

stress on the following points:  

 

1. Our (Pakistani) culture and society is not “supportive enough to send women alone 

to some rural area far from their homes for employment purposes”  

2. In case the women are sent “alone to some rural area far from their homes for 

employment purposes”, it is not fair to them because they will end up leaving their 

jobs. 

 

Therefore, the appraiser appears to be empathizing with the women as she is a woman 

herself. This creates emotional and ethical appeals of persuasion in her argument.  These 

two rhetorical questions provide not only the reasoning for her belief but also defence to 

her stance or belief which is, “there are some situations which require you to be fair not in 

terms of men versus women but for the women”. Hence, she has used reifying rhetoric, in 

the form of rhetorical questions, to protect her account from the potential alternative 

accounts of those who do not support such a belief. Moreover, her reification is supported 

by the detail. Her use of the detail itself suggests that she has anticipated the potential 

alternative criticism (or counter-arguments) against her arguments.  
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In addition, the use of plural pronouns, “we” and “our” (when referring to the women) 

suggests “consensus and corroboration” (Potter, 1996: 158). Again, this can be seen as a 

defensive rhetorical strategy of the appraiser to protect her argument from the potential 

alternative undermining as one may assume that there are a number of people who would 

agree to the point of this appraiser. Therefore, it adds to her credibility. Additionally, her 

use of “our” (when referring to the women) indicates ownership, consideration, and care 

for the women and so increases the emotional appeal of her argument. 

 

Extract 10 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 7, Bank B):  “I don’t think it is fair. I am saying this because I am sure 

that I had performed better than one of my colleagues. But when I got my appraisal 

result, I was shocked to see that I have been transferred to one of our rural branches. I 

have been told to join that branch within a month. This is not what I was expecting after 

performing well for the entire year. I feel like as if I have regressed in my career. I have 

talked to my boss and she didn’t give me a good reason. She said it will be difficult for 

my female colleague to work in that rural branch. Don’t you think I am a victim of 

gender partiality?” 

 

This is yet another detailed argument. It is a response of one of the five appraisees 

appraised by the previous appraiser (Extract 9). The appraisee was asked the same 

question, as his appraiser, regarding the fairness in the appraisal process.  

 

He appears to be the victim of what he called, the “gender partiality”. The appraisee 

justified his account with the use of his personal example. Hence, one feels a direct 

connection between the accounts of him and his appraiser in terms of the fact that they 

both used personal examples. Moreover, it seems as if his appraiser justified her actions of 

the recent appraisal in her argument because she knew that I would be interviewing her 

appraisees too, perhaps this appraisee in particular.  

 

Furthermore, there appears a contradiction in the beliefs of both the appraisee and his 

appraiser. What is believed to be fair for his appraiser is what this appraisee seems to 

consider as unfair and so calls himself a victim. The appraisee has used his personal 
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example in the detail to create more effect in his account. Therefore, the account appears to 

have all the three persuasive appeals, logos, ethos, and pathos.  

 

This account can be seen as a good example of the antagonistic relationship between the 

versions of the appraisee and appraiser. Here the appraisee is using the ironizing rhetoric to 

undermine the potential alternative accounts of those who call the appraisal process fair. 

Not only that, he appears to be particularly interested in undermining the potential 

alternative arguments of those who indicate any sort of favor to the “gender partiality” in 

the PA process.   

 

The rhetorical question he has used at the end of his argument also stresses on the issue of 

the “gender partiality”, “Don’t you think I am a victim of gender partiality?” He seems to 

have used the rhetorical question for the purpose of ironizing and emphasising on his 

personal experience. In addition, it is due to sharing his own personal experience that his 

account seems to be protected from the potential alternative counter-arguments. 

Particularly the ones which are based on the idea that the appraisee has mentioned only one 

outcome aspect of the PA, transfer, and has avoided the other outcome aspects. The reason 

that he has experienced the situation himself creates the seriousness in his argument and 

fades the unfavorable effects of his sharing only one aspect and avoiding the other -what 

Potter (1996: 184) referred as “the extended sense of ontological gerrymandering”. 

 

Theme 4-The Issue of Feedback in PA Process 

 

Extract 1 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 2, Bank A): ‘‘The results of appraisal are distributed separately to 

every individual in sealed envelopes. I think it is a very good idea. Everyone’s 

confidentiality is maintained in this way. This also reduces the chance of negative 

competition among appraisees and limits them from using their links to change the 

appraisal decisions later.’’  

 

This argument emerged as a response of one of the two female appraisers (Dyad 2, Bank 

A), who were interviewed for this study, to a question regarding the feedback. 

 



- 242 - 

 

The appraiser seems to justify her statement, “I think it is a very good idea”, with another 

statement, “Everyone’s confidentiality is maintained in this way”. One can say that the 

appraiser has done this because she expected her ideas to be conflicting with the ideas of 

her appraisees.  She is clearly using the defensive (or reifying) rhetoric in her argument as 

she is justifying her argument in an effort to prevent it from the potential alternative 

counter-arguments (or undermining). Those potential alternative counter-arguments could 

be against this way of providing feedback in the “sealed envelopes”, or they could be 

against this way of providing feedback in the “sealed envelopes as the only way used by 

the bank for providing the feedback.  

 

Here, it is important to point out that the appraisee didn’t mention anything about whether 

it is the only way of providing the feedback or there are other ways used as well. However, 

in consideration of this bank being one of the leading banks in Pakistan; it may seem 

strange that this is the only way to give feedback. Therefore, this may suggest the 

“extended sense of ontological gerrymandering” (Potter, 196: 184). This is because one 

may question that has she comprised her argument on one aspect only and avoided the 

other?  On these grounds, one may also wonder that what could be her interest.  For 

example, one may think that perhaps by mentioning this aspect of the feedback she may 

have thought that she would be able to justify her argument in a better way, and so it would 

be more persuasive to the audience. Perhaps, this is the reason she continued justifying her 

statement, “I think it is a very good idea”, with more reasoning, “This also reduces the 

chance of negative competition among appraisees and limits them from using their links to 

change the appraisal decisions later”. Accordingly, one observes a strong logical appeal in 

her account.  

 

However, is her account protected from being challenged by the potential alternative 

counter-arguments? Or, has she been able to manage her interest well? To answer these 

questions, one may say that her account may not be challenged easily based on her 

reasoning which seems to be supporting her defensive rhetoric. However, it may be 

challenged on the issue of providing only one aspect of the feedback. Or her interest in 

providing only aspect and avoiding the other. 
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Extract 2 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 2, Bank A): “What confidentiality? Sealed envelopes are just the 

formality. We all share our feedback with everyone.”  

 

This argument is a response of a female appraisee (Dyad 2, Bank A) to a probing question 

regarding the feedback.  

 

The appraisee posed a rhetorical question at the very start of her argument and it is clear 

from her next statement that she is not looking for an answer to this question. The real 

purpose of this rhetorical question seems to emphasise on the point that there is no 

confidentiality involved when the appraisal results are distributed or feedback is provided. 

Therefore, the rhetorical question can be seen as appraisee’s accusation on her appraiser 

for the false representation of reality. For example, her appraiser (Extract 1) had mentioned 

that “Everyone’s confidentiality is maintained in this way”.   

 

Accordingly, the placement of this rhetorical question at the very start of the argument 

suggests that the appraisee doesn’t believe that there is confidentiality in the feedback.  Her 

subsequent statement, equally supports this belief of her’s, “Sealed envelopes are just the 

formality”.   

  

Therefore, the appraisee seems to be ironizing or employing offensive rhetorical strategy 

with the help of the rhetorical question as she seems to be undermining what she has 

expected her appraiser would have said regarding the issue. This shows the antagonistic 

relationship between the versions of both the appraisee and her appraiser. 

 

With the last statement of the argument, “We all share our feedback with everyone”, this 

appraisee makes her argument more strong in terms of undermining her appraiser’s 

account. At the same time, the last statement also depicts that she is reifying or defending 

her account from the potential alternative undermining. Therefore, she seems to be using 

both ironizing and reifying rhetoric in her argument. In terms of the persuasive appeals, 

this account seems to have reasoning and logic. Of course it requires an argument to have 

reasoning and logic to ironize or reify. 
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Accordingly, the argument leads us to think that what’s the use of the “sealed envelopes” 

when everyone shares feedback with everyone. This creates an ironical situation where on 

one hand envelops are sealed and personalized, while on the other there is a common 

practice of sharing the feedback with everyone. 

 

Extract 3 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 4, Bank B): “It is very hard to run the feedback session with the 

appraisees when my appraisal scoring of them doesn’t match with the results of 

performance appraisal. I personally feel that I should not be in charge of the feedback 

sessions if this is the situation.”  

 

This argument emerged as a response of an appraiser (Dyad 4, Bank B) to a question 

regarding the feedback.  

 

In the consideration of the first statement of the argument, the appraiser seems to give the 

reasoning that why he finds it “very hard to run the feedback session with the appraisees”? 

However, the information seems to be incomplete and forceless as one thinks that why 

appraiser’s scoring of appraisees doesn’t match with the results of the performance 

appraisal? If we go back to the earlier argument of him (Extract 4), under the theme, “The 

Issue of the Quota System in Grading the Appraisees”, “The quota system is to be blamed 

and not the appraisers for providing performance evaluation that are not what were 

expected by the appraisees”, we would know the reason. However, one wonders that it 

would have been better for him to mention it again here for the matter of detail or 

vividness to increase the logical appeal of his account.  

 

This argument can be seen as an example of an understatement. Understatement can be 

used to emphasise upon the extreme nature of events, or for ironic effects (McGuigan, 

2010). Therefore, understatements may work in an argument where the descriptive or 

detailed statements do not work. For example, we normally expect more force attached to 

the descriptive statements while in reality their force is less than what we normally expect 

(McGuigan, 2010). When you use the understatement, you basically signal to the reader 

that the concept itself is so self-explanatory that you don’t have to add superfluous words 

in order to add to its force (McGuigan, 2010). However, in this argument we see a wrong 
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use of the understatement. For this reason, one can easily observe that it has unfavorably 

affected the logical appeal in the argument. 

 

Moreover, the statement, “I personally feel”, suggests that it is appraiser’s individual 

opinion with which others may not agree. However, it seems that he has used it to protect 

his stance, from being challenged, on the grounds that everyone has a right to opinion.  

Another way he has used to protect his argument from being challenged is through his 

reasoning. It has been pointed earlier that how his use of understatement has unfavorably 

affected the logical appeal of his argument; however, the argument does not lack the 

logical appeal completely.  

 

This can be explained better with the focus on his interest or stake. For example, his 

interest seems to be in not being an “in charge of the feedback sessions” which is apparent 

from his statement, “I personally feel that I should not be in charge of the feedback 

sessions if this is the situation”. He seems to be managing this interest with the reasoning, 

“It is very hard to run the feedback session with the appraisees when my appraisal scoring 

of them doesn’t match with the results of performance appraisal”. Hence, there is 

reasoning and logic in his account but it is understated as discussed earlier. However, if the 

previous account of this appraiser (Extract 4), under the theme, “The Issue of the Quota 

System in Grading the Appraisees”, is taken into consideration then the logical appeal of 

his argument can be enhanced, and so his interest can be protected from the potential 

alternative undermining.  

 

Therefore, my role as an analyst is very important here to remind the audience of what has 

been stated previously by this appraiser. If the audience is not reminded and has missed out 

this aspect then it may also affect the ethos of this appraiser’s argument in a sense that the 

audience may be sceptical of the appraiser that why his scoring “doesn’t match with the 

results of” appraisees’ performance appraisal (e.g., the audience may think that he may be 

changing the results of appraisees’ performance appraisal later on because of being 

influenced by the appraisees’ links or connections). 
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Extract 4 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 4, Bank B): “The only feedback which I receive on my performance is 

my grade in a piece of paper and nothing else. Others may be receiving the feedback in a 

different way. You can ask them.” 

 

This argument is a response of a female appraisee (Dyad 4, Bank B), to a similar question 

as her appraiser (Extract 3), regarding the feedback. Her argument seems to contradict the 

argument of her appraiser as she presented a complete different picture of the feedback 

than him. 

 

The statement of appraisee seems to employ the offensive rhetorical strategy or ironizing 

in a sense that it contradicts with the argument of her appraiser. For example, her appraiser 

gave the picture of running the feedback sessions which he seemed not happy with but here 

she is saying that she receives her feedback “in a piece of paper”. Accordingly, one 

wonders that what sort of feedback her appraiser was talking about then? This makes her 

appraiser’s account sceptical. One may feel that this appraisee may have expected her ideas 

to be conflicting with what she would have anticipated as the ideas of her appraiser so in 

an effort to undermine those ideas of her appraiser, she showed this different picture of the 

feedback in her argument.  

 

At the same time she has used reification or defensive rhetoric to protect her account from 

potential alternative undermining as well. For example, her statement, “Others may be 

receiving the feedback in a different way”, suggests it. Hence, she seems not to be rejecting 

the idea that there may be other feedback methods too.  

 

However, one may feel the sense of gender based inequality from her argument. In this 

regard, one may consider the low female ratio to male, working in the bank, as a reason for 

this inequality. For example, that’s why females may possibly be ignored in the bank in 

relation to the feedback matters. Or, maybe there are different procedures of feedback 

followed for males and females in the bank. For example, she said that “others may be 

receiving the feedback in a different way”. Whatever the case may be, there is a 

controversy in her account which is leading us to see the antagonistic relationship between 

the versions (of her and her appraiser). 
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Theme 5-The Issue of Appeal in PA Process 

 

The following four arguments (Extract 1-4) were presented by the four different appraisers 

from dyads 1, 3, 4, and 6 in their responses to a question regarding the appeal process in 

PA. Later, there are two more arguments (Extract 5 and 6), under this theme, “The Issue of 

Appeal in PA Process”, which belong to the appraisees appraised by the appraiser from 

Extract 4. 

 

Extract 1 

 

Appraiser (Dyad1, Bank A): “I don’t think appraisees should be allowed to appeal. 

Everyone is a good performer in their own eyes. Allowing will result into everyone 

appealing.”  

 

It can be easily noticed that the appraiser’s stance in this argument is that appraisees should 

not be allowed to appeal. However, his use of statement, such as “I dont think”, gives an 

impression that different positions can be expected regarding the matter. Especially, 

appraisees can be expected to have a different standpoint if one considers that the appraiser 

is right in saying, “everyone is a good performer in their own eyes”. If this is the case then 

one can expect appraisees to be a competing party to appraisers. Hence, there is a sense of 

antagonism in the argument. Accordingly, one views appraiser to be employing a defensive 

rhetorical strategy in order to protect his stance against the potential alternative criticism, 

from the side of appraisees, in the succeeding sentences of his argument.    

 

In addition, this argument of the appraiser is creating an imagery of an appeal procedure 

which is merely limited to the papers but not implemented on the practical grounds. 

However, the last sentence of this argument, “allowing will result into everyone 

appealing”, gives the impression that perhaps some are given special privileges regarding 

the matter of appeal. 
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Extract 2 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 3, Bank A): ‘‘Appraisees misuse appeal process by using their 

influential connections to intervene in their appraisal decision. I don’t want to give them 

such a chance by allowing them to appeal.’’ 

 

Here, the appraiser does not seem to be in the favor of the appeal procedure. He is using 

offensive or ironizing rhetoric to undermine the potential alternative criticism which he 

expects to experience on his account for depriving appraisees from the right to appeal. The 

first statement of his argument, “Appraisees misuse appeal process by using their 

influential connections to intervene in their appraisal decision”, indicates ironizing. Now 

the question is whom the appraiser is expecting to generate the potential alternative 

criticism? As this argument indicates that appraisees are deprived of the right to appeal, 

one can easily assume them to be on the other side of the pole. Therefore, one observes 

strong antagonistic characteristics in the argument of this appraiser.  

 

Additionally, the appraiser has provided the cause first (“Appraisees misuse appeal process 

by using their influential connections to intervene in their appraisal decision”), and then the 

effect of it on his actions (“I don’t want to give them such a chance by allowing them to 

appeal”), in his argument.  By doing so, he seems to have used the defensive rhetorical 

strategy in his argument (or reified his argument) as well. Surely, it has generated a 

positive impact upon the logical appeal of his argument.  

 

Further, rhetoric works both ways, offensively to “ironize”, and defensively to “reify” 

positions (Byford, 2009). Reifying meaning is to change something abstract into material 

thing (Potter, 1996). Reifying accounts produce something as an object, be it an event, a 

thought or a set of circumstances (Potter, 1996). It is a strategy to put something beyond 

question in order to build its facticity (Byford, 2009). It is one of the ways by which 

ontological gerrymandering is achieved; for example, “one aspect of making any 

description is that it will pick out a particular range of phenomena as relevant and ignore 

other potential ones” (Potter, 1996: 184). “This is the extended sense of ontological 

gerrymandering; one realm of entities is constituted in the description while another is 

avoided” (Potter, 1996: 184).  
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On these grounds, one witnesses “the extended sense of ontological gerrymandering” in 

the appraiser’s argument as he appears to pick one fact, ‘‘Appraisees misuse appeal 

process by using their influential connections to intervene in their appraisal decision”, and 

seems to ignore the other potential ones, particularly those facts which could have been in 

the favor of the appraisees regarding the matter (Potter, 1996: 184). 

 

Extract 3 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 4, Bank B): “I will not mind appeal against me if it is based on genuine 

grounds but I believe that a genuine appeal is a rare case. I will do anything if you can 

find anyone here with a genuine reason to appeal” 

 

In this argument the appraiser has firstly tried to build his credibility by stating, “I will not 

mind appeal against me if it is based on genuine grounds”. After that, with the self-

entitlement, “I believe”, he seems to be defensive to protect his account from the potential 

alternative counter-arguments and one immediately sees him as an opposition to the 

appraisees as he advances, “a genuine appeal is a rare case”.  Further, with the use of the 

statement, “I will do anything”, he seems to be much more confident about what he is 

saying as compared to his previous sentence in the argument where he used the words, “I 

believe”. This can be seen as a case where the speaker can be seen as gradually increasing 

his ethos as he proceeds with his argument. 

 

Extract 4 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 6, Bank B): “There is an appeal procedure in our bank but still you 

will find many appraisees saying that they are not aware about it. It’s hard to believe 

that people can be ignorant about the things which are for their own benefits. Isn’t it?” 

 

In this argument, the statement, “there is an appeal procedure in our bank but still you will 

find many appraisees saying that they are not aware about it”, gives the idea of conflicting 

versions from both the parties, appraisees and appraisers, regarding the presence of appeal 

procedure in their bank. Thus, suggesting the antagonistic nature of their relationship and 

versions. 

 

The appraiser has employed offensive rhetoric to undermine the notion that appraisees are 
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not aware about the presence of an appeal procedure in the bank by stating, “It’s hard to 

believe that people can be ignorant about the things which are for their own benefits”. 

Here, clearly the appraiser is at denial.  According to Byford (2009), the denial not only 

involves defensive rhetoric, but also offensive rhetoric. The statement then immediately 

follows a rhetorical question. However, as the answer of the question is quite obvious, it 

can be said that the appraiser does not require or expect an answer to it. This means that he 

has positioned the question in order to put the accent on his account.   

 

Extract 5 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 6, Bank B): “There must be an appeal procedure but only in the 

documents. It’s a pity that the things which are for our benefits are only limited to 

documents with no practical implementation.” 

 

This argument is a response from one of the appraisees, appraised by the appraiser from 

Extract 4, under this theme, “The Issue of Appeal in PA Process”. He was asked the 

similar question, regarding the appeal process, which was posed to the above four 

appraisers. 

 

The appraisee seems to be using offensive rhetorical strategy in his argument. For 

example, he seems to be undermining the potential alternaive counter-arguments, which he 

expects from the side of his appraiser, with the statement, “It’s a pity that the things which 

are for our benefits are only limited to documents with no practical implementation”. This 

suggests the existence of antagonistic relationship between the version of appraisees and 

appraisers. In addition, with the use of words, “It’s a pity”, the appraisee has succeeded in 

generation the emotional appeal for his argument, and so made his argument persuasive on 

the emotional grounds.  

 

Extract 6 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 6, Bank B): “Appeal procedure? I have no idea. The management must 

know.” 

 

Another appraisee (Dyad 6, Bank B) responded differently, than his fellow appraisee 

colleague, to the similar question regarding the appeal process in PA.  
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Unlike his fellow appraisee (Extract 5), this appraisee seems to be unaware of the appeal 

process, and so proves his appraiser’s (Extract 4) point wrong that “It’s hard to believe that 

people can be ignorant about the things which are for their own benefits”. 

 

Here, the statement of appraisee, “the management must know”, suggests his use of 

category entitlement. For instance, as particular sort of things are entitled to be known by 

particular category of people so management seems to be that particular category of people 

for this appraisee here. However, by doing so, his own category entitlement as an appraisee 

becomes vulnerable and can be challenged. This is because one expects the appraisee to 

have the knowledge about the matters related to PA as being one of the important parties to 

it. 

 

Theme 6-The Issue of what Appraisees and Appraisers Feel about Each Other 

Relating to the PA Process 

 

The following six arguments (Extract 1-6) were presented by six different appraisers from 

dyads 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 in their response to a number of probing questions which were 

asked to them when they were answering about their relationship with each other. Later, 

there is one more arguments from an appraisee (Dyad 6, Bank B), under this theme, who is 

appraised by the appraiser from dyad 6. 

 

Extract 1 

 

Appraiser: (Dyad 1, Bank A): “If they can perform the work as they please then I can 

also appraise them as I please.”  

 

In this argument, the appraiser is trying to justify his likely actions by blaming the 

appraisees. Therefore, one witnesses his direct rivalry with the appraisees. This suggests 

the antagonistic relationship between the two parties and their arguments. The appraiser 

seems to guard his account from any potential alternative criticism by the side of other 

party with the use of the strategy of blaming them. By doing so, he seems to make his 

opponent party’s potential alternative criticism look weaker in the light of his criticism for 

the opponent party as he says, “if they can perform the work as they please then I can also 

appraise them as I please”. Moreover, the first half of his statement seems to be his 
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justification to appraise the appraisees as he pleases.  Therefore, the whole statement not 

only appears to be protecting his account from the potential alternative undermining of the 

appraisees, but also it appears to be undermining the appraisees’ potential alternative 

criticism to safeguard his account. One can refer to such discourse as reifying (which is 

protecting one’s own account from the potential alternative undermining versions) and 

ironizing (which is undermining the potential alternative versions to protect one’s own 

account) (Potter, 1996). 

 

The standard meaning of irony is to use words in the opposite way to their literal meaning 

(Potter, 1996). Potter (1996) treated ironizing discourse as talk or writing which 

undermines the literal descriptiveness of versions. It stands as opposite to reify which is 

motivated, distorted or erroneous in some way as it turns the material things back into talk 

(Potter, 1996). Moreover, one may observe that the appraiser has made good use of the 

antimetabole as it is used in the argument to invert the order of repeated words (Kallendorf 

& Kallendorf, 1985) for the purpose of both reifying and ironizing. 

 

In addition, Billig et al., (1988) explored the relationship between words and actions and 

claimed that words are actions. Therefore, when the appraiser says, “I can also appraise 

them as I please”, one gets the idea that he is not just saying it but he actually practices 

what he is saying. This idea of taking words as action is not unique. It has also been 

reflected in the works of Marshall (1994), van Dijk (1997) and Drew & Sorjonen (1997). 

 

Extract 2 

 

Appraiser: (Dyad 2, Bank A): “Conducting performance appraisal is our responsibility 

but not the outcomes of it. If appraisees do not get their desired outcomes, for example, 

the financial rewards, then it is not our headache. Our task is to appraise their 

performance only.” 

 

There is a suggestion of the antagonistic relationship between the appraisees and appraisers 

and their aguments in this account. The statement, “it is not our headache”, makes it 

apparent as one deduces that there must be criticism from the side of appraisees who 

consider appraisers as responsible for not presenting them with their desired outcomes. 

Therefore, here the appraiser seems to be using defensive rhetoric. The appraiser justified 

his statement, “if appraisees do not get their desired outcomes”, with another statement, 
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“conducting performance appraisal is our responsibility but not the outcomes of it”. 

Accordingly, the first sentence of the appraiser’s argument seems to be his position for any 

possible alternative counter positions.  

 

The interesting part about this argument is that the appraiser seems to justify the issue even 

before presenting it. In a normal order, the issue comes first and then the justification. 

However, in this case the issue is in the second sentence while its justification is already 

there in the first sentence of the argument.  One may see the use of this tactic by the 

appraiser as to build the pathos and ethos in his argument. In addition, the repeated use of 

word, such as “our”, gives the argument a sensation that as if it is representing all the 

appraisers. So, one sees the ethos building up here too. There is also an evidence of 

example in the argument. However, the use of example does not seem to prove anything. It 

provides what is one of the possibilities (Hamilton, 2003). This leads one to have a broader 

vision, and so one may think about multiple other possibilities too. 

 

Extract 3 

 

Appraiser: (Dyad 3, Bank A): “A number of appraisers out here are simply 

management kay chamchay. The higher the appraisers are in their ranks, the higher the 

possibility is of them becoming one. Unfortunately I am not honoured with this title. Oh 

well, who wants to be?” 

 

‘‘Management kay chamchay’’ is a slang term. Its word to word meaning in English is 

management’s spoons. It is generally perceived as a negative term and used for those staff 

members in organisations who follow the management blindly for their personal gains. So 

those who are labeled with it never approve of themselves as being the one.  

 

Therefore, one immediately identifies the presence of metaphor in the opening sentence of 

the appraiser’s argument when he referred “a number of appraisers” as ‘‘management kay 

chamchay’’. In addition, knowing the background of the term, ‘‘management kay 

chamchay’’, one can easily understand the irony of the appraiser when he said that 

unfortunately he is not honoured with this title. We know that the appraiser actually means 

to say that fortunately he is not honoured with this title. The appraiser uses the rhetorical 

question at the end of his argument so that his irony becomes apparent. The rhetorical 

question also draws our attention towards appraiser’s sarcasm. Accordingly, both irony and 
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rhetorical question indicate ethos in the appraiser’s argument. In addition, the words, “who 

wants to be” seem to suggest two layers of irony as it denotes both the criticism on others 

who are “management kay chamchay” and the regret of those who are not (including him) 

for not being the one. 

 

Moreover, we observe the mark of anaphora in the second sentence of appraiser’s talk. 

Anaphora is one of the figures of speech which is defined as ‘‘repetition of the same word 

at the beginning of successive clauses’’ (Kallendorf & Kallendorf, 1985). The use of 

anaphora in the second sentence of the appraiser’s argument suggests style, rhythm and 

emphasis. It seems very noticeable; therefore, leads one to think that perhaps the appraiser 

has deliberately cultivated it in his argument in order to support the logos in it. In addition, 

appraiser’s use of this offensive slang, “Management kay chamchay”, in his argument, 

indicates that there is a presence of antagonism among appraisers and their arguments too.  

 

Extract 4 

 

Appraiser: (Dyad 4, Bank B): ‘‘I know many of my fellow appraisers will not agree 

with me but I think it is the requirement of time that we open ourselves to the best 

practices of the world by adapting them to our conditions. Our performance appraisal is 

one such example of doing so and I think it is working very well.’’   

 

Potter (1996) argued that rhetoric is a feature of the antagonistic relationship between 

versions: how a description counters an alternative description, and how it is organised, in 

turn, to resist being countered. In this argument, the antagonistic relationship of the 

appraiser with his fellow appraisers is quite apparent as his statement, “I know many of my 

fellow appraisers will not agree with me” indicates that his fellow appraisers have 

competing opinions. However, we are not aware about those competing opinions but this 

appraiser does, and so his argument seems to be based on both the actual and potential 

alternative arguments of the appraisers.  

 

Moreover, with the use of the statement, such as “I think”, twice in his argument, the 

appraiser seems to be using a defensive strategy. One can easily observe that he has done it 

to protect his argument from the challenge of his fellow appraisers whom he thinks have 

different opinions than him about the matter. Further, the initiation of the issue by the 

appraiser that his fellow appraisers will not agree with him, followed by the statement 
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which indicates uncertainty, such as “I think”, seems to have weakened the ethos of his 

argument.  

 

As previously observed, the importance of ethos cannot be ignored for the generation of 

logos. Ethos asks the audience to confer some measure of authority to the speaker on the 

basis of one’s perceived competence, virtue, and goodwill- phronesis, arete, and eunoia (in 

the classical Greek terminology) (McCroskey & Teven, 1999; Noel, 1999). Accordingly, 

Bonet & Sauquet (2010) pointed out that Aristotle insisted on the importance of ethos first 

and then introduced the idea of logos. However, in the case of this argument, weak ethos is 

also affecting the logos unconstructively.   

 

There is also a suggestion of contradiction in the appraiser’s own argument when he says, 

“I think it is working very well”. One certainly thinks that how can a performance 

appraisal, based on the adaptation of the best practices of the world, work well when many 

of the appraisers, one of the most important parties of the performance appraisal system, do 

not endorse such an idea? For example, he said “many of my fellow appraisers will not 

agree with me”. Therefore, this further adversely affects the ethos of the appraiser’s 

argument. 

 

Extract 5 

 

Appraiser: (Dyad 5, Bank B): “Oh they are really arrogant horses when it comes to the 

acceptance of performance appraisal results.” 

 

Although there are literally hundreds of figures of rhetoric, ranging from anadiplosis to 

zeugma, some are so rare that you are unlikely to run into them, while others, such as 

hyperbole and metaphor, are so common that it is rare to see a newspaper article or hear a 

speech in which they are not frequently used (McGuigan, 2010). 

 

In this small piece of argument, metaphor is quite evident. The significance of metaphor as 

rhetorical devices is well known within rhetorical research (Gross, 1990). A metaphor 

connects one subject to another that may not be obviously related and by doing so it makes 

the argument ‘‘stylistically pleasing and concise” (McGuigan, 2010). In this case, the 

appraiser connects the appraisees to the arrogant horses. Therefore, the metaphor has 
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conveyed the impression of appraiser regarding appraisees in a stylistically attractive 

manner with the use of a few words. 

 

Extract 6 

 

Appraiser: (Dyad 6, Bank B): “We only want the good performers to be promoted.  Do 

you think it is wrong? I think three years give us adequate time to ensure it. If people 

think that three years are a lot of time then they are not rational.’’  

 

In this argument, the appraiser makes use of the rhetorical question. According to 

Kallendrof & Kallendrof (1985) rhetorical question implies strong affirmation or denial. It 

is the device which is perhaps most commonly associated with the concept of rhetoric 

(Watson, 1995a). In the view of the rhetorical question posed by the appraiser, it is clear 

that the question intends no answer as the answer seems to be very obvious.  

 

Additionally, the appraiser seems to reflect his strong affirmation to the point he has made 

just before the question, “we only want the good performers to be promoted”.  This seems 

to prompt logos in the appraiser’s argument. Further, one can say that asking such 

questions keep the audience involved in the listening as they boost the interest and 

emotions of the audiance. This increases the pathos of the argument. Therefore, in this 

argument, one observes a case where one of the figures of speech, rhetorical question, 

positively affects the pathos. For example, Quintilian, (1976), as cited in Kallendorf & 

Kallendorf (1985), stated that there is no more effective method of exciting the emotions 

than an apt use of figures of speech. 

 

Moreover, with the use of words, such as ‘we’ and ‘us’, it seems as if the appraiser is 

talking as a representative of a group which thinks in the same way as him. Thus, it 

triggers ethos in his argument. On the other hand, the use of words, “I think”, makes the 

appraiser look as if he lacks surety. However, this doesn’t seem to affect the ethos of the 

argument much due to the already created ethos, pathos and logos by the appraiser. 

 

There is also an evidence of antagonistic feature in this argument which can be easily 

observed in the statement; “if people think that three years are a lot of time then they are 

not being rational.” The statement makes one think that the appraisers and appraisees have 

contradictory views about the matter. In addition, defensive rhetorical strategy is evident in 
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the appraiser’s argument to justify his stance, “I think three years give us adequate time to 

ensure it”, against any probable opposing stance.    

 

Extract 7 

 

Appraisee: (Dyad 6, Bank B): ‘‘Oh! The process is perfect! Our Appraisers conduct it 

perfectly. They are experts. Experts without any training, I would say.’’ 

 

This argument is a response of one of the appraisees, regarding a probing question, while 

he was answering about the relationship of appraisees and appraisers with each other. This 

appraisee was appraised by the appraiser from Extract 6, under this theme, “The Issue of 

what Appraisees and Appraisers Feel about Each Other Relating to the PA Process”.  

 

The argument of the appraisee seems to contradict with the different bits of the arguments 

of all the six appraisers in one way or the other. This is because there is a suggestion of 

irony in it. For instance, when the appraisee stated that the appraisers are “experts without 

any training” after giving all the praise statements about them earlier, it seemed to be quite 

ironic. It is hard to believe that somebody can be an expert without training. Therefore, all 

the praise statements seem to be contributing towards building the irony. 

 

In addition, looking at this argument without considering the last statement, it gives the 

idea of “vague formulations” as it seems to be nothing but the personal opinion of the 

appraisee without the support of the facts (Potter, 1996: 168). However, the last sentence 

of the argument revealed the irony in it. Thus, the presence of this irony leads one to 

question the different claims of the six appraisers under this theme. In addition, the 

statements, “They are experts. Experts without any training, I would say’’, may also be 

seen as ironizing or offensive rhetoric to undermine the potential alternative versions of the 

appraisers. Thus, indicating the antagonistic relationship between the versions of 

appraisees and appraisers. Accordingly, it appears that the irony in the argument of this 

appraisee has supported the purpose of ironizing as well. 
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Theme 7-The Issue of Appraisees and Appraisers future plans in the Presence of 

Current PA Process 

 

Extract 1 

 

Appraiser (Dyad 7, Bank B): ‘‘Where will I go? I love this bank. Of course I will be 

staying in this bank. [She laughs].  I am just 6 months away from my retirement. [She 

laughs again]. Well, to be honest, there is no one better than my ex-employer but when 

you gain some things you lose the others. [Lamenting tone]. This is the nature. What 

can we do?” 

 

This extract is from one of the two female appraisers (Dyad 7, Bank B) who are considered 

for this analysis. She came up with these statements while responding to a question that 

whether or not she sees herself working for this bank in the future? 

 

One immediately observes a strong sense of sarcasm in her argument.  For example, the 

start of her argument suggests two possible points. First, it suggests that “of course” she 

“will be staying in the bank” because being so close to her retirement she doesn’t seem to 

have any other option (in terms of any other equivalent or better opportunity to work 

elsewhere). Second, it suggests that she is herself not interested in any other opportunity as 

it is just a matter of 6 more months for her to bear with this bank. However, the first point 

seems to be quite valid than the second. This is because her argument started with a 

rhetorical question which points towards her doubts of getting any other equivalent or 

better opportunity elsewhere. While looking at the question, it is clear that the appraiser is 

not expecting an answer here. The rhetorical question is just posed by her to stress upon 

her sarcasm. 

 

After digging into the interview transcripts’ records of this appraiser, it was evident that 

this appraiser has a service of only two year in this bank. Before, she was working for 

another bank which she kept on praising from time and again during the whole course of 

the interview. For example, she has used this statement, “there is no one better than my ex-

employer”, a number of times earlier in the interview as well. The reason which made her 

to join this bank two years back was the promotion opportunity offered to her by this bank. 

It is very common among the employees in the banking sector in Pakistan to switch banks 
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for better opportunities. The whole situation of her leads one to question that how can she 

love this bank when she has been repeatedly praising her former bank despite of working 

in a better position in this bank? This suggests irony.  

 

Moreover, starting the statement with a rhetorical question and then laughing twice during 

the course of proceeding with the statements shows that the appraiser is using sarcasm to 

cover up her contempt or hate over the situation that she finds herself in. This is also 

indicated by her statement, “When you gain some things you lose the others”, which she 

stated in a lamenting tone. Therefore, when the appraiser said that she loves the bank, she 

appears to be ironic in her statement. And the continuous presence of sarcasm in her 

statements supports her irony, especially when she discloses that her retirement is just six 

months away. Also, her lamenting tone while stating, “When you gain some things you 

lose the others”, suggests the irony in her statement, “I love this bank”, because she seems 

to regret upon the decision, to be the part of this bank, which she took two years back.  

Further, one may find the irony in appraiser’s reason to stay in the bank in future. Being 

only six months away from her retirement means that the appraiser will no longer be able 

to work in the bank in the long run. So the statement, “Of course I will be staying in this 

bank”, seems ironic as well.  

 

The appraiser ends her argument with a rhetorical question again, “What can we do?”  

When one considers the statement prior to this rhetorical question, “This is the nature”, it 

becomes clear that it is not a sort of question where the appraiser is expecting the answer. 

The appraiser just insinuated her lack of control over the nature by this question and by 

doing so, she is able to put the emphasis on her sarcasm and irony.  

 

The difference between sarcasm and irony may sometimes be understated (Butler, 2015). 

This is the reason some scholars view sarcasm as merely a sub-category of irony because 

the interpretation of sarcastic utterances commonly involves reversal of meaning or 

valuation typical of irony (Butler, 2015). Similarly, according to Kaufer (1983), the 

widespread confusion of irony with sarcasm is the result of the frequency with which 

sarcasm is encoded ironically. Therefore, Kaufer (1983) debated against this tendency to 

subsume sarcasm under irony (Butler, 2015). 

 

According to Kaufer (1983), the principal function associated with irony is creating a 

sarcastic effect which is not a true species of irony. Kaufer (1983) further maintained that 
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Sarcasm designates a general tone of utterance while irony indicates the opposite of what is 

stated. When these two are wed together, irony enhances a sarcastic effect by increasing its 

bite but sarcasm is no more dependent on irony than irony on it (Kaufer, 1983). In addition 

to enhancing a sarcastic tone, irony usually functions rhetorically by allowing a speaker to 

achieve emphasis through negation (Kaufer, 1983). Particularly, it permits a speaker to 

emphasise on a particular proposition by pretending to contradict it (Kaufer, 1983). 

 

In the statements of the appraiser, one can easily experience the rhetorical function of irony 

as the appraiser achieves the emphasis on her position in the argument through applying 

negation twice in her statements. The use of sarcasm by the appraiser has also supported 

her in emphasising the negation throughout her argument. Therefore, these statements of 

the appraiser form a case where irony has been used rhetorically by the appraiser through 

negation which is aided by sarcasm. 

 

The sarcasm and irony in the argument of the appraiser suggest that it is not the PA process 

which this appraiser considers as important in his decision to stay with this bank in the 

future, but it is actually the situation, in which the appraiser is trapped in, which is the 

deciding factor for her in this regard. It seems that this appraiser completely ignored the 

PA process in her argument as if it doesn’t matter for her at this stage of her career when 

she is so close to her retirement. This raises the question that does it matter to others in the 

bank? 

 

Extract 2 

 

Appraisee (Dyad 7, Bank B): “I don’t know if I can stay here for another minute and 

you are talking about my future plans. You know we will be receiving our appraisals’ 

feedbacks soon but even that is not tempting enough to make me stay. ” 

 

When a similar question was posed to the appraisee (Dyad 7, Bank B) as his appraiser 

(Extract 1), a different response was generated as compared to his appraiser. We can see a 

prominent contrast in the situation of this appraisee and his appraiser.  Unlike his appraiser, 

this appraisee is at a very early stage of his career with more than 3 decades in hand to his 

retirement. He has been working in this bank for around 3 years. This means that from the 

view of the length of employment in this bank, he is a year senior than his appraiser.  
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We can immediately sense the presence of irony in the response of this appraisee as the 

appraisee stayed there and answered the rest of my questions for another hour. Moreover, 

we see two different cases under this theme, “The issue of appraisees and appraisers future 

plans in the presence of current PA process”. One has a reason to stay, while the other does 

not. Perhaps the interview provided the appraisee the reason to stay longer (e.g., in 

consideration of the high employee turnover rate in the banking sector in Pakistan) as the 

retirement provided his appraiser the reason to stay for another 6 months.   
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Chapter 7− Conclusion and Discussion 

 

In this study, the rhetorical analysis of the interviews’ talk of appraisees and appraisers has 

been performed, regarding the different aspects of performance appraisal (PA) process 

practiced in their banks, which is drawn on an inspiration from both the classical and 

contemporary rhetorical traditions. The main objective of the study has been to understand 

that how appraisees and appraisers construct the reality of a potentially controversial 

practice, PA, with the use of the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in 

their talk. It is achieved by focusing on three interconnected yet important matters: 

 

 First, by focusing on answering the three main research questions (which basically 

directed us to the two important canons of classical rhetoric, ‘invento’- where the 

technical arguments employed by the appraisees and appraisers are considered, and 

‘elocutio’- where the stylistic aspects of the arguments employed by the appraisees and 

appraisers are considered) as they provide the point of intersection between the 

classical and contemporary rhetorical traditions in the study.  

 

 Second, by focusing on the work of Aristotle (1991), Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) and 

Potter (1996), which assisted in establishing the rhetorical (or the analytical) 

framework for the current study. For example, firstly, in terms of Aristotle’s (1991) 

canon of classical rhetoric, ‘inventio’ (or the argument itself), which leads to 

persuasion though the application of the three available means of persuasion, logos, 

ethos and pathos, by the speakers. Therefore, they are sought in the talk of appraisees 

and appraisers, as the persuasive dimensions (or devices) of rhetoric, in relation to how 

they are used by them in order to make their arguments persuasive. Similarly, 

‘elocutio’ (or the stylistic aspects) are focused within the talk of appraises and 

appraisers, particularly the dominant figures of speech (or tropes) are hunted in order to 

understand that how they added to the persuasive of their arguments. Secondly, in 

terms of the work of Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) and Potter (1996), which makes us 

appreciate that both the rhetoric and arguments are spread across in all parts of our 

social lives and social interactions. In this regard, the particular focus has been given to 

the notions of ‘argumentative context’ and ‘justification process’, which helped in 

determining the antagonistic relationship between the different versions of the 

arguments of the appraisees and appraisers. For example, this has been achieved by 
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searching the argumentative dimensions (or devices) in the talk of appraisees and 

appraisers, such as arguments and counter-arguments / offensive and defensive rhetoric 

/ ironizing and reifying, ethnomethodological understanding of reflexivity, managing 

the dilemma of stake (stake invocation, stake inoculation, stake confession, category 

entitlement, out-there-ness (empiricist discourse, consensus and corroboration and 

vivid detail) and ontological gerrymandering. In doing so, clearly, the focus remained 

on ‘inventio’.   

 

 Third, by focusing on the discursive social psychology’s (DSP’s) perspective of 

rhetoric, which is advocated by both Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) and Potter (1996), with 

the emphasis on constructionism as the main theme of the discipline of DSP. 

Therefore, rhetoric is regarded as constructionist (both constructed and constructive).  

In other words, not only arguments are constructed, with the use of different words, 

languages, rhetorical devices and so forth, for attaining persuasion but also they are the 

constructive process of persuasion itself (e.g., arguments construct different versions of 

reality resulting into attaining persuasion). The very idea of arguments being 

constructive indicates that the reality of one appraisee or appraiser may not be the 

reality of another appraisee or appraiser, and so one may expect the antagonistic 

relationship between their different versions of reality. For example, prosecutor and 

defence lawyers may have same evidence but their arguments may construct different 

versions of reality (Potter, 1996).  Accordingly, the idea of the constructionist nature of 

rhetoric leads us to search for the rhetorical devices which are used in the arguments. 

Similarly, the focus of the current research has been on how the appraisees and 

appraisers construct the reality of their PA persuasively with the use of the 

argumentative and persuasive dimensions (or devices) of rhetoric in their talk (where 

the constructionist nature of rhetoric is validated through the evidence of the presence 

of those dimensions in their talk). Thus, the focus of the study has mainly been ‘how’, 

rather than ‘what’, the appraisees and appraisers constructed the reality of their PA 

with the use of the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their talk. 

Similarly, in the light of the constructionist view of rhetoric, the study demonstrates 

that how the reality of their PA is constructed by the appraisees and appraisers with the 

use of the argumentative and persuasive dimensions (or devices) of rhetoric in their 

arguments, which, in turn, also implies that the reality of their PA is constructed by the 

appraisees and appraisers because they used the argumentative and persuasive 

dimensions (or devices) of rhetoric in their arguments.  
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Hence, it didn’t matter whether their talk was constructed in the naturally occurring 

environment of the feedback interviews of their PA, or it was constructed in a setting of 

semi-structured interviews regarding their PA, as long as the main concern of the study is 

‘how’, one anticipates them to be constructing their arguments in the similar fashion in 

both of the situations. This is because arguments are based on our cognitive and thinking 

process which determines our opinions, behaviours, and actions. Therefore, arguing 

involves thinking and thinking is what determines the reality. These are the notions which 

provide the base to the idea of ‘argumentative context’.  Accordingly, in following the 

notions of the ‘argumentative context’ and the ‘justification process’, which determined the 

antagonistic relationship between the different versions of the arguments of the appraisees 

and appraisers (e.g., their arguments were analysed with the consideration of the notions 

that they may either be countering the potential alternative arguments, or defending 

themselves from the potential alternative criticism), the appraisees and appraisers are 

considered the audience of each other’s rhetoric in the study. 

 

Moreover, the dyadic relationship between the appraisees and their respective appraisers is 

maintained throughout the data collection process, and the findings and analysis, in the 

current study, which proved them to be the audience of each other’s rhetoric. For example, 

their arguments were analysed in terms of each other’s arguments which demonstrated the 

antagonistic relationship between their versions. Similarly, not only there was a sense of 

the antagonistic relationship between the accounts of the appraisers from the different 

dyads but also there was a sense of the antagonistic relationship between the appraisees' 

accounts from the same and different dyads. 

 

Now I will specifically focus on how the three research questions are answered. But before 

that I will revisit them again. They are: 

 

1. What are the antagonistic characteristics of the arguments in the talk of appraisees 

and appraisers regarding the performance appraisal (PA) practiced in their banks? 

 

2. How do appraisees and appraisers employ persuasive appeals to construct the 

arguments in their talk regarding the PA practiced in their banks? 
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3. What are the dominant stylistic aspects (figure of speech, particularly tropes) of the 

arguments in the talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding the PA practiced in 

their banks? 

 

In order to find the antagonistic characteristics of the arguments in the talk of appraisees 

and appraisers regarding the PA practiced in their banks, I have examined that how they 

have constructed the reality of their PA with the use of the argumentative dimensions (or 

devices) of rhetoric in their talk. Accordingly, the rhetorical framework based on the work 

of Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) and Potter (1996) has assisted in terms of deciding the codes 

for the analysis. While the findings and analysis demonstrate the presence of all those 

codes in the talk of the appraisees and appraisers, such as arguments and counter-

arguments / offensive and defensive rhetoric / ironizing and reifying, ethnomethodological 

understanding of reflexivity, managing the dilemma of stake (stake invocation, stake 

inoculation, stake confession, category entitlement, out-there-ness (empiricist discourse, 

consensus and corroboration and vivid detail) and ontological gerrymandering. Therefore, 

the presence of these rhetorical devices in the talk of appraisees and appraisers not only 

reveals that how the arguments are constructed by them regarding their PA in a persuasive 

manner but also facilitates in identifying the antagonistic characteristics of the arguments 

in their talk. For example, the evidence of appraisees and appraisers’ use of arguments and 

counter-arguments / offensive and defensive rhetoric / ironizing and reifying discourses, 

which is also supported by their use of other argumentative and persuasive dimensions (or 

devises) of rhetoric, itself implies the presence of antagonistic characteristics in their talk. 

Hence, the first research question is answered this way. 

 

Pertaining to how the persuasive appeals (such as logos, ethos and pathos) are used by the 

appraisees and appraisers in order to construct their arguments (or the reality of their PA), 

they are clearly used by them both independently and in relation to the argumentative and 

stylistic devices. Moreover, the presence or lack of presence of these appeals in the talk of 

appraisees and appraisers indicates the positive or negative effect on the persuasiveness of 

their arguments. Similarly, an effective use of one appeal by the appraisees and appraisers 

indicates a positive impact on the other appeals and the persuasiveness of their arguments, 

while their ineffective use of one appeal indicates a negative impact on the other appeals 

and the persuasiveness of their arguments. Hence, the second research question is 

answered this way.  
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As for the stylistic aspects, I hunted the dominant figures of speech (particularly tropes). 

Therefore, I kept on identifying the dominant tropes as much as I could in the arguments of 

the appraisees and appraisers. They mainly are, hyperbole, idiom, repetition, irony, 

sarcasm, rhetorical question, anaphora, understatement, antimetabole, slang, and metaphor. 

Most of these figures were repeated various times by different appraisees and appraisers in 

their arguments. Certainly, these were not the only figures of speech which were present in 

their talk. Many more could potentially be hunted. However, my focus has been in 

identifying those tropes which created an impact on the argumentative and persuasive 

dimensions (or devices) of their talk. Hence, the third research question is answered this 

way.  

 

Now I will discuss a number of important details about the overall study. The first 

important detail for the discussion is that even though the semi-structured interviews were 

conducted with the appraisees and appraisers within the natural setting of the two banks 

during the time when their actual PA process was going on in those banks, they generated 

retrospective data. This is because the appraisees and appraisers talked about their PA 

process in the light of their recent and past experiences derived from the naturally 

occurring setting of it. However, even if the findings of this research are based on the post-

rationalization of the appraisees and appraisers, they are still important findings. This is 

because they have implications: they support our understanding of the argumentative and 

persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in the talk of appraisees and appraisers regarding a 

potentially controversial practice, PA.   

 

The second detail for the discussion is regarding the fact that throughout the study, PA has 

been referred as a potentially controversial practice.  One reason for this is the involvement 

of many different parties in the PA process with potentially different interests. The critical 

literature review on PA also suggests it to be a potentially controversial practice. However, 

the primary concern of the current research is not to prove that PA is a controversial or a 

potentially controversial practice. The emphasis on its being a potentially controversial 

practice is given in order to accentuate the significance of the study in view of the link 

between PA and the study of rhetoric as it has been previously discussed (in the critical 

literature reviews on both Rhetoric and PA) that controversy attracts the study of rhetoric. 

As such, the point of the matter is that if the issues of controversy attract the study of 

rhetoric then when we say that something is potentially controversial, it should also be 

equally worthy of the rhetorical attention or study. Therefore, the potential for controversy 
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in PA attracts the importance of investigating it in terms of how the two important parties 

to the PA process construct their PA as real or factual with the use of the argumentative 

and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their talk. Of course their constructed reality of 

their PA is expected to be different from each other in the light of their arguments being a 

constructive process of persuasion (where arguments are used to construct different 

versions of reality resulting into attaining persuasion). 

 

Another reason for the emphasis on the matter of the potential for controversy associated 

with PA is that it would have been very confounding to work with the rhetorical 

framework whose substantial part focuses on the argumentative dimensions of rhetoric in 

the talk of appraisees and appraisers in order to answer the first research question. For 

example, the first research question required the evidence for the presence of the 

antagonistic characteristics of the arguments in the talk of appraisees and appraisers 

regarding their PA, while the rhetorical framework of the study helped in finding the 

presence of the antagonistic characteristics of the arguments in their talk.  

 

This leads us to the third detail for the discussion, that is, whether the appraisees and 

appraisers, the two important parties to PA, also recognised PA as a potentially 

controversial practice. One may say that they did, otherwise they would not have countered 

each other’s potential alternative arguments during the course of their one-to-one 

interviews when the other party was not even present. If this is the case then one may argue 

that their arguments or rhetoric may have been intentional. This leads to another question: 

would the arguments of the appraisees and appraisers be different if they had not 

recognised PA as a potentially controversial practice? For example, having recognised the 

potential for controversy in PA, the interviewees may have expected their accounts to be 

accepted by the other interviewees with cynicism. This is because the interviewees were 

aware that I have been interviewing both the appraisees and appraisers. Accordingly, this 

may have been the reason that they constructed their accounts not only to resist the 

possible undermining from the accounts of other appraisees and appraisers but also to 

undermine the potential alternative accounts of other appraisees and appraisers. 

 

This points to Billig’s (1987; 1991; 1996) ideals of rhetoric. For example, I have 

previously mentioned in chapter 4 (rhetorical framework) what Billig (1987; 1991; 1996) 

argued, that is, when people say what their attitude is (or when they are giving description), 

they are positioning themselves on an issue where they know that there is debate and 
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difference. This brings in the implication of the ‘argumentative context’, that is, even if 

something is intentional, it can be considered as meaningful in rhetorical terms. The idea 

has its essence in considering the arguments as a product of thinking as according to Billig 

(1993b), rhetoric provides the entry to the understanding of thinking as a traditional 

practice and to the study of argumentation. This evokes the ancient understanding of 

rhetoric which implies a significant connection between rhetoric and argumentation 

(Tindale, 1999). Therefore, the intentional arguments can be considered as a part of the 

same thought process through which the unintentional arguments emerge, and so their 

significance cannot be ignored in rhetorical terms. For example, as discussed earlier, the 

analysis of this research witnessed the descriptions of appraisees and appraisers taking the 

rhetorical meaning from their anticipated alternative descriptions and counter-descriptions 

of the other appraisees and appraisers. Hence, this contributes towards the cognitive 

significance of rhetoric (Billig, 1987; 1993b; 1996), particularly relating to a potentially 

controversial matter, where thinking is considered as ‘‘inherently dialogic…not merely the 

silent argument of the soul with itself, but even more frequently, it is the noisier argument 

of one individual with another’’ (Billig, 1993b: 121). ‘‘In other words, if thinking is 

rhetorically constituted, then rhetorical engagements are embodiments of cognition’’ 

(Mootz III, 2016: 216). Consequently, this also involves the utterences, which are meant 

for the audience who is not physically present at the time of those utterences, as witnessed 

in the case of this study.  

 

The argument about the appraisees and appraisers’ intentional or deliberate construction of 

their accounts may further be justified with what Hartelius & Browning (2008: 19) argued 

regarding rhetoric, that is, rhetoric “permeates human interaction as long as language is 

used deliberately”. Similarly, Von Koskull & Fougère (2011) argued that rhetoric can be 

seen as a central feature of management and marketing practices. This is because managers 

spend most of their time in using deliberative language (Mintzberg, 1973). Therefore, 

rhetoric in this broader sense of a mundane aspect of human action (Watson, 1995a), has 

been increasingly used by the management scholars as an analytical lens in recent years 

(Green, 2004; Heracleous & Barrett, 2001; Von Koskull & Fougère, 2011). However, one 

may question that the semi-structured interviews which were conducted for this study do 

not represent the mundane setting of organisations (e.g., it is unlike the actual observation 

of the entire PA process while the process is being carried out), despite being conducted in 

the banks, so who is the audience of those interviews. In this case, we still may not deny 

the human interaction aspect of rhetoric (e.g., in terms of the interaction between the 
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interviewer and interviewees) and the implication of the argumentative context (e.g., where 

the parties of the argument are not necessarily needed to be present to observe each other’s 

accounts). 

 

Here it is important to note that from the beginning of the study, I had also expected both 

the parties (appraisees and appraisers) to construct their accounts by undermining the other 

party’s accounts and to resist their accounts from being undermined by the potential 

alternative accounts of the other party.  This is quite understandable, particularly in the 

light of my recognition of the potential for controversy associated with PA from the 

beginning of the research. Moreover, following the current rhetorical framework, it was 

understandable for me to expect it from the beginning of the study.  This leads one to think 

that the studies which are based on the accounts regarding potentially controversial matters 

or practices, such as PA, tend to trade upon scepticism, and so it may naturally be expected 

of the audience of such studies to expect arguments and counter-arguments.   

 

This carries us to the fourth detail for the discussion, that is, my role as a researcher in the 

current study, and my own rhetoric in the thesis. Altogether, my role as a researcher 

remained neutral towards both the parties. I did not take any party’s side throughout the 

research. I did not try to prove which party is right and which party is wrong in their 

arguments. Although, as an interviewer, I remained the immediate and the only visible 

audience of the appraisees and appraisers, it was neither my account which the appraisees 

and appraisers undermined, nor was it my account from which they resisted (or protected) 

their accounts from being undermined. In fact, I did not hold any account of my own at the 

time of conducting the interviews but only the questions regarding different aspects of their 

PA which they had to answer. This essentially left them to undermine each other’s 

accounts and protect their own accounts from being undermined by each other (e.g., based 

on the alternative potential arguments and counter-arguments of each other’s accounts in 

their minds).   

 

Therefore, appraisees and appraisers, as an audience of each other’s accounts, had a more 

significant role than me being an immediate audience of their accounts at the time of 

conducting their interviews. Unless they had thought of me to be biased towards one of the 

parties then they would have possibly considered me to influence the same thinking as the 

other representatives of that party at the time of my analysing their data. If this had been 

the case, they were mistaken about my role as an analyst which has been guided by the 
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rhetorical framework. However, I believe that the interviewees were intelligent enough to 

recognise that as I was not biased towards any party in relation to asking them the 

interviews’ questions, I would not be biased in analysing their accounts as well.  

 

As far as my role as an analyst is concerned, as mentioned earlier, it has been guided by the 

rhetorical framework used in the study. In other words, the findings and analysis of the 

current research are what they are because the analysis I have performed is guided by the 

rhetorical framework, not because I have been biased towards any party. Therefore, my 

role as an analyst has neither been to undermine any account of the appraisees and 

appraisers, nor has it been to protect or resist my account from their undermining.  In 

contrast, my role as an analyst has been to show (with the application of the rhetorical 

framework) that how the appraisees and appraisers construct the reality of their PA with 

the use of the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their talk. Therefore, 

in case the accounts of appraisees and appraisers are undermined in the analysis, they are 

not undermined in any deliberate effort from my end but because of the way both the 

parties have used the argumentative and persuasive devices of rhetoric in their talk (which 

have been analysed following the codes from the rhetorical framework).  

 

Furthermore, as far as the overall thesis is concerned, we cannot deny that this thesis is a 

rhetorical work in itself. This is because it emanates from the ideas of both classical and 

contemporary rhetorical traditions. Similarly, my own approaches in the thesis writing can 

be called rhetorical. This reminisce what Billig (1989) stated: when the writers call their 

approaches rhetorical, they are linking themselves to the classical rhetorical tradition, and 

so separating themselves from the modern rejected view of rhetoric. 

 

Now I will discuss the limitations of the current study as the fifth detail. Firstly, I will talk 

about the matter of the respondents’ use of mixed language in the interviews. The 

respondents of the interviews replied to the interviews’ questions in both English and Urdu 

languages. Even though I had translated and transcribed all the audio-recorded interviews, 

I used the data for the analysis from those sections of the interviews which were naturally 

spoken by the respondents in English. This was, of course, done with the exception to 

some Urdu terms and phrases. The exceptions were made because those Urdu terms and 

phrases had spontaneously been fused by the appraisees and appraisers to their arguments 

which were spoken in English. Moreover, such cases provided the example of code-

switching of the appraisees and appraisers (e.g., from English to Urdu) in the analysis. In 
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particular, those Urdu terms and phrases can be observed in the selected interviews’ 

extracts of the appraisees and appraisers, for the analysis, where they opened up about the 

taboo or sensitive issues. Hence, their code-switching implies their preference for their 

native language for the potency in their expressions (e.g., in terms of all the three appeals 

of persuasion, logos, ethos and pathos). 

 

Additionally, in the extracts which are used for the analysis, those Urdu terms and phrases 

are written in Roman Urdu. However, in order to analyse the extracts consistent with the 

rhetorical framework, they had to be well interpreted and translated into English. For that 

reason, my involvement and responsibility have been crucial as I had to translate and 

interpret them to their closest meaning (from Roman Urdu to English in the analysis). Of 

course, being a native speaker of Urdu helped me in the interpretation of those terms well, 

and so I was able to translate them well into English. Similarly, the multiple screening 

levels used in the current study may possibly be considered as the limitation; however, I 

have discussed and justified them all in chapter 5 (research methodology). Moreover, this 

limitation does not appear to affect the analysis of the study as the same findings may have 

been achieved otherwise. 

 

Secondly, I will discuss the accessibility issue to the naturally occurring environment of 

the feedback interviews of PA as a limitation. My first priority to collect the data for this 

research was through the audio-recorded observations of the naturally occurring 

environment of the feedback interviews of PA. However, due to the accessibility issues to 

such interviews’ setting in both of the banks, I could not carry on with the first plan. This 

left me with the choice of conducting semi-structured interviews with the appraisees and 

appraisers regarding different aspects of their PA. However, later it was realised that 

conducting semi-structured interviews was, in fact, one of the best methods for the current 

study because both of the banks used PA forms for their appraisal evaluations. While the 

feedback interviews of PA were considered as secondary to them (e.g., they were only 

performed on need basis). 

 

Another interesting issue, which I am entitling as the sixth detail for the discussion, deals 

with the irony.  When interviewing the appraisees and appraisers, I realised the irony in the 

situation because all the appraisers whom I had interviewed were, at the same time, 

appraisees too. They were appraised by the people above them in the level of the hierarchy. 

However, their appraisers were not the part of my interviews. During the interviews, these 
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appraisers were mainly talking from the perspective of appraisers. Interestingly, there were 

some instances where the appraisers could not handle the situation and their arguments 

were overlapping because of their dual role.  One of the appraisers even thought that I 

would be interviewing him as an appraisee. This formed a very interesting situation 

because that appraiser kept on switching between the perspective of appraisee and 

appraiser throughout his argument, and so one could easily observe the variations in his 

rhetoric. Similarly, while interviewing the appraisees, some of the appraisees informed me 

that they were appraisers too. However, their appraisees were not the part of my 

interviews. Therefore, it is noteworthy that not all the appraisees whom I interviewed were 

appraisers but all the appraisers whom I interviewed were appraisees in the two banks. The 

irony of the situation is that all the appraisers who were talking adversely about their 

appraisees were themselves filling the roles of appraisees in the banks. Likewise, some 

appraisees who were talking adversely about their appraisers were themselves filling the 

roles of appraisers in the banks. This irony is created due to the situation of the dual roles 

of both appraisees and appraisers. Moreover, switching between positions from an 

appraiser to an appraisee, and vice versa indicates the confusion among them due to their 

dual roles. This, in turn, implies the complex nature of responsibilities and opportunities 

provided to the members by their organisations. 

 

Furthermore, one may expect the instances of the dramatic irony during the course of the 

semi-structured interviews. Dramatic irony is usually created for suspense (or humour) 

where the speaker does not know about something but the audience does. For example, as 

an interviewer, I was the immediate and the only visible audience available to the 

appraisees and appraisers, and so on the surface level, only I knew what they argued about 

their PA and each other. However, the situation appears to be different at a deeper level, 

particularly in view of the ‘argumentative context’. Therefore, one’s anticipation about the 

dramatic irony is dismissed with the deeper implication of the ‘argumentative context’ 

(e.g., during the course of their semi-structured interviews, the arguments of the appraisees 

and appraisers were based on the potential alternative arguments and counter-arguments of 

each other, which did not require them to be physically present in each other’s interviews). 

 

Now, in order to discuss the seventh detail, there is a need to reminisce the point about the 

dual role of the appraisees and appraisers as it builds the ground for the seventh detail for 

the discussion. This detail covers what Edwards & Potter (1992a) and Potter (1996: 110) 

called ‘‘the dilemma of stake’’. For example, according to Edwards & Potter (1992a) when 
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anything people say or do may potentially be discounted as a product of their interest, in 

terms of its outcome, they may be caught in ‘the dilemma of stake’. In addition, this detail 

covers what Potter (1996) referred as ‘category entitlement’. I will discuss both of them 

one by one. 

 

Firstly, I will start with ‘the dilemma of stake’.  In the analysis, we have witnessed a 

number of appraisers expressing good things regarding the PA process practiced in their 

banks in a number of occasions. One may say that as they conduct the PA process (e.g., as 

being one of the important parties to it), it is definitely in their self-interests to state good 

things about it. However, when an appraiser says that I am an appraisee too (e.g., as some 

of them said so in their interviews) and still sticks to the same perspectives, one may 

dismiss the idea that the account of the appraiser is merely the product of his or her self-

interest. The reason is that one may be expecting him or her to be talking from different 

perspectives for each of his or her roles. For example, the majority of the appraisees in the 

study have a different perspective than their appraisers so it is natural to expect the dual 

role holder to be talking from different perspectives for each of his or her roles. 

 

Therefore, sticking to the same perspective, while being in the dual role of an appraiser and 

appraisee, may lead one to think of him or her as trusted being. This further has a positive 

impact as his or her accounts are protected from the potential alternative undermining. On 

the other hand, when the dual role holder is not being consistent with his or her 

perspectives and switches roles then not only his or her trust could potentially be lost but 

also his or her account could be potentially discounted. Having said that, we may not 

dismiss the notion that there is a possibility that the dual role holder considers one role 

important than the other which leads him or her to stick to the perspectives of what he or 

she considers the important role.  

 

Secondly, as far as the ‘category entitlement’ is concerned, we know that when it comes to 

reliable knowledge about certain matters, certain categories of people are entitled to have it 

more than others. However, in the case of this research, as both the parties are equally 

important to PA, it is quite challenging to determine which party has more reliable 

knowledge. Similarly, in the situation where the appraisees and appraisers have a dual role, 

it is again challenging to determine which category of the dual role holder has more 

reliable knowledge. 
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Interestingly, we have also experienced a case (in the analysis) where the arguments are 

used by a person for the purpose of protecting the other person's account, from the 

potential alternative undermining, through the use of ‘category entitlement’. Hence, this 

initiates the eight detail for the discussion. For example, we observed a person, who has 

dual roles, simultaneously switching positions between his roles. In doing so, he put 

himself into the category of appraiser which entitled him to the knowledge and expertise of 

appraiser. Thus, he presented his account in defence of his appraiser’s account which 

added to the credibility of his appraiser. Consequently, he was not only able to protect his 

own position but also the position of his appraiser from the potential alternative criticism. 

This idea leads to open further discussion. For example, it appears that the appraisees and 

appraisers always have some accounts to protect (e.g., which are not necessarily their 

own), and some potential alternative accounts to undermine (e.g., in order to protect the 

accounts which are not necessarily their own). 

 

Moreover, in a couple of final interviews' extracts used for the analysis, we observed the 

efforts of the interviewees to convince or persuade themselves of their own accounts as if 

they were the audience of their own accounts. Accordingly, this builds the ninth detail for 

the discussion and draws our attention towards the idea of Sensemaking process where 

people give meaning to their experiences. According to Malphurs (2013: 68), where the 

rhetorical criticism ignores “the ability of a speaker’s communication to cognitively 

reinforce their own personal commitments, Sensemaking highlights the ability for humans 

to persuade themselves of a position through speech”. Moreover, one may argue that it is 

due to the dual role confusion among the appraisees and appraisers which had led them to 

persuade themselves. Hence, they may also be considered as the audience of themselves. 

Similarly, they may reify in their accounts to protect their accounts from the potential 

alternative criticism of themselves, and ironize in their accounts to counter-argue their own 

potential alternative criticism. Again, this contributes towards the cognitive importance of 

rhetoric (Billig, 1987; 1993b; 1996). 

 

On the whole, the study considers rhetoric as the argumentative and persuasive feature of 

organisational life as the members of organisations frequently use different argumentative 

and persuasive dimensions (or devices) of rhetoric to persuade each other. Therefore, the 

knowledge of these dimensions (or devices) is important because it communicates that how 

the reality of different controversial or potentially controversial organisational phenomena 

is constructed by the members of  organisations (e.g., the arguments and persuasion of the 
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members of organisations shape the reality of different controversial or potentially 

controversial organisational phenomena which, in turn, contribute towards our 

understanding of not only those phenomena but also organisations and their members). In 

this regard, PA is one important organisational phenomenon. Its importance further 

intensifies due to the involvement of many different parties in the process. Appraisees and 

appraisers are the two important parties to it.  

 

Therefore, being the rhetorical beings and the part of the ‘argumentative context’, when the 

appraisees and appraisers argued about their PA process, their arguments were considered 

as the reality. As discussed earlier, what makes it an interesting situation to study from the 

rhetorical perspective is that the individuals from these two parties belonged to both of the 

categories (appraisees and appraisers), simultaneously. Moreover, the potential for 

controversy in PA attracted the rhetorical attention as it inspired to study the talk of 

appraisees and appraisers regarding their PA. As far as which party’s arguments can be 

considered more persuasive is concerned, both sides seemed to have used the 

argumentative and persuasive dimensions (or devices) of rhetoric in practically an equal 

sense. However, the arguments of appraisees seem to have represented a more critical 

reality of their PA than the arguments of appraisers. This may possibly be the consequence 

of the appraisers being more confused in their dual roles than the appraisees (e.g., because 

all the appraisers were appraisees too, but not all the appraisees were appraisers). 

 

In consideration of what has already been discussed, I will now specifically discuss the 

study’s contributions, implications, and future research directions. The research contributes 

towards our understanding of the importance of rhetoric in organisational contexts 

characterised by actual or potential controversy. In doing so, it provides a rich insight into 

the use of the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in the talk of appraisees 

and appraisers regarding their PA which represents rhetoric as an important aspect of PA 

(e.g., an aspect through which the everyday reality of PA is constructed), and also 

demonstrates it as a valuable persuasive skill used by them. In particular, the study 

contributes by directing the attention of the stakeholders of PA towards the idea of using 

the argumentative and persuasive devices of rhetoric in a more efficient manner in order to 

persuade themselves as well as those who are part of any sort of ‘argumentative context’ 

posed by their PA setting. Similarly, as a practical implication, the stakeholders of PA, 

especially the appraisees and appraisers, should consider rhetoric not only as an important 
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aspect of PA but also a useful skill to be mastered.  Respectively, they should invest their 

efforts in mastering this skill with an appropriate attention to training.  

 

In addition, the research contributes towards testing the theory which constitutes the 

rhetorical framework. For example, the rhetorical framework used in the study mainly 

identifies the codes for the analysis which are then applied to the actual empirical data. The 

evidence of the presence of those codes in the analysis, thereby, suggests the presence of 

the argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in the talk of appraisees and 

appraisers. Hence, the theory which constitutes the rhetorical framework is proven or 

tested on their talk regarding their PA. Accordingly, the study contributes in terms of its 

use of the deductive method for the analysis. For example, in terms of its use of a 

framework, which identified the codes for the analysis, as stated earlier.  

 

Similarly, the use of the rhetorical framework for the analysis, based on the argumentative 

and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric, results in methodological contributions as it 

provided the codes for analysis For example, it is on the basis of the rhetorical framework 

that a potentially controversial practice, PA, is analysed from the perspective of how the 

two important parties of the practice construct the reality of it with the use of the 

argumentative and persuasive dimensions of rhetoric in their talk. Therefore, the rhetorical 

framework used in the study is a contribution from a methodological perspective to future 

studies based within an organisational context characterised by actual or potential 

controversy.  

 

On the other hand, it is an empirical study. The data used for the analysis is derived from 

the actual experiences of the appraisees and appraisers. Even though the rhetorical 

framework determined the codes for the analysis of the data, the abundant evidence of the 

presence of those codes in the data validates the use of the argumentative and persuasive 

devices of rhetoric by the appraisees and appraisers in order to construct the reality of their 

PA. In turn, a theory of PA is built from the perspective of rhetoric. Thus, even a 

diminutive possibility of the pre-analysis stage that the collected data may not be able to 

represent the argumentative and persuasive rhetorical dimensions is dismissed at the post-

analysis stage in this thesis.  

 

Another important contribution of the study involves the ‘argumentative context’ and 

‘justification process’. The ‘argumentative context’ in the study is based on the one-to-one 



- 278 - 

 

semi-structured interviews’ setting where the appraisees and appraisers presented and 

justified their positions regarding their PA against the potential (or anticipated) counter 

positions of each other. Consequently, being the part of such ‘argumentative context’ and 

‘justification process’, the appraisees and appraisers were each other’s audience. Similarly, 

it is evident from their arguments that such ‘argumentative context’ had not required them 

to be physically present at the time of each other’s interviews (when they constructed the 

reality of their PA) as their arguments were based on a broader context of their PA, 

involving their real-life experiences of each other and their PA process as a whole. 

Therefore, the analysis contributes towards demonstrating how people anticipate the 

arguments of the absent audience (or physically non-present audience), and use rhetorical 

devices to justify their own arguments, regarding a potentially controversial matter. While 

considering the broader context of their PA, the implication of the ‘argumentative context’ 

(where the appraisees and appraisers were not necessarily required to be physically present 

to observe each other’s arguments) is that appraisees and appraisers are rhetorical beings, 

and so they not only use the argumentative and persuasive devices of rhetoric but also they 

use the similar argumentative and persuasive devices in the naturally occuring setting of 

their PA as they used in their semi-structured interviews. In this regard, an interesting 

phenomenon observed in the analysis is the code-switching of the appraisees and 

appraisers (from English to Urdu), especially when discussing sensitive or taboo matters, 

which implies their preference for their native language for the potency in their 

expressions. 

 

Lastly, the current study provides a room for future research as it may inspire the use of 

rhetorical analysis in a variety of different ways. For example, within the boundaries of the 

positive view of rhetoric, the talk of appraisees and appraisers may possibly be rhetorically 

analysed with the use of different rhetorical frameworks; for example, a framework based 

on Booth’s (2004) win rhetoric, listening rhetoric and rhetoric of negotiation. Similarly, 

different methods of data collection may be utilised for rhetorical analysis by the future 

researchers, along with the utilisation of a different rhetorical framework. On the other 

hand, a similar rhetorical framework, as in the current study, may be used for the analysis 

of the talk of the parties to a controversial or potentially controversial management and 

HRM practice or phenomenon. 



- 279 - 

 

 

References 

 

Aamodt, M.G. (2012). Industrial/Organisational Psychology: An Applied Approach. 

Revised 7th ed. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Cengage Learning. 

Aburime, U.T. (2009). Impact of political affiliation on bank profitability in Nigeria. 

African Journal of Accounting, Economics, Finance and Banking Research. 4(4), 

61-75. 

Adegoju A. (2008). A Rhetorical Analysis of the Discourse of Advertising Herbal 

Medicine in Southwestern Nigeria. Linguistik Online, [Online]. 33(1), 1-16. 

Available from: http://www.linguistik-online.de/33_08/index.html [Assessed 15th 

September, 2016].  

Aguinis, H. (2009). An expanded view of performance management. In: Smither, J.W. and 

London, M. (eds.). Performance management: putting research into action. San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 1-44. 

Aguinis, H. and Pierce, C. A. (2008). Enhancing the relevance of organisational behaviour 

by embracing performance management research. Journal of organisational 

behaviour. 29, 139-145. 

Ali, R., Leifu, G. and Rehman, R. U. (2014). Factors influencing customer loyalty of 

banking industry: Empirical evidence from Pakistan. International journal of 

learning & development. 4(2), 9-26. 

Alo, M. (2012). Rhetorical Analysis of Selected Political Speeches of Prominent African 

Leaders. British Journal of Arts and Social Sciences. 10(1), 87-100. 

Alvesson, M. and Kärreman, D. (2000). Taking the linguistic turn in organisational 

research-challenges, responses, consequences. The journal of applied behavioural 

science. 36(2), 136-158. 

Amernic, J.H. and Craig, R.J. (2004). 9/11 in the service of corporate rhetoric: Southwest 

airlines 2001 letter to shareholders. Journal of communication enquiry. 28(4), 325-

341. 

Ammons, D.N. and Condrey, S.E. (1991). Performance appraisal in local Government: 

Warranty conditions. Public productivity and management review. 14(3), 253-266. 

Anderson, F.D. (1968). Aristotle's doctrine of the mean and its relationship to Rhetoric. 

Southern Journal of Communication. 34(2), 100-107. 

Aristophanes. (1994). The clouds. Trans. Arrowsmith, W., Lattimore, R. and Parker, D. 

Four plays by Aristophanes. New York: Meridian. 13-166. 

http://www.linguistik-online.de/33_08/index.html


- 280 - 

 

Aristotle. (1959). Aristotle: The “Art” of Rhetoric. Trans. Freese, J.H.  London: 

Heinemann.  

Aristotle. (1962). The politics of Aristotle. Trans. Barker, E. New York: Oxford University 

Press. 

Aristotle (1987). Poetics. Trans. Janko, R. Indianapolis, Indiana: Hackett Publishing. 

Aristotle. (1991). Aristotle, On Rhetoric: A theory of civic discourse. Trans. Kennedy, 

G.A. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Aristotle. (2010). Rhetoric. Trans. Roberts, W.H. London: Oxford University Press 

Armstrong, M. (2006). Human resource management practice.10th ed. London: Kogan 

Page Limited. 

Armstrong, M. and Baron, A. (1998). Performance Management: The new realities. 

London: Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development. 

Armstrong, M. and Baron, A. (2007). Managing Performance-Performance Management 

in Action. London: Chartered Institute of Personnel Management 

Astley, W.G. and Zammuto, R.F. (1992). Organisation science, managers, and language 

games. Organisation science. 3(4), 443-160. 

Bach, S. (2005). New Directions in Performance Management. In: Bach, S. (ed.). Human 

Resource Management: Personnel Management in Transition. 4th ed. Oxford: 

Blackwell Publishing Ltd. 289-316. 

Banerji, K. (1971). Performance Appraisal in Banks. Economic and Political Weekly. 

6(22), M73-M76. 

Banner, D. K. and Cooke, R. A. (1984). Ethical Dilemmas in Performance Appraisal. 

Journal of business ethics. 3, 327-333. 

Barley, S.R. and Kunda, G. (1992). Design and devotion: Surges of rational and normative 

ideologies of control in managerial discourse. Administrative Science Quarterly. 

37(3), 363-399. 

Barlow, G. (1989). Deficiencies and the perception of power: Latent functions in 

management appraisal. Journal of Management Studies. 26,499-517. 

Bator, P. (1980). Aristotelian and Rogerian Rhetoric. College Composition and 

Communication. 31(4), 427-432. 

Bawole, J.N., Hossain, F., Domfeh, K.A., Bukari, H.Z. and Sanyare, F. (2013). 

Performance appraisal or praising performance? The culture of rhetoric in 

performance management in Ghana civil service. International journal of public 

administration. 36(13), 953-962. 



- 281 - 

 

Beer, M. (1981). Performance appraisal: Dilemmas and possibilities. Organisational 

Dynamics. 24-36. 

Bemer, A.N.M. (2010). The rhetoric of space in the design of academic computer writing 

locations. PhD dissertation. Utah State University. 

Benoit, W.L. (1995). Accounts, excuses, and apologies: A theory of image restoration 

strategies. Albany: State University of New York Press. 

Berger, P. L. and Luckmann, T. (1966). The social construction of reality: A treatise on the 

sociology of knowledge. Harmondsworth, UK: Penguin books. 

Bernardin, H.J. and Beatty R.W. (1984). Performance appraisal: Assessing human 

behaviour at work. Boston: Kent publishing Co.  

Billig, M. (1985). Prejudice, categorization and particularization: From a perceptual to a 

rhetorical approach. European Journal of Social Psychology. 15(1), 79-103. 

Billig, M. (1987). Arguing and Thinking: A Rhetorical Approach to Social Psychology. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Billig, M. (1989). Conservatism and the rhetoric of rhetoric. Economy and Society. 18(2), 

132-148. 

Billig, M. (1991). Ideologies and opinions: Studies in Rhetorical Psychology. London: 

Sage.  

Billig, M. (1993a.). Studying the thinking society: Social representations, rhetoric, and 

attitudes. In:  Breakwell, G. and Canter, D. (eds.).  Empirical approaches to social 

representations. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 39-62. 

Billig, M. (1993b.). Psychology, rhetoric and cognition. In: Roberts, R.H. and Good, 

J.M.M. (eds.). The Recovery of Rhetoric. Persuasive Discourse and Disciplinarily 

in the Human Sciences. Charlottesville, VA: University Press of Virginia.119-136. 

Billig, M. (1996). Arguing and thinking: A rhetorical approach to social psychology. 2nd 

(New) ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Billig, M. (1999). Introduction. Freudian repression: Conversation creating the 

unconscious. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1-11. 

Billig, M. (2001). Discursive, rhetorical and ideological messages. In: Wetherell, M., 

Taylor, S. and Yates, S.J. (eds.). Discourse theory and practice: A Reader. London: 

Sage. 210- 221. 

Billig, M. (2010).  Metaphors and repression: a comment on Rank, Political Psychology. 

31, 21-25. 

Billig, M., Condor, S., Edwards, D., Gane, M., Middleton, D. and Radley, A. (1988). 

Ideological Dilemmas. London: Sage. 



- 282 - 

 

Bitzer, L. F. (1959). Aristotle’s enthymeme revisited. Quarterly Journal of Speech. 45, 

399-408. 

Bitzer, L.F. (1968). The rhetorical situation. Philosophy & Rhetoric, 1(1), 1-14. 

Bizzell, P. (1992). Foundational and Anti-Foundationalism. Academic Discourse and 

Critical Consciousness. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh press. 

Bizzell, P. and Herzberg, B. (2000). The Rhetorical Tradition: Readings from Classical 

Times to the Present. 2nd ed. Boston: Bedford/St. Martin's Press. 

Black, M. (1962). Models and metaphors: Studies in language and philosophy. Ithaca: 

Cornell University Press. 

Bonet , E. (2014). Exploring the boundaries of rhetoric.  Journal of Organisational Change 

Management. 27(5), 793-806. 

Bonet, E. and Sauquet, A. (2010). Rhetoric in Management and in Management 

Research. Journal of Organisational Change Management. 23 (2), 120-133. 

Bonet, E., Jensen, H.S. and Sauquet, A. (2011). Re-discovering rhetoric, re-thinking 

management. In: Bonet, E., Czarniawska, B. and McCloskey, B. (eds.). 

Management and Persuasion (2nd RNMR Conference), ESADE, Barcelona. 15-30. 

Booth, W.C. (1988). The vocation of a teacher: Rhetorical occasions, 1967-1988. 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Booth, W. C. (2004). The rhetoric of rhetoric: The quest for effective communication. 

Oxford, UK: Blackwell. 

Borchers, T. A. (2013). Persuasion in the media age. 3rd ed. Long Grove, Illinois: 

Waveland Press, Inc. 

Boswell, W. R. and Boudreau, J. W. (2001). How Leading Companies Create, Measure, 

and Achieve Strategic Results Through Line of Sight. Management Decision. 

39(10), 851-859. 

Bowman, J. S. (1994). At last, An Alternative to Performance Appraisal: Total Quality 

Management. Public Administration Review. 45(2), 129-136. 

Bowra, Z.A., Sharif, B., Saeed, A., and Niazi, M.K. (2012). Impact of Human Resource 

Practices on Employee Perceived Performance in Banking Sector of Pakistan. 

African Journal of Business Management. 6(1), 323-332.  

Boxall, P. and Purcell, J. (2008). Strategy and Human Resources Management. 

Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Bretz, R.D., Milkovich, G.T. and Read, W. (1992). The current state of performance 

appraisal research and practice: Concerns, directions, and implications. Journal of 

Management. 18, 321-352 

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Bonet%2C+Eduard


- 283 - 

 

Brock, B.L., Scott, R.L. and Chesebro, J.W. (eds.). (1990). Methods of rhetorical criticism: 

A twentieth-century perspective. Revised 3rd ed. Detroit: Wayne State University 

Press.   

Brown, A.D. (2000). Making sense of inquiry sensemaking. Journal of management 

studies, 37(1), 45-75. 

Brown, A.D., Gabriel, Y. and Gherardi, S. (2009). Storytelling and change: An unfolding 

story. Organisation. 16(3), 323-333. 

Brown, R. D. (1988). Performance appraisal as a tool for staff development. In: Barr, M.J. 

and Upcraft, M.L. (eds.). New directions for student services. San Francisco: 

Jossey-Bass. 3-105. 

Brown, S. (1999). Marketing and literature: the anxiety of academic influence. The Journal 

of Marketing. 63(1), 1-15. 

Brown, S.D. and Reavey, P. (2013). Experience and Memory. In: Keightley, E. and 

Pickering, M. (eds.). Research methods for memory studies. Edinburgh: Edinburgh 

University Press Ltd. 45-59. 

Brown, S.L. and Eisenhardt, K.M. (1998). Competing on the edge: Strategy as structured 

chaos. Harvard: Harvard Business School Press. 

Brownell, J. (1994). The performance appraisal interview: A multi-purpose communication 

assignment. Bulletin of the Association for Business Communication. 57(2), 11-21. 

Bryant, D.C. (1953). Rhetoric: Its functions and its scope. Quarterly Journal of Speech. 

39(4), 401-424. 

Bryman, A. (2001). Social Science Research Methods. Oxford: Oxford University Press 

Bryman, A. and Bell, E. (2011). Business Research Methods. 3rd ed. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Burke, K. (1966). Language as symbolic action: Essays on life, literature and method. 

Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Burke, K. (1969). A Rhetoric of Motives. Berkeley: University of California Press, Ltd. 

Burke, R. J. and Wilcox, D. S. (1969). Effects of different patterns and degrees of openness 

in superior-subordinate communication on subordinate job satisfaction.  Academy 

of Management Journal. 12, 319-326. 

Burkhalter, B. B. and Buford, Jr., J. A. (1989). Performance appraisal: Concepts and 

techniques for postsecondary education. Alexandria, VA: American Association of 

Community and Junior Colleges Publications. 

Butler, P. (2015). Beyond Decadence: Exposing the Narrative Irony in Jan Opolský's 

Prose. Charles University in Prague: Karolinum Press. 



- 284 - 

 

Byars, L. L. and Rue, L. W. (2003). Human Resource Management. International ed. New 

York: McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc. 

Byford, J. (2009). Denial and Repression of Antisemitism: Post-communist Remembrance 

of the Serbian Bishop Nikolaj Velimirović. Budapest and New York: Central 

European University Press.  

Caplan, H., Enos, R.L., James, M., Barrett, H., Agnew, L. and Corbett, E.P.J. (1997). The 

Classical Tradition: Rhetoric and Oratory. Rhetoric Society Quarterly. 27(2), 7-38. 

Capper, S.A., Ginter, P.M. and  Swayne, L.E. (2002).  Public health leadership and 

management: Cases and context. California: Sage Publications, Inc. 

Carey, C. (1994). Rhetorical Means of Persuasion. In: Worthington, I. (ed.). Persuasion: 

Greek Rhetoric in Action.  London: Routledge. 26-45. 

Carrithers, M. (2005). Why anthropologists should study rhetoric. Journal of the royal 

anthropological institute. 11(3), 577-583. 

Carroll, S.J. and Schneier, C.E. (1982). Performance appraisal and review systems. 

Glenview, IL: Scott, Foresman. 

Carson, D., Gilmore, A., Perry, C. and Gronhaug, K. (2005). Qualitative Marketing 

Research. London: Sage. 

Carter, M. (1988). Stasis and Kairos: Principles of social construction in classical rhetoric. 

Rhetoric review. 7, 97-112. 

Carter, P. and Jackson, N. (2004). For the sake of argument: Towards an understanding 

of rhetoric as a process. Journal of Management Studies. 41(3), 469-491. 

Cascio, W. J. (1982). Applied Psychology in Personnel Management. 2nd ed. Reston, VA: 

Resto Publishing.  

Case, P., (1999). Remember re‐engineering? The rhetorical appeal of a managerial 

salvation device. Journal of Management Studies. 36(4), 419-441. 

Cheney, G. (1983). The rhetoric of identification and the study of organisational 

communication. Quarterly Journal of Speech. 69, 143-158. 

Cheney, G. (1991). Rhetoric in an organisational society: Managing multiple identities. 

Columbia: University of South Carolina Press. 

Cheney, G. (1992). The corporate person (re)presents itself. In: Toth, E.L. and Heath, R.L. 

(eds.). Rhetorical and critical perspectives on public relations. New York: 

Lawrence Erlbaum. 165-183. 

Cheney, G. and Christensen, L.T., (2001). Organisational identity. The new handbook of 

organisational communication: Advances in theory, research, and methods. 

California: Thousand Oaks, Sage Publications (Incorporated). 231-269. 

https://www.google.co.uk/search?biw=1280&bih=685&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Stuart+A.+Capper%22&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjmopO56-rMAhXrIMAKHfnXC5cQ9AgITTAI
https://www.google.co.uk/search?biw=1280&bih=685&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Peter+M.+Ginter%22&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjmopO56-rMAhXrIMAKHfnXC5cQ9AgITjAI
https://www.google.co.uk/search?biw=1280&bih=685&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Linda+E.+Swayne%22&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjmopO56-rMAhXrIMAKHfnXC5cQ9AgITzAI
https://books.google.co.uk/books?id=ahRzAwAAQBAJ&pg=PA38&lpg=PA38&dq=logical+appeal+in+management&source=bl&ots=K2QTOb70EC&sig=fRpjLNZJWgqFw2j07COycXjU5Iw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjmopO56-rMAhXrIMAKHfnXC5cQ6AEITDAI
https://books.google.co.uk/books?id=ahRzAwAAQBAJ&pg=PA38&lpg=PA38&dq=logical+appeal+in+management&source=bl&ots=K2QTOb70EC&sig=fRpjLNZJWgqFw2j07COycXjU5Iw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjmopO56-rMAhXrIMAKHfnXC5cQ6AEITDAI


- 285 - 

 

Cheney, G., Christensen, L. T., Conrad, C., and Lair, D. J. (2004). Corporate rhetoric in 

organisational discourse. In: Grant, D., Oswick, C., Hardy, C. and Putnam, L.L. 

(eds.). Sage handbook of organisational discourse. London: Sage. 79-103. 

Cheney, G. and McMillan, J. J. (1990). Organisational rhetoric and the practice of 

criticism. Journal of Applied Communication Research. 18, 93-114. 

Cicero. (2009). De oratore (On the ideal orator): excerpt. Trans. May, J.M. and Wisse, J. 

In: Williams, J.D. (ed.). An introduction of classical rhetoric: Essential readings. 

Chichester, West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell. 332-363. 

Cintrón, R. and Flaniken, F. (2011). Performance Appraisal: A Supervision or Leadership 

Tool? International Journal of Business and Social Science. 2 (17), 29- 37. 

Clair, R.P. (1996). The political nature of the colloquialism, ‘a real job’: Implications for 

organisational socialization. Communication Monographs. 66, 374-381. 

Claridge, C. (2010). Hyperbole in English: A corpus-based study of exaggeration. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Clark, J. and Clark, T. (2005). Humbug! The Sceptic’s Field Guide to Spotting Fallacies in 

Thinking. Capalaba, Queensland: Nifty Books. 

Cleveland, J., Landy, F. J. and Zedeck, S. (1983). Performance Measurement and Theory. 

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Cleveland, J.N., Murphy, K.R. and Williams, R.E. (1989). Multiple uses of performance 

appraisal: Prevalence and correlates. Journal of applied psychology. 74(1), 130-

135. 

Clifford, J. (1988). The Predicament of culture. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Conley, T.M. (1994). Rhetoric in the European tradition. Chicago, IL: University of 

Chicago Press. 

Conrad, C. (2011). Organisational Rhetoric. Cambridge: Polity Press. 

Conry, T., and Kemper, J. (1993). Performance Evaluations: Bridging the Gap between 

Today's Goals and Tomorrow's Reality. CUPA Journal. 44(3), 29-33. 

Cooper, D.R. and Schindler, P.S. (2003). Business Research Methods. 10th ed. Boston: 

McGraw-Hill. 

Cope, J. (2005). Researching entrepreneurship through phenomenological inquiry: 

philosophical and methodological issues. International Small Business Journal. 

23(2), 163-189. 

Corbett, E. P. J. (1967). What is Being Revived? College Composition and 

Communication. 18 (3), 166-172. 



- 286 - 

 

Corbett, E. P. J. (1990). Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student. 3rd ed. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Corbett, E. P. J. and Connors, R. J. (1999). Classical rhetoric for the modern student. 4th 

ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Covaleski, M., Dirsmith, M. W., Heian, J. B. and Samuel, S. (1998). The calculated and 

the avowed: Techniques of discipline and struggles over identity in Big Six public 

accounting firms. Administrative Science Quarterly. 43, 293–327. 

Covaleski M., Dirsmith M. W. and Rittenberg, L. (2003). Jurisdictional disputes over 

professional work: The institutionalization of the global knowledge expert. 

Accounting, Organisations and Society. 28, 325–355. 

Crable, R.E. (1990). “Organisational rhetoric” as the fourth great system: Theoretical, 

critical, and pragmatic implications. Journal of applied communication research. 

18(2), 115-128.  

Crable, R.E. and Vibbert, S.L. (1986). Public relations as communication management. 

Edina, MN: Bellweather. 

Crick, N. (2014). Rhetorical public speaking. 2nd ed. New Jersey: Pearson Education, Inc. 

Cruickshank, J. (2012). The role of qualitative interviews in discourse theory. Critical 

approaches to discourse analysis across disciplines. 6(1), 38-52. 

Culbert, S.A. (2008). Get rid of the performance review! It destroys morale, kills teamwork 

and hurts the bottom line. And that’s just for starters. Wall Street Journal. R4. 

Culbert, S.A. (2010). Yes, everyone really does hate performance reviews. Wall Street 

Journal. 

Cyphert, D. (2010). The Rhetorical Analysis of Business Speech. Journal of Business 

Communication. 47(3), 346-368. 

Davis, J.S. (2001). Approaches to Performance Appraisal in Student Affairs. College 

Student Affairs Journal. 21(1), 92-100. 

Dayal, I. (1976). Cultural Factors in Designing Performance Appraisal System. Vikalpa. 

1(2), 59-68. 

deWet, J. C. (2010). The Art of Persuasive Communication: A Process. Claremont: Juta 

and Company Ltd. 

Deets, N.R. and Tyler, D.T. (1986). How Xerox Improved its Performance Appraisals. 

Personnel Journal. 65(4), 50-52. 

Deetz, S.A. (1992). Democracy in the age of corporate colonisation: Development is 

communication and the politics of everyday life. New York: State University of 

New York Press.   



- 287 - 

 

Deming, W. E. (1986). Out of Crisis. Cambridge: Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 

Centre for Advanced Engineering Study. 

DeNisi, A. S. (1996). A cognitive approach to performance appraisal: A programme of 

research. London: Routledge. 

Derven, M.G. (1990). The paradox of performance appraisals. Personnel Journal. 69,107-

111. 

Deutsch, M. (1973).The resolution of conflict. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 

Deutsch, M. (1980). Over fifty years of conflict research. In: Festinger, L. (ed.). Four 

decades of social psychology. New York: Oxford University Press. 46-77. 

Dhiman, A. and Singh, M.  (2007). Appraisal Politics: Revisiting from Assessors’ 

Perspectives. VIKALPA. 32(1), 75-87. 

Dickerson, P. (1997). ‘It's not just me who's saying this’: Citing others in televised political 

discourse. British Journal of Social Psychology. 36, 33-48. 

Dillon, G.L. (1991). Contending Rhetorics: Writing in Academic Disciplines. 

Bloomington: Indiana University Press. 

Dipboye, R. L. and de Pontbriand, R. (1981). Correlates of employee reactions to 

performance appraisals and appraisal systems. Journal of Applied Psychology. 66, 

248-251. 

Dixon, P. (1971). Rhetoric. London: Routledge. 

Dopkins, S., (1996). The role of imagery in the mental representation of negative 

sentences. The American journal of psychology. 109(4), 551. 

Drew, P. and Sorjonen, M.L. (1997). Institutional dialogueue. In: Van Dijk, T.A. (ed.). 

Discourse as social interaction-Discourse studies: A multidisciplinary Introduction 

(Vol. 2). London: Sage. 92-118. 

Drewes, G. and Runde, B. (2002). Performance appraisal. In: Sonnentag, S. (ed.). 

Psychological management of individual performance. New York: John Wiley.137-

154. 

Eades, T. (1996). Plato, Rhetoric, and Silence. Philosophy and Rhetoric. 29 (3), 244 – 258. 

Easterby-Smith, M., Thorpe, R. and Jackson, P.R., (2012). Management research. 4th ed. 

London: Sage. 

Eberhardt, B.G. and Pooyan, A. (1988). The Effects of Appraisal System Redesign 

Perception of and Satisfaction with Performance Appraisal-A Quasi experiment: 

Special Issue on Non-traditional Employment Testing. Journal of Business and 

Psychology. 3(2), 230-241. 

https://philpapers.org/go.pl?id=EADPRA&proxyId=&u=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.jstor.org%2Fstable%2F40237905
https://philpapers.org/asearch.pl?pub=820


- 288 - 

 

Eckhouse, B. (1999). Competitive communication: A rhetoric for modern business. 

Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

Eco, U. (1986). Travels in Hyperreality. Trans. Weaver, W. San Diego: Harcourt Brace 

Jovanovich. 

Edmondson, R. (1984). Rhetoric in Sociology. London: Macmillan. 

Edwards, D. (1997). Discourse and Cognition. London: Sage. 

Edwards, D. (2003). Analysing racial discourse: The discursive psychology of ming-world 

reationshipd. In: van den Berg, H., Houtcoup-Steenstra, H. and Wetherell, M. 

(eds.). Multidisciplinary approaches to the interview. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 

University Press. 31-48.  

Edwards, D. (2005). Discursive psychology. In: Fitch, K.L. and Sanders, R.E. (eds.). 

Handbook of languages and social interaction. Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates, Publishers. 257-273. 

Edwards, D. and Potter, J. (1992a). Discursive Psychology. London: Sage. 

Edwards, D. and Potter, J. (1992b). The chancellor’s memory: Rhetoric and truth in 

discursive remembering. Applied cognitive psychology. 6, 187-215. 

Edwards, D. and Potter, J. (2005). Discursive Psychology, mental state and descriptions. 

In: te Molder, H. and Potter, J. (eds.). Conversation and cognition. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 241-259. 

Edwards, R. (1998). A Critical Examination of the Use of Interpreters in the Qualitative 

Research Process. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies. 24, 197-208. 

Edwards, R. and Nicoll, K. (2006). Expertise, Competence and Reflection in the Rhetoric 

of Professional Development. British Educational Research Journal. 32(1), 115-

131. 

Ehninger, D. (1968). On Systems of Rhetoric. Philosophy and Rhetoric. 1, 131-144. 

English, G. (1991). Tuning up for performance. Training and development journal. 45(4), 

56-60. 

Evans, M.A. (2011). Procedural ethos: Confirming the persuasive in serious games. 

International Journal of Gaming and Computer-Mediated Simulations. 3(4), 70-80. 

Ezzamel, M. and Willmott, H. (2008). Strategy as discourse in a global retailer: A 

supplement to rationalist and interpretive accounts. Organisation Studies. 29, 191-

217. 

Fahnestock, J. (2005). Rhetorical Stylistics. Language and Literature. 14(3), 215-230. 

Fahnestock, J. (2011). Introduction. Rhetorical style: The uses of language in persuasion. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 3-22. 



- 289 - 

 

Fairclough, N. (1992). Discourse and social change. Cambridge: Polity. 

Feldman, J. (1981). Beyond attribution theory: Cognitive process in performance 

evaluation. Journal of applied psychology. 66, 127-148. 

Feldman, M.S., and Sköldberg, K. (2002). Stories and the rhetoric of contrariety: Subtexts 

of organising (change). Culture and Organisation. 8(4), 275-292. 

Ferber, R. (1977). Research by convenience. Journal of Consumer Research. 4(1), 57-58. 

Fernandez, J. (1986). Persuasions and performances: The play of tropes in culture. 

Bloomington: University of Indiana Press. 

Fine, G. (1996). Justifying Work: Occupational Rhetorics as Resources in Restaurant 

Kitchens.  Administrative Science Quarterly. 41, 90-115. 

Finn, R.H. and Fontaine, P.A. (1984). Performance appraisal: Some Dynamics and 

Dilemmas. Public personnel management. 13(3), 335-343. 

Fisher, C. M. (1994). The differences between appraisal schemes: Variation and 

acceptability-part I. Personnel Review. 23(8), 33-48. 

Fisher, C.M. (1995). The differences between appraisal schemes: Variation and 

acceptability-part II. Personnel Review. 24(1), 51-66. 

Fisher, M. (1995). Performance Appraisals. London: Kegan Paul Ltd. 

Fisher, W. R. (1978). Towards a logic of good reasons. Quarterly journal of speech. 64, 

376-384. 

Fisher, W. R. (1987). Human communication as narration: Toward a philosophy of 

reason, value and action. Columbia: University of South Carolina Press. 

Fletcher, C. (2001). Performance appraisal and management: The developing research 

agenda. Journal of Occupational & Organisational Psychology. 74, 473-488. 

Fletcher, C. (2002). Appraisal: An individual psychological perspective. In: Sonnentag, S. 

(ed.). Psychological management of individual performance. New York: John 

Wiley. 115-135. 

Flory, M. and Iglesias, O. (2010). Once upon a time: the role of rhetoric and narratives in 

management research and practice. Journal of Organisational Change 

Management. 23(2), 113-119. 

Fogelin, R. J. (1974). Understanding Arguments. New York, NY: Harcourt Brace 

Javanovich. 

Folger, R., Konovsky, M. A. and Cropanzano, R. (1992). A due process metaphor for 

performance appraisal. Research in organisational behaviour. 14, 129-177. 

Forbat, L. (2005). Talking about care: Two sides to the story. Bristol, UK: Policy Press. 



- 290 - 

 

Ford, J. D. and Ford, L. W. (1995). The role of conversations in producing intentional 

change in organisations. Academy of Management Review. 20(3), 541-570. 

Foster, P. (2002). Performance documentation. Business Communication Quarterly. 65(2), 

108-114. 

Freese, J.H. (1959) Aristotle: The “Art” of Rhetoric. London: Heinemann.  

Furusten, S. (1999). Popular Management Books: How they are made and what they Mean 

for organisations. London: Routledge. 

Gabriel, Y. (2000). Storytelling in organisations: Facts, fictions, and fantasies. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

Garden, W. I. and Avolio, B.J. (1998). The charismatic relationship: A dramaturgical 

perspective. Academy of management review. 23(1), 32-58. 

Garfinkel, H. (1967). Studies in Ethnomethodology. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Gephart, Jr., R. P. (2007). Crisis sensemaking. In: Pearson, C., Roux-Dufort, C. and Clair, 

J. (eds.). International handbook of organisational crisis management. 123-160. 

Gergen, K. J. (1994). Realities and relationships. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press. 

Ghorpade, J., Chen, M.M. and Caggiano, J. (1995). Performance appraisal systems. The 

academy of management executive. 9(1), 32-41.  

Gibbs, P. (1985). Appraisal Goals and Controls. Personnel Journal. 64(8), 89-93. 

Giddens, A. (1984). The constitution of society. Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Gilbert, G.N. and Mulkay, M. (1984). Opening Pandora's box: A sociological analysis of 

scientists' discourse.  Cambridge: CUP Archive. 

Gilbert, G.N. and Mulkay, M. (2003). Opening Pandora's box: A sociological analysis of 

scientists' discourse. Web ed., [Online]. Available from: 

https://www.surrey.ac.uk/sociology/files/OPB%20-%20preface.pdf [Accessed 18th 

June 2016]. 

Gill, A. and Whedbee, K. (1997). Rhetoric. In: Van Dijk, T. A. (ed.). Discourse: Structure 

and process. London: Sage. 157-184. 

Glaser, B.G. and Strauss, A.L. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies for 

qualitative research. Chicago: Aldine Publishers.  

Goldberg, J. and Markoczy, L. (2000). Complex rhetoric and simple games. Emergence. 

2(1), 72-100. 

Golden, J.L., Berquist, G.F., Coleman, W.E. and Sproule, J.M. (2007). The Rhetoric of 

Western Thought: From the Mediterranean World to the Global Setting. 9th ed. 

Dubuque, IA: Kendall Hunt. 

https://www.surrey.ac.uk/sociology/files/OPB%20-%20preface.pdf


- 291 - 

 

Gomez-Mejia, L.R., Page, R.C. and Tornow, W.W. (1985). Improving the Effectiveness of 

Performance Appraisal. Personnel Journal. 360(1), 74-82. 

Goodall, Jr., H. L., Wilson, G. L. and Waagen, C. L. (1986). The Performance Appraisal 

Interview: An Interpretative Reassessment. Quarterly Journal of Speech. 72, 74-87. 

Goosseff, K.A. (2014). Only narratives can reflect the experience of objectivity: Effective 

persuasion. Journal of Organisational Change Management. 27(5), 703-709. 

           Gordon, M. E. and Stewart, L. P. (2009). Conversing about performance: Discursive 

resources for the appraisal interview. Management communication quarterly. 22(3), 473-

501.  

Graff, R. (2001). Reading and the 'Written Style' in Aristotle's Rhetoric. Rhetoric Society 

Quarterly. 31, 19-44. 

Green, Jr., S.E. (2004). A rhetorical theory of diffusion. Academy of management review. 

29(4), 653-669. 

Green, Jr., S.E., Babb, M. and Alpaslan, C.M. (2008). The Role of Rhetoric in the 

Evolving Control of the Modern Corporation. Management Communication 

Quarterly. 22 (1), 1662-1697. 

Green, T. B. and Knippen, J. T. (1999). Breaking the barrier to upward communication. 

Westport, CT: Quorum. 

Greenberg, J. (1986). Organisational performance appraisal procedures: What makes them 

fair? Research on negotiation in organisations. 1, 25-41. 

Greider, W. (1992). Who will tell the people.  New York: Simon & Schuster. 

Greller, M. M. (1975). Subordinate Participation and Reactions to the Appraisal Interview. 

Journal of Applied Psychology.60, 544-549. 

Grimaldi, M. A. (1972). Studies in the philosophy of Aristotle’s rhetoric.  Stuttgart, 

Germany: Wiesbaden, F. Steiner. 

Grint, K. (1993). What's wrong with performance appraisals? A critique and a suggestion. 

Human Resource Management. 3(3), 61-77. 

Gross, A.G. (1990). The rhetoric of science. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Grote, R.C. (1996). The Complete Guide to Performance Appraisal. New York: 

AMACOM.  

Grote, R. C. (2002).  The Performance Appraisal Question and Answer Book: A Survival 

Guide for Managers. New York: American Management Association. 

Grubb, T. (2007). Performance Appraisal Reappraised: It’s Not All Positive. Journal of 

Human Resource Education. 1(1), 1-22. 

http://journals.sagepub.com/author/Green%2C+Sandy+Edward+Jr
http://journals.sagepub.com/author/Babb%2C+Marin
http://journals.sagepub.com/author/Alpaslan%2C+C+Murat


- 292 - 

 

Hackley, C. (2003). ‘We are all customers now...’rhetorical strategy and ideological 

control in marketing management texts. Journal of Management Studies. 40(5), 

1325-1352. 

Hall, C., Slembrouck, S. and Sarangi, S.  (2006). Language practices in social work: 

Categorisation and accountability in child welfare. London: Routledge. 

Hall, J.A., Posner, B.Z. and Harder, J.W. (1989). Performance Appraisal System: Matching 

Practice with Theory. Group and Organisation Studies. 14(1), 51-69. 

Hamilton, P. M. (1997). Rhetorical Discourse of Local Pay. The Interdisciplinary Journal 

of Organisation, Theory and Society. 4 (2), 229-254. 

Hamilton, P. M. (1998). Implementing local pay: Rhetorically analysing irritation. 

Personnel Review. 27(6), 433-447. 

Hamilton, P. M. (2001). Rhetoric and Employment Relations. British Journal of Industrial 

Relations. 39 (3), 433-449. 

Hamilton, P.M. (2003). “The Vital Connection”: A rhetoric on equality. Personnel Review. 

32(6), 694-710. 

Hammer, M., and Champy, J. (1993). Business process reengineering: A manifesto for 

business revolution. New York, NY: Harper Business. 

Hanif, A., Jabeen, N. and Jadoon, Z.I. (2016). Performance management in public sector: 

A case of civil services in Pakistan. A research journal of south Asian studies. 

31(1), 99-116.  

Hardt, L. (2014). Metaphors as research tools in economics. On the Horizon. 22(4), 256-

264. 

Hargie, O. (2006). Skill in practice: An operational model of communicative performance. 

In: Hargie, O. (ed.). Handbook of communication skills. 3rd ed. London: Routledge. 

37-70. 

Harre, R. and Gillett, G. (1994). The discursive mind. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Harris, M. M., Smith, D. E. and Champagne, D. (1995). A field study of performance 

appraisal purpose: Research-versus administrative-based ratings. Personnel 

Psychology. 48, 151-160. 

Harris, R. A. (1998). Reviewed Work: Representing Reality: Discourse, Rhetoric and 

Social Construction by Jonathan Potter. Rhetoric Society Quarterly. 28(2), 86-90. 

Hartelius, E. J. and Browning, L.D. (2008). The Application of Rhetorical Theory in 

Managerial Research: A Literature Review. Management Communication 

Quarterly. 22 (1), 13-39. 

https://www.google.co.uk/search?biw=1280&bih=685&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Christopher+Hall%22&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwijm6yctebMAhWkAMAKHSLaC-kQ9AgIHTAA
https://www.google.co.uk/search?biw=1280&bih=685&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Stefaan+Slembrouck%22&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwijm6yctebMAhWkAMAKHSLaC-kQ9AgIHjAA
https://www.google.co.uk/search?biw=1280&bih=685&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Srikant+Sarangi%22&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwijm6yctebMAhWkAMAKHSLaC-kQ9AgIHzAA


- 293 - 

 

Harvey, J.H., Orbuch, T.L. and Weber, A.L. (1990). A social psychological model of 

account-making in response to severe stress. Journal of Language and Social 

psychology. 9(3), 191-207. 

Hatch, M. J. (1997). Irony and the social construction of contradiction in the humour of a 

management team. Organisation Science. 8, 275-288. 

Heath, R.L. (1986). Realism and Relativism: A perspective on Kenneth Burke. Macon, 

Georgia: Mercer University Press.  

Heath, R.L. (1990). Effects of internal rhetoric on management response to external issues: 

How corporate culture failed the asbestos industry. Journal of applied 

communication research. 18(2), 153-167. 

Heath, R. L. (2009). The rhetorical tradition: Wrangle in the marketplace. In: Heath, R. L., 

Toth, E. L. and Waymer, D. (eds.). Rhetorical and critical approaches to public 

relations II. New York: Routledge. 17-47. 

Heidelbaugh, N. (2001). Judgement, rhetoric and the problem of incommensurability. 

Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press. 

Heidelbaugh, N. (2007). Invention and Dialogueue. Communication Theory. 18, 27-50. 

Heracleous, L. and Barrett, M. (2001). Organisational change as discourse: 

Communicative actions and deep structures in the context of information 

technology implementation. Academy of management journal. 44(4), 755-778. 

Hernández-Campoy, J. M. (2016). Sociolinguistic Styles. West Sussex: John Wiley & 

Sons, Inc.  

Herrick, J.A. (2016). The history and theory of rhetoric: An introduction. 5th ed. New 

York: Routledge.  

Hoffman, M. F. and Ford, D. J. (2010). Organisational Rhetoric in Contemporary Culture. 

In: Organisational Rhetoric: Situations and Strategies. California: SAGE 

publications, Inc. 1-22. 

Holbrook, Jr., R. L. (2002). Contact points and flash points: Conceptualizing the use of 

justice mechanisms in the performance appraisal interview. Human Resource 

Management Review.12, 101-123 

Holliday, M.A.K. and Hasan, R. (1976). Cohesion in English. London: Longman. 

Holt, R. (2006). Principles and practices: Rhetoric and the moral character of managers. 

Human relations. 59(12), 1659-1680. 

Holt, R. and Macpherson, A. (2010) Sensemaking, rhetoric and the socially competent 

entrepreneur. International Small Business Journal. 28 (1), 20-42. 



- 294 - 

 

Hopfl, H. (1995). Organisational Rhetoric and the Threat of Ambivalence. Studies in 

Cultures, Organisations and Societies. 1 (1), 175-187. 

Hottel-Burkhart, N. G. (2000). The canons of Aristotelian rhetoric: Their place in 

contrastive Arabic-English studies. In: Ibrahim, Z. M., Kassabgy, N. and  Aydelott, 

S. (eds.). Diversity in language: Contrastive studies in English and Arabic 

theoretical and applied linguistics. Cairo, Egypt: The American University in Cairo 

Press. 93-110. 

Huang, J. and Galliers, R.D., (2011). The importance of rhetoric in conceptualising IS 

adoption. Journal of Enterprise Information Management. 24(3), 219-223. 

Huang, J. and Tansley, C. (2012). Sneaking through the minefield of talent management: 

The notion of rhetorical obfuscation. The International Journal of Human Resource 

Management, 23(17), 3673-3691. 

Huhmann, B. A., Mothersbaugh, D. L. and Franke, G. R. (2002). Rhetorical figures in 

headings and their effect on text processing: the moderating role of information 

relevance and text length. IEEE transactions on professional communication. 45 

(3), 157-169. 

Humphrey, C. and Scapens, R. W. (1996). Rhetoric and case study research: Response 

to Joni Young and Alistair Preston and to Sue Llewellyn. Accounting, Auditing 

& Accountability Journal. 9(4), 119-122 

Hunt, S.D. (1994). On the rhetoric of qualitative methods: Towards historically informed 

argumentation in management enquiry. Journal of management enquiry. 3(3), 221-

234. 

Hepburn, A. and Wiggins, S. (2005). Development in discursive psychology. Discourse & 

society. 16(5), 595-601. 

Huselid, M. (1995). The impact of human resource management practices in turnover, 

productivity, and corporate financial performance. Academy of Management 

Journal. 38, 635-672. 

Iglesias, O. and   Bonet, B. (2012). Persuasive brand management: How managers can 

influence brand meaning when they are losing control over it. Journal of 

Organisational Change Management. 25 (2), 251 – 264. 

Ikramullah, M., Shah, B., Khan, S., Sajjad-ul-Hassan, F. and Zaman, T. (2012). 

Purposes of performance appraisal system: A perceptual study of civil servants 

in District Dera Ismail Khan Pakistan. International journal of business and 

management. 7(3), 142-151. 

http://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=W82x2NsAAAAJ&citation_for_view=W82x2NsAAAAJ:IjCSPb-OGe4C
http://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=W82x2NsAAAAJ&citation_for_view=W82x2NsAAAAJ:IjCSPb-OGe4C
http://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=W82x2NsAAAAJ&citation_for_view=W82x2NsAAAAJ:IjCSPb-OGe4C
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Humphrey%2C+Christopher
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Scapens%2C+Robert+W
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Iglesias%2C+Oriol
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Bonet%2C+Eduard


- 295 - 

 

Ilgen, D. R. and Knowlton, W. A. (1980). Performance attributional effects on feedback 

from supervisors. Organisational Behaviour and Human Performance. 25,441-456. 

Ilgen, D. R., Fisher, C. D. and Taylor, M. S. (1979). Consequences of individual feedback 

on behaviour in organisations. Journal of Applied Psychology. 64(4), 349-371. 

Ilyas, W., Farooqi, Y.A. and Ahmad, M. (2016). Effect of HRM practices on employee 

performance: A study of telecom sector. Journal of resources development and 

management. 20, 61-71. 

Jackman, J. M. and Strober, M. H. (2003). Fear of feedback. Harvard Business Review. 

82(1), 101-107. 

Jackson, B.G. (1996). Re‐engineering the sense of self: the manager and the management 

guru. Journal of Management studies. 33(5), 571-590. 

Jamil, S. (2005). Human Resource Management-A fad in quandary. DAWN. [Online]. 

Available from: http://archives.dawn.com/2005/06/27/ebr10.htm [Assessed 25th 

June, 2017]. 

Jankowicz, A.D. (2005). Business Research Projects. 4th ed. London: Business Press 

Thomson Learning. 

Jensen, H. S. (2010). Management – decision and interpretation. Journal of 

Organisational Change Management. 23(2), 134-136. 

Jhonson, D.W. and Jhonson, F.P. (1982). Joining together: Group theory and group skills. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Johansson, A. (2004). Narrating the entrepreneur. International Small Business Journal. 

22, 273-293. 

Johnson, G. (1990). Managing strategic change: The role of symbolic action. British 

Journal of Management. 1, 183-200. 

Joiner, B.L. (1994). Fourth Generation Management: The New Business Consciousness. 

New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Jones, C. and Livne-Tarandach, R. (2008). Designing a frame: Rhetorical strategies of 

architects. Journal of Organisational Behaviour. 29, 1075-1099. 

Kallendorf, C. and Kallendorf, C. (1985). The Figures of Speech, Ethos, and Aristotle: 

Notes toward a Rhetoric of Business Communication. Journal of Business 

Communication. 22(1), 35-50. 

Kamoche, K. (1995). Rhetoric, ritualism, and totemism in human resource management. 

Human relations. 48(4), 267-385.  

Kane, J.S. and Lawler, E.E. (1978). Methods of peer assessment. Psychological bulletin. 

85, 555-586. 

http://archives.dawn.com/2005/06/27/ebr10.htm
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Siggaard+Jensen%2C+Hans


- 296 - 

 

Kaufer, D.S. (1983). Irony, interpretive form, and the theory of meaning. Poetics Today. 

4(3), 451-464. 

Kavanagh, M. J. (1989). How’m I doin’? I have a need and a right to know. In: Osigweh, 

C. A. B. (ed.). Managing employee rights and responsibilities. New York: Quorum. 

175-185. 

Kennedy, G.A. (1991). Aristotle, On Rhetoric: A theory of civic discourse. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Kennedy, G.A. (1998). Comparative Rhetoric- A Historical and Cross-cultural 

Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Kent, T. (1993). Paralogic Rhetoric: A Theory of Communicative Interaction. Cranbury, 

NJ: Associated University Presses, Inc. 

Kerferd, G. B. (1984). The Sophistic Movement. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Khan, A.H. (2016). Employees perception on performance appraisal system in public 

limited company in Pakistan. International Journal of learning and development. 

6(3), 168-200. 

Khan, M.A. (2010). Effect of HRM practices on organisational performance: An empirical 

study of oil and gas industry in Pakistan. European journal of Economics, Finance 

and Administrative Science. 24, 1-19. 

Khan, Z., Khan, A.S. and Khan, I. (2017). Impact of performance appraisal on employee’s 

performance including the moderating role of motivation: A survey of commercial 

banks in Dera Ismail Khan Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Pakistan. Universal journal of 

industrial and business management. 5(1), 1-9. 

Khilji, S. E. (2001). Human Resource Management in Pakistan. In: Budhwar, P. S. and 

Debrah, Y. A. (eds.). Human Resource Management in Developing Countries. 

London: Routledge. 102-120. 

Khosravani, Y. and Dastjerdi, H. V. (2013). Back translation vs. collabourative translation: 

A comparative study of Persian subtitles in English movies. Lebende Sprachen. 

58(2), 366-378.  

Kieser, A. (1997). Rhetoric and myth in management fashion. Organisation. 4(1), 49-74. 

Kikoski, J. F. (1998). Effective communication in the performance appraisal interview: 

Faceto-face communication for public managers in the culturally diverse 

workplace. Public Personnel Management. 27, 491-513. 

Killingsworth, M. (2005). Rhetorical Appeals: A Revision. Rhetoric Review.  24(3), 249-

263.  



- 297 - 

 

King, C. L. (2010). Beyond persuasion: The rhetoric of negotiation in business 

communication. Journal of Business Communication. 47(1), 69-78. 

Kivimäki, M., Hannakaisa, L., Elovaino, M., Heikkilä, A., Lindström, K., Harisalo, R., 

Sipila, K. and Puolimatka, L. (2000). Communication as a determinant of 

organisational innovation. R&D Management. 30(1), 33-42. 

Kondrasuk, J.N. (2011). The Ideal Performance Appraisal is a Format, Not a Form. Allied 

Academies International Conference: Proceedings of the Academy of Strategic 

Management (ASM). 10 (1), 61-75. 

Kramer, E. (2007). Organising doubts: Grounded theory, army units and dealing with 

dynamic complexity (Advances in Organisation Studies).  Frederiksberg: 

Samfundslitterature. 

Kramer G. (2007). Insight dialogueue. Boston, MA: Wisdom. 

Krebs, R. R. (2015). Narrative and the making of US national security: Cambridge studies 

in international relations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Kress, G., and Hodge, B. (1979). Language as ideology. London: Routledge. 

Kristeller, P. O. (1979). Renaissance Thought and Its Sources. New York: Columbia 

University Press. 

Kurz, T., Augoustinos, M. and Crabb, S. (2010). Running head: Political rhetoric around 

climate change: Contesting the ‘national interest’ and maintaining ‘our lifestyle’: A 

discursive analysis of political rhetoric around climate change. British Journal of 

Social Psychology. 49(3), 601-625.  

Lacan, J. (1995). Position of the unconscious (1964). In: Feldstein, R., Fink, B. and Jaanus, 

M. (eds.). Reading Seminar XI: Lacan’s four fundamental concepts of 

psychoanalysis, including the first English translation of “Postion of the 

Unconscious” by Jacques Lacan. Trans. Fink, B. Albany: State University of New 

York Press. 259-282. 

Landy, F.J. and Farr, J.L. (1983). The measurement of work performance. New York, NY: 

Academic Press.  

Lanham, R. A. (1969). A handlist of rhetorical terms: A guide for students of English 

literature. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 

Lanham, R.A. (1991). A Handbook of Rhetorical Terms. 2nd ed. Berkeley, CA: University 

of California Press. 

Latham, G. P. and Wexley, K. N. (1981). Increasing productivity through performance 

appraisal. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley publishing Co. 



- 298 - 

 

Latham, G., Sulsky, L.M. and Macdonald, H. (2007). Performance management. In: 

Boxall, P., Purcell, J. and Wright, P. (eds.). Oxford handbook of human resource 

management. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Laumeyer, J., and Beebe, T. (1988). Employees and Their Appraisal: How Do Workers 

Feel About the Company Grading Scale? Personnel Administrator. 33(12), 76-80. 

Law, D.  R. (2007). Appraising performance appraisals: A critical look at an external 

control management technique. International Journal of Reality Therapy. 26(2), 

18-25. 

Lawrence, T.B., and Suddaby, R. (2006). Institutions and institutional work. In: Clegg, 

S.R., Hardy, C., Lawrence, T.B. and Nord, W.R. (eds.). Handbook of 

organisational studies. 2nd ed. London: Sage. 215-254. 

Leff, M. C. (1974). Boethius and the History of Medieval Rhetoric. CSSJ. 25, 134-141.   

Legget, B. (2006). Developing your Persuasive Edge. Pamplona: EUNSA. 

Legget, B. and Rosanas, J. M. (2008).  Rhetoric and persuasion in management. IESE, 

Occasional Paper-154, [Online]. Available from: 

http://www.iese.edu/research/pdfs/op-0154-e.pdf [Accesses 28th December 2016]. 

Leigh, J.H. (1994). The use of figures of speech in print ad headlines. Journal of 

advertising, 23(2), 17-33. 

Levine, L. and Saunders, K.M. (1993). Thinking like a rhetor, Journal of Legal Education. 

43, 108-122. 

Levinson, H. (2003). Management by whose objectives? Harvard Business Review. 82(1), 

107-116. 

Levy, P.E. and Williams, J.R. (2004). The social context of performance appraisal: A 

review and framework for the future. Journal of management. 30(6), 881-905. 

Lewis, P. H. (1996). Making Change Happen Through Appraisal and Development. CUPA 

Journal. 47(1), 7-11. 

Likert, R. (1959). Motivational approach to management development. Harvard Business 

Review. 37, 75-82. 

Linstead, S. (2001). Rhetoric and organisational control: A framework for analysis. In: 

Westwood, R. and Linstead, S. (eds.). The language of organisations. London: 

Sage. 217-241. 

Longenecker, C. O. and Fink, L. S. (1999). Creating effective performance appraisals. 

Industrial Management. 41(5), 18. 

Longenecker, C. O. and Ludwig, D. (1990). Ethical dilemmas in performance appraisal 

revisited. Journal of business ethics. 9(12), 961-969. 

http://www.iese.edu/research/pdfs/op-0154-e.pdf


- 299 - 

 

Longenecker, C. O., and Nykodym. N. (1996). Public Sector Performance Appraisal 

Effectiveness: A Case Study. Public Personnel Management. 25(2), 151-165. 

Longenecker, C. O., Liverpool, P. R. and Wilson, K. Y. (1988). An assessment of 

manager/ subordinate perceptions of performance appraisal effectiveness. Journal 

of Business and Psychology. 2(4), 311-320. 

Longnecker, C. O., Sims, H. P. and Goia, D. A. (1987). Behind the mask: The politics of 

employee appraisal. Academy of Management Executive. 1,183-193. 

Lowenhaupt, R. (2014). The language of leadership: Principal rhetoric in everyday    

practice. Journal of Educational Administration. 52(4), 446-468. 

Lucas, S. E. (2015). The Art of Public Speaking. 12th ed. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Luthans, K. W. and Sommer, S. M. (2005). The impact of high performance work on 

industry-level outcomes. Journal of Management Issues. 17(3), 327-342. 

Mack, P. (2011). A history of Renaissance rhetoric 1380-1620. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press. 

Maier, N.R.F. (1970). Problem-solving and creativity in individuals and groups. Belmont, 

CA: Books/Cole. 

Malhotra, N.K. and Birks, D.F. (2007). Marketing research: An applied approach. 3rd ed. 

Harlow: Prentice Hall/Financial Times. 

Malmkjaer, K. (2002). Functional Linguistics. In: Malmkjaer, K. The Linguistic 

Encyclopaedia. London: Routledge. 167-170. 

Malphurs, R. (2013). Rhetoric and discourse in Supreme Court oral arguments: 

Sensemaking in judicial decisions. New York, NY: Routledge. 

Mangi, R.A., Jhatial, A.A., Shah, S.A.A. and Ghumro, I.A. (2012). HRM practice in 

private sector organisations in Pakistan: Study of cultural influences. Global 

Journal of management and business research. 12(7), 20-30. 

Mann, L., and Janis, I (1983). Decisional conflict in organisations. In: Tjosvold, D. and 

Johnson, D.W. (eds.). Productive conflict management: Perspectives for 

organisations. New York: Irvington Publisher.  

Marchington, M., Rubery, J. and Grimshaw, D. (2011). Alignment, integration, and 

consistency in HRM across multi-employer networks. Human Resource 

Management. 50(3), 313-339. 

Markel, M. (2005). The rhetoric of misdirection in corporate privacy-policy statements. 

Technical communication quarterly. 14(2), 197-214. 

Marshak, R. J., Keenoy, T., Oswick, C. and Grant, D. (2000). From outer words to inner 

worlds. Journal of Applied Behavioural Science. 36(2), 245-258. 



- 300 - 

 

Marshall, H. (1994). Discourse analysis in an occupational context. In: Cassell, C. and 

Symon, G. (eds.). Qualitative methods in organisational research. London: Sage.  

91-106. 

May, T. (1997). Social Research: Issues, Methods and Process. 2nd ed.  Buckingham: 

Open University Press. 

McAdon, B. (2004). Reconsidering the Intention or Purpose of Aristotle’s Rhetoric. 

Rhetoric Review. 23(3), 216-234. 

McCloskey, D. (1990). Reply to Munz. Journal of the History of Ideas. 51(1), 143-147.  

McComiskey, B. (1992). Disassembling Plato's Critique of Rhetoric in the Gorgias (447a-

466a). Rhetoric Review. 10(2), 205-216. 

McCroskey, J.C. and Teven, J.J. (1999). Goodwill: A reexamination of the construct and 

its measurement. Communications Monographs. 66(1), 90-103. 

McGee, M.C. (1990). Text, context, and the fragmentation of contemporary culture. 

Western Journal of Communication (includes Communication Reports), 54(3), 274-

289. 

McGregor, D. (1957). An Uneasy Look at Performance Appraisal. Harvard Business 

Review. 35(3), 89-94. 

McGuigan, B. (2010). Rhetorical devices: A handbook and activities for student writers. 

Clayton, DE: Prestwick House, Inc. 

McInnis, D.J. and Price, L.L. (1987). The role of imagery in information processing: 

Review and extension, Journal of Consumer Research. 13, 473-491. 

McKenzie, P.J. (2003). Justifying cognitive authority decisions: Discursive strategies of 

information seekers. The Library Quarterly. 73(3), 261-288. 

McKenzie, P.J. and Stooke, R.K. (2001). Who is entitled to be a Literacy Expert? Category 

entitlements of parents and professionals in the literature on children’s literacy 

learning. Proceedings of the 29th Annual Conference of the Canadian Association 

for Information on beyond the Web: Technologies, knowledge and people. [Online]. 

Available from:  http://www.cais-acsi.ca/proceedings/2001/McKenzie_2001.pdf 

[Accessed 18th January 2016].  

McKeon, R.  (1987). Rhetoric: Essays in invention and discovery. Woodbridge. CT: Bow 

Press.  

McKinlay, A. and McVittie, C. (2008). Social psychology and discourse. Chichester, West 

Sussex: A John Wiley & Sons, Ltd., Publication. 

McQuarrie, E.F. and Mick, D.G. (1992). On resonance: A critical pluralistic inquiry into 

advertising rhetoric. Journal of consumer research. 19(2), 180-197. 



- 301 - 

 

McQuarrie, E. F. and Mick, D. G. (1996). Figures of Rhetoric in Advertising Language. 

Journal of Consumer Research. 22 (4), 424-438.  

Mendelson, M. (1998). The Rhetoric of Embodiment. Rhetoric Society Quarterly. 28(4), 

29-50.  

Meyer, H. H. (1991). A solution to the performance appraisal feedback enigma. Academy 

of Management Executive. 5(1), 68-76. 

Mieroop, D. V. D. and Vrolix, E. (2014).  A discourse analytical perspective on the 

personalization of the performance appraisal interview. International journal of 

business communication. 51(2), 159-182. 

Mihelj, S. (2013). Between Official and Vernacular Memory. In: Pickering, M. and 

Keightley, E. (eds.). Research Methods for Memory Studies. Edinburgh: Edinburgh 

University Press. 60-78. 

Miller, C.R. (2005). Risk, Controversy, and Rhetoric: Response to Goodnight.  

Argumentation and Advocacy. 42, 34-37. 

Mininni, G., Manuti, A. and Rubino, R. (2008). Diatexts of media dilemmas: The 

rhetorical construction of euthanasia. In: Weigand, E. (ed.). Dialogueue and 

Rhetoric. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company. 235-250. 

Mintzberg, H. (1973). The nature of managerial work. New York: Harper & Row 

Moberg, G.G. (1990). The revival of rhetoric: A bibliographic essay. Journal of English 

Writing. 9(2), 66-82. 

Mohatlane, E. J. (2014). Back-translation as a Quality Control Mechanism in Sesotho 

Translation. Journal of Social Sciences. 41(2), 167-175. 

Molina, A. D. and Spicer, M. W. (2004). Aristotelian Rhetoric, Pluralism, and Public 

Administration. Administration and society. 36 (3), 282-305. 

Mootz III, F.J. (2016). Law, Hermeneutics and Rhetoric. New York: Routledge Tylor & 

Francis Group. 155-264. 

 

Morgan, G. (1996). Is there anything more to be said about metaphor? In: Grant, D. and 

Oswick, C. (eds.). Metaphor and organisation. London: Sage. 227-240. 

Moss, J.D. (1997). Reclaiming Aristotle’s Rhetoric. The review of metaphysics. 50(3), 635-

646. 

Mothersbaugh, D. L., Huhmann, B. A. and Franke, G. R. (2002). Combinatory and 

separative effects of rhetorical figures on consumers’ effort and focus in ad 

processing. Journal of consumer research. 28 (4), 589-602. 

http://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=W82x2NsAAAAJ&citation_for_view=W82x2NsAAAAJ:u-x6o8ySG0sC
http://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=W82x2NsAAAAJ&citation_for_view=W82x2NsAAAAJ:u-x6o8ySG0sC
http://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=W82x2NsAAAAJ&citation_for_view=W82x2NsAAAAJ:u-x6o8ySG0sC


- 302 - 

 

Mount, M. K. (1983). Comparisons of Managerial and Employee Satisfaction with 

Performance Appraisal System. Personnel Psychology. 36(1), 98-110. 

Mount, M. K. (1984). Satisfaction with Performance Appraisal System and Sppraisal 

Discussion. Journal of Occupational Behaviour. 5, 271-279. 

Moussavi, F., and Ashbaugh, D. L. (1995). Perceptual Effects of Participative, Goal-

orientated Performance Appraisal: A Field Study in Public Agencies. Journal of 

Public Administration Research and Theory. 5(3), 331-344. 

Mueller, F., Sillince, J., Harvey, C. and Howorth, C. (2003). A rounded picture is what we 

need: Rhetorical strategies, arguments and the negotiation of change in a UK 

hospital trust. Organisation Studies. 25, 75-93. 

Munz, P. (1990). The Rhetoric of Rhetoric. Journal of the History of Ideas Inc. 51(1), 121-

142. 

Murphy, K. R. and Cleveland, J. N. (1991). Performance Appraisal. An Organisational 

Perspective. Needham Heights, MA: Allyn and Bacon. 

Murphy, K. R., and Cleveland, J. N. (1995). Understanding Performance Appraisal: 

Social, Organisational, and Goal-based Perspectives. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Nankervis, A.R., Stanton, P. and Foley, P. (2012). Exploring the Rhetoric and Reality of 

Performance Management Systems and Organisational Effectiveness-Evidence 

from Australia. Research and Practice in Human Resource Management. 20(1), 

40-56. 

Nash, W. (1989) Rhetoric: the wit of persuasion. Oxford: Blackwell. 

National Commission for Government Reforms (NCGR) (2008). Report of the national 

commission for Government reforms on reforming the Government in Pakistan-Vol 

I. [Online]. Available from: http://pc.gov.pk/uploads/report/NCGR_Vol_I-1.pdf 

[Assessed 28th June, 2017]. 

Nayyab, H.H., Hamid, M., Naseer, F., and Iqbal, M. (2011). The Impact of HRM Practices 

on the Organisational Performance: The Study of Banking Sector in Okara, Punjab 

(Pakistan). Interdisciplinary Journal of Contemporary Research in Business. 3(3), 

661-672. 

Neisser, U. (1981). John Dean’s memory: A case study. Cognition. 9, 1-22. 

Nelson, J. S., Megill, A. and McCloskey, D. N. (eds.). (1987). The rhetoric of the human 

sciences: Languag and argument in scholarship and public affairs. Wisconsin: 

Univrsity of Wisconsin Press.  

Nichols, M. P. (1987). Aristotle's Defence of Rhetoric. Journal of Politics. 49 (3), 657-

678.  

http://pc.gov.pk/uploads/report/NCGR_Vol_I-1.pdf


- 303 - 

 

Nickols, F. (2007). Performance appraisal: Weighed and found wanting in the balance. 

Journal for Quality & Participation. 30(1), 13-16. 

Nienkamp, J. (2001). Internal rhetorics: towards a history and theory of self-persuasion. 

Carbondale Ill: Southern Illinois state press. 

Nilsson, T. (2010). The reluctant rhetorician: senior managers as rhetoricians in a strategic 

change context. Journal of Organisational Change Management. 23(2), 137-144. 

Noel, J. (1999). On varieties of phronesis. Educational philosophy and theory. 31(3), 273-

289. 

O’Hair, D., Friedrich, G.W., Weimann, J.M. and Weimann, M.O. (1995). Competent 

Communication. New York: San Martin’s Press. 

O’Donnell, M. and Shields, J. (2002). Performance Management and the Psychological 

Contract in the Australian Federal Public Sector. The Journal of Industrial 

Relations. 44 (3), 435-457. 

Oakes, L. S., Townley, B. and Cooper D. (1998). Business planning as pedagogy: 

Language and control in a changing institutional field. Administrative Science 

Quarterly. 43(2), 257-292. 

Orey, M. (2007). Fear of Firing: How the threat of litigation is making companies skittish 

about axing problem workers. Bloomberg Businessweek. [Online] Available from: 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2007-04-22/fear-of-firing [Accessed 

05th January 2017]. 

Oswick, C. and Grant, D. (eds.). (1996). Organisation and metaphor. London: Sage. 

Oswick, C., Keenoy, T. and Grant, D. (2002). Metaphors and analogueical reasoning in 

organisation theory: Beyond orthodoxy. Academy of Management Review. 27, 294-

303. 

Oswick, C., Putnam, L. L. and Keenoy, T. (2004). Tropes, discourse and organising. In: 

Grant, D., Hardy, C., Oswick, C. and Putnam, L.L. (eds.). Handbook of 

organisational discourse. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 105-128. 

Paegelow, R.S. (2008). Back-translation revisited: Differences that matter (and those that 

so not matter). The ATA Chronicle. 8, 22-25. 

Paivio, A. (1969). Mental imagery in associative learning and memory. Psychological 

review, 76(3), 241. 

Papa, M. J. (1989). A comparison of two methods of managerial selection. Management 

Communication Quarterly. 3, 191-218. 

Pareek, U. and Rao, T.V. (1981). Designing and Managing Human Resources System. 

Delhi: Oxford & IBH. 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2007-04-22/fear-of-firing


- 304 - 

 

Parker, I. (1992). Discourse dynamics: Critical analysis for social and individual 

psychology. London: Routledge. 

Peräkylä, A. and Vehviläinen, S.  (2003). Conversation analysis and the professional 

stocks of interactional knowledge. Discourse and society. 14(6), 727-750.  

Perelman, C. and Olbrechts-Tyteca, M. L. (1969). The new rhetoric: A treatise on 

argumentation. Trans. Wikinson, J. and Weaver, P. Notre Dame, IN: University of 

Notre Dame Press. 

Perelman, C. and Olbrechts-Tyteca, M. L. (1971). The new rhetoric: A treatise on 

argumentation. Trans. Wikinson, J. and Weaver, P. Notre Dame, IN: University of 

Notre Dame Press. 

Performance Evaluation Guide (PEG) (2004). A guide to performance evaluation.  

[Online]. Available from: http://www.fab.gov.pk/images/pdf/PEGuide.pdf 

[Assessed 30th June, 2017]. 

Peterson, T.R. (1990). Argument premises used to validate organisational change: Mormon 

representations of plural marriage. Journal of applied communication research. 18, 

162-184. 

Pettijohn, L. S., Parker, R. S., Pettijohn, C. E. and Kent, J. L. (2001). Performance 

appraisals: Usage, criteria and observations.  Journal of Management Development. 

20(9), 754. 

Philp, T. (1990) Appraising performance for results.  2nd ed. London: McGraw Hill. 

Plato. (1999a). Gorgias. Trans. Jowett, B. The essential Plato. New York: Book of the 

Month Club. 1141-1145. 

Plato. (1999b). Phaedrus. Trans. Jowett, B. The essential Plato. New York: Book of the 

Month Club. 781-851. 

Poole, M. and Mansfield, R. (1992). Managers’ Attitudes to Human Resource 

Management: Rhetoric and Reality. In: Blyton, P. and Turnbull, P. (eds.). 

Reassessing Human Resource Management. London: Sage. 

Pooyan, A., and Eberhardt. B. J. (1989). Correlates of Performance Appraisal Satisfaction 

among Supervisory and Non-supervisory Employees. Journal of Business 

Research. 19, 215-226. 

Potter, J. (1996). Representing Reality: Discourse, Rhetoric and Social Construction. 

London: SAGE Publication Ltd.   

Potter, J. (1998). Discursive social psychology: From attitudes to evaluations. European 

Review of Social Psychology. 9, 233-266. 

http://www.fab.gov.pk/images/pdf/PEGuide.pdf


- 305 - 

 

Potter, J. (2004). Discourse analysis as a way of analysing naturally occurring talk. In: 

Silverman, D. T. (ed.). Qualitative research: Theory, method and practice. London: 

Sage. 200-221. 

Potter, J. (2012). Discourse analysis and discursive psychology. In: Cooper, H. (ed.). APA 

handbook of research methods in psychology: Vol. 2. Washington: American 

Psychological Association Press. 111-130. 

Potter, J. and Edwards, D. (2001). Discrusive social psychology. In: Robinson, W.P. and 

Giles, H. (eds.). The new handbook of language and social psychology. Chichester, 

West Sussex: John Wiley & Sons Ltd.103-118. 

Potter, J. and Hepburn, A. (2005). Qualitative interviews in psychology: Problems and 

Possibilities. Qualitative Research in Psychology. 2, 281-307.  

Potter, J. and Wetherell, M. (1987). Discourse and social psychology: Beyond attitudes 

and behaviour.  London: Sage. 

Poulakos, J. (1999). What can a ''Rhetoric'' be? In: Lucaites, J.L., Condit, C.M. and 

Caudill, S. (eds.). Contemporary Rhetorical Theory: A Reader. New York: 

Guilford Press. 19-24. 

Price, A. (2007). Human resource management in business context. 3rd ed. London: 

Thomson Learning. 

Pridham, F. (2001). The language of conversation. London: Routledge. 

Pullman, G., (1995). Deliberate rhetoric and forensic stasis: Reconsidering the scope and 

function of an ancient rhetorical heuristic in the aftermath of the Thomas/ Hill 

controversy. Rhetoric Society Quarterly. 25, 223-30. 

Purcell, J., Kinnie, N., Hutchinson, S., Rayton, B. and Swart, N. (2003). Understanding the 

People and Performance Link: Unlocking the Black Box. London: Chartered 

Institute of Personnel Development. 

Purcell, J. and Hutchinson, S. (2007). Front‐line managers as agents in the HRM‐ 

performance causal chain: Theory, analysis and evidence. Human Resource 

Management Journal. 17(1), 3‐20. 

Pym, A. (2010). Exploring translation theories. London: Routledge.  

Quimby, R.W. (1974). The growth of Plato’s perception of rhetoric. Philosophy and 

rhetoric. 7(2), 71-79. 

Quintilian. (1933). The Institutio Oratoria. Trans. Butler, H.E. Loeb Classical Library. 

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.   



- 306 - 

 

Rapp, C. (2002). Aristotle’s Rhetoric. Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, [Online]. 

Available from: http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/aristotle-rhetoric/ [Accessed 20th 

January, 2016]. 

Rasheed, H. and Aimin, W. (2012). An evaluation of bank customer satisfaction in 

Pakistan: Case of conventional banks. International journal of business and social 

sciences. 3(16), 73-77. 

Rasheed, H., Aimin, W. and Ahmed, A. (2012). An evaluation of bank customer 

satisfaction in Pakistan: Comparing foreign and Islamic banks. International 

journal of academic research in business and social sciences. 2(7), 177-184. 

Rasheed, M.I., Aslam, H.D., Yousaf, S. and Noor, A. (2011). A critical analysis of 

performance appraisal system for teachers in public sector universities of Pakistan: 

A case study of The Islamia University of Bahawalpur (IUB). African journal of 

business management. 5(80), 3297-3301. 

Raymond, J. C. (1982). Rhetoric: The Methodology of the Humanities. College English.  

44, 778-783. 

Raza, A. and Farhan, M. (2011). A comparison of financial performance in investment 

banking sector in Pakistan. International journal of business and social sciences. 

2(9), 72-81.  

Redman, T. and Wilkinson, A. (2013). Contemporary Human Resource Management: Text 

and Cases, London: Prentice Hall. 

Rehman, H. U. and Ahmed, S. (2008). An empirical analysis of the determinants of bank 

selection in Pakistan: A customer view. Pakistan Economic and Social Review. 

46(2), 147-160. 

Richards, K.  E. (1959).  A new concept of performance appraisal. The Journal of 

Business. 32(3), 229-243. 

Rife, M.C. (2010). Ethos, pathos, logos, kairos: using a rhetorical heuristic to mediate 

digital-survey recruitment strategies. IEEE Transactions on Professional 

Communication. 53(3), 260-277. 

Roberts, G. E. (2003). Employee performance appraisal system participation: A technique 

that works. Public Personnel Management. 32(1), 89-98. 

Roberts, J.S., (1999). A Rhetorical Analysis of the Self in an Organisation: The Production 

and Reception of Discourse in a Bank. Business Communication Quarterly. 62(2), 

112-116. 



- 307 - 

 

Robertson, M., Paterson, B., Lauder, B., Fenton, R. and Gavin, J. (2010). Accounting for 

accountability: A discourse analysis of psychiatric nurses’ experience of a patient 

suicide. The open nursing journal. 4, 1-8. 

Robinson, D. N. (2006). Rhetoric and Character in Aristotle. Review of Metaphysics. 60(1), 

3-15. 

Robson, C. (2002). Real World Research. 2nd ed. Oxford: Blackwell. 

Rothschild, E.H. and Virginia, M. (1989). The Performance Appraisal: A Crucial Business 

Process and Product.  Bulletin of the Association for Business Communication. 

52(3) 39-47. 

Roulston, K. (2006). Close encounters of the ‘CA’ kind: A review of literature analysing 

talk in research interviews. Qualitative Research. 6(4), 515-534. 

Rowley, J., Jones, R., Vassiliou, M., and Hanna, S. (2012).Using Card-based Games to 

Enhance the Value of Semi-structured Interviews. International Journal of Market 

Research. 54(1), 93-110. 

Saba, F. and Nsubuga-Kyobe, A.  (2014). Performance appraisal accuracy: The effects and 

consequences of rater’s motivation in performance appraisal context; a case study 

of Pakistan higher education sector. AFBE journal. 7(2), 188-218.  

Sapsford, R. & Abbott, P. (1998). Conclusion: Ethics, Politics and Research. In: Sapsford, 

R. and Jupp, V. (eds.). Data Collection & Analysis. London: SAGE Publications 

Ltd. 317- 342. 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. and Thornhill, A. (2012). Research Methods for Business 

Students. 5th ed. Essex: Pearson Education Limited.  

Savolainen, R. (2014). The use of rhetorical strategies in Q&A discussion. Journal of 

Documentation. 70(1), 93-118. 

Sayeed, O.B. and Bhide, P.V. (2003). Performance appraisal effectiveness: An empirical 

assessment. Indian journal of industrial relations. 39(2), 166-182. 

Schellhardt, T. D. (1996).  Annual agony: It’s time to evaluate your work, and all involved 

are groaning. Wall Street Journal. A1. 

Schneier, C. and Beatty, R. (1982). What is PA? In: Baird, L., Beatty, R. and Schneier, C. 

(eds.). The performance appraisal source book. Amherst, MA: Human Resource 

Development press. 

Schuler, R.S. (1984). Personnel and Human Resource Management. 2nd ed. St. Paul, MN: 

West publishing company. 

https://philpapers.org/rec/ROBRAC-2
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Savolainen%2C+Reijo


- 308 - 

 

Schutz, A. (1962). Common-sense and scientific interpretation of human action. In: 

Natanson, M. (ed.). Collected Papers I-The Problem of Social Reality. Hague: 

Martinus Nijhoff Publishers 

Scullen, S. E. (2011). Why do you have a performance appraisal system? Management 

Review. 1(1), 8-11. 

Sekaran, U. (2002). Research Methods for Business: A Skill Building Approach. 4th ed. 

New Jersey: Wiley. 

Selden, B. (2010). What to do when you become the boss: How new managers become 

successful managers. Updated ed. Sydney: Hachette Australia Pty Limited. 

Selden, S. C. (2008). Human Capital: Tools and Strategies for the Public Sector. 

Washington, DC: CQ Press.  

Self, L. (1979). Rhetoric and Phronesis: The Aristotelian Ideal. Philosophy & Rhetoric. 

12(2), 130-145. 

Service, R. W. and Loudon, D. L. (2010). The ‘‘Is’’ Versus the ‘‘Should be’’ of 

Performance Appraisals: Don’t Confuse them! The Business Renaissance 

Quarterly. 5 (3), 63-84. 

Shah, S. Q. and Jan, R. (2014). Analysis of financial performance of prvate banks in 

Pakistan. Procedia - Social and Behavioural Sciences. 109, 1021-1025. 

Shakil, M.A. (2012). Impact of organisational culture on performance management 

practices in Pakistan. Business intelligence journal. 5(1), 50-55. 

Shapiro, G. L. and Schall, M. S. (1990). Rhetorical Rules and Organisation-Cultures: 

Identification, Maintenance, and Change. Human Resource Development 

Quarterly. 1(4), 321-337. 

Shepherd, C. and Challenger, R. (2013). Revisiting Paradigm(s) in Management Research: 

A Rhetorical Analysis of the Paradigm Wars. International Journal of Management 

Reviews, 15(2) 225-244. 

Shotter, J. and Billig, M. (1998). A Bakhtinian psychology: From out of the heads of 

individuals and into the dialogueues between them. In: Bell, M.M. and Gardiner, 

M. (eds.). Bakhtin and the human sciences: No last words. London: Sage. 13-29. 

Sillince, J.A.A. (1999). The Organisational Setting: Use and Institutionalization of 

Argumentation Repertoires. Journal of Management Studies. 36 (6), 795-830. 

Sillince, A.A. (2006). Resources and organisational identities: The role of rhetoric in 

creation of competitive advantage. Management communication quarterly. 20, 186-

212. 



- 309 - 

 

Sillince, J. and Suddaby, R. (2008). Rhetorical theory in management & communications: 

Introduction to the special issue. Journal of Management Communication. 22, 5-12. 

Silverman, D.T. (2001). Risk factors for pancreatic cancer: A case‐control study based on 

direct interviews. Teratogenesis, carcinogenesis, and mutagenesis. 21(1), 7-25. 

Simons, H.W. (1990). The rhetorical turn: Invention and persuasion in the conduct of 

inquiry. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Simons, H.W. (2014). Billig on Rhetoric. In: Antaki, C. and Condor, S. (eds.). Rhetoric, 

ideology, and social psychology: Essays in honour of Michael Billig. London: 

Routledge. 17-28. 

Singleton, R. A., Straits, B. C. and Straits, M. M. (1993). Approaches to social research. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Sköldberg, K. (1994). Tales of change: Public administration reform and narrative mode. 

Organisation Science. 5(2), 219-238. 

Sloane, T.O. (1997). On the contrary: The protocol of traditional rhetoric. Washington, 

DC: Catholic University of America Press. 

Smither, J. W., London, M. and Reilly, R. R. (2005). Does performance improve following 

multisource feedback? A theoretical model, meta-analysis, and review of empirical 

findings. Personnel Psychology. 58, 33-66. 

Smither, R. D. (1998). The Psychology of Work and Human Performance. 3rd ed. New 

York, NY: Longman. 

Soomro, R. B., Gilal, R.G. and Jatoi, M.M. (2011). Examining the Impact of Human 

Resource Management (HRM) Practices on Employees’ Performance: A Case 

Study of Pakistani Commercial Banking Sector. Interdisciplinary Journal of 

Contemporary Research in Business. 3 (1), 865-877. 

Soros, G. (1998). The crisis of global capitalism. New York: Public affairs press. 

Soros, G. (2000). The open society. New York: Public affairs press. 

Spence, J.R. and Keeping, L. M. (2010). The impact of non-performance information on 

ratings of job performance: A policy-capturing approach. Journal of 

Organisational Behaviour. 31(4), 587-608. 

Stavrakakis, Y. (1999). Lacan and the Political. London: Routledge 

Steel, B.S. (1985). Participative Performance Appraisal in Washington: An Assessment of 

Post-implementation Receptivity. Public Personnel Management. 14(2), 153-171. 

Strebler, M., Robinson, D. and Bevan, S. (2001). Performance Review: Balancing 

Objectives and Content, IES Report 370. Brighton: Institute of Employment 

Studies. 



- 310 - 

 

Stubbs, M. (1983). Discourse analysis. Oxford: Blackwell. 

Stuckey, H. L. (2013). Three types of interviews: Qualitative research methods in social 

health. Journal of Social Health and Diabetes. 1, 56-59. 

Suddaby, R. and Greenwood, R. (2005). Rhetorical strategies of legitimacy. Administrative 

Science Quarterly 50 (1), 35-67. 

Suddaby, R. and Greenwood, R. (2005). Rhetorical strategies of legitimacy. Administrative 

Science Quarterly. 50, 35-67. 

Summa, H. (1990). Ethos, pathos and logos in Central governmental Texts: Rhetoric as an 

approach to studying a policymaking process. In: Hanninen, S. and Palonen, K. 

(eds.). Texts, contexts and concepts. Jyvaskyla: Finnish Scientific society. 184-201. 

Sung, J. and Ashton, D. (2005). High Performance Work Practices: Linking Strategy and 

Skills to Performance Outcomes. London: DTI. 

Symon, G. (2000). Everyday Rhetoric: Argument and Persuasion in Everyday 

Life. European Journal of Work and Organisational Psychology. 9 (4), 477-488. 

Symon, G. (2005). Exploring resistance from a rhetorical perspective. Organisation 

Studies. 26(11), 1641-1663. 

Symon, G. (2008). Developing the political perspective on technological change through 

rhetorical analysis. Management communication quarterly. 22(1), 74-98. 

Symon, G., Cassell, C.M. and Dickson, R. (2000). Expanding our research and practice 

through innovative research methods. European Journal of work and 

organisational psychology. 9(4), 457-462. 

Taylor, S. and Littleton, K. (2006). Biographies in talk: A narrative-discursive research 

approach. Qualitative Sociology Review. 2(1), 22-38. 

Temple, B. and Young, A. (2004). Qualitative research and translation dilemmas. 

Qualitative research. 4(2), 161-178. 

Thomas, K. W. (1976). Conflict and Conflict Management. In: Dunnette, M.D. (ed.). 

Handbook of Industrial and Organisational Psychology. Chicago: Rand-McNally. 

889-935. 

Thomas, S. L. and Bretz, Jr., R.D. (1994). Research and practice in performance appraisal: 

Evaluating employee performance in America’s largest companies.  SAM Advanced 

Management Journal. 59(2), 28-34. 

Tileaga, C. (2013). Political psychology: Critical perspectives. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Tindale, C.W. (1999). Acts of arguing: A rhetorical model of argument. Albany, NY: 

SUNY Press. 

https://pure.royalholloway.ac.uk/portal/en/persons/gillian-symon(14fb96d4-1092-44b4-829b-104aafe4c673).html
https://pure.royalholloway.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/exploring-resistance-from-a-rhetorical-perspective(48e7786e-c6b6-47ee-ac4b-cf26bd571eeb).html


- 311 - 

 

Tjosvold, D. (1985). Implication of Controversy Research for Management. Journal of 

Management. 11(3), 21-37. 

Tjosvold, D. and Deemer, D.K. (1980). Effects of controversy within a cooperative or 

competitive context on organisational decision making. Journal of applied 

psychology. 65, 590-595. 

Tjosvold, D. Johnson, D.W. and Lerner, J. (1981). The effects of affirmation and 

acceptance on incorporation of an opposing opinion in problem-solving. Journal of 

social psychology. 114, 103-110.  

Tonks, D.G. (2002). Marketing as Cooking: The Return of the Sophists. Journal of 

Marketing Management. 18, 803-822. 

Torrington, D., Hall, L. and Taylor, S. (2005). Human Resource Management. 6th ed. 

Harlow, Essex: Prentice Hall. 

Townley, B. (1993). Performance appraisal and the emergence of management. Journal of 

Management Studies. 30, 221-238. 

Townley, B. (1994). Reframing Human Resource Management: Power, Ethics and the 

Subject at Work. London: Sage. 

Triandis, H. C. (1972). The analysis of subjective culture. New York: John Wiley & Sons. 

Trop, S.M. (2015). The strategic turn in communication science: On the history and role of 

strategy in communication science from ancient Greece until the present day. In: 

Hatzhausen, D. and Zerfass, A. (eds.). The Routledge handbook of strategic 

communication. New York: Routledge. 34-52. 

Turner, D. W. (2010). Qualitative Interview Design: A Practical Guide for Novice 

Investigators. The Qualitative Report. 15(3), 754-760. 

Tyler, K. (2005). Performance art. HRMagazine. 50(8), 58. 

Vallance, S. and Fellow, H. (1999). Performance Appraisal in Singapore, Thailand and 

Philippines: A Cultural Perspective. Australian Journal of Public Administration. 

58(3), 78-95. 

Van Dijk, T.A., (1997). Discourse as social interaction-Discourse studies: A 

multidisciplinary Introduction (Vol. 2). London: Sage. 

Van Dijk, T. A. (1998). Ideology: A multidisciplinary approach. London: Sage. 

Vickers, B. (1988).  In Defence of Rhetoric. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Vitray, K. (2007). The New ASTM Translation Guide.  Available from: 

http://www.translationdirectory.com/articles/article1315.php [Accessed 14th 

December 2016]. 

http://www.translationdirectory.com/articles/article1315.php


- 312 - 

 

Von Koskull, C. and Fougère, M. (2011). Service development as practice: A rhetorical 

analysis of customer-related arguments in a service development project. 

Scandinavian Journal of Management. 27(2), 205-220. 

Walker, R. (2014). Strategic Management Communication for Leaders. Mason, OH: 

Cengage Learning, Inc. 

Walter R. F. (1984). Narration as a Human Communication Paradigm: The Case of Public 

Moral Argument. Communication Monographs. 51, 1-22. 

Walter, D.A. and Fox, D. (1981). The role of perceptual and semantic elabouration in high-

and low-imagery sentence recall. Memory & cognition. 9(6), 625-630. 

Walton, D. (1997). Appeal to expert opinion: Arguments from authority. University Park-PA: 

The Pennsylvania State University Press. 

Walton, D. (2008). Informal Logic. A Pragmatic Approach. 2nd edition. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Wanguri, D. M. (1995). A review, integration, and a critique of cross-disciplinary research 

on performance appraisals, evaluations, and feedback: 1980-1990. Journal of 

Business Communication. 32(3), 267-293. 

Warnick, B. (2000). Two systems of invention: The topics in the Rhetoric and The New 

Rhetoric. In: Gross, A.G. and Walzer, A. E. (eds.). Rereading Aristotle's Rhetoric. 

Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press: 107-129. 

Watson, T. J. (1994). In search of management: Culture, chaos and control in managerial 

work. London: Routledge.  

Watson, T. (1995a). Rhetoric, Discourse and Argument in Organisational Sense Making: A 

reflexive Tale. Organisation Studies. 16 (4), 805-821. 

Watson, T. (1995b). Shaping the Story: Rhetoric, Persuasion and Creative Writing in 

Organisational Ethnography. Studies in Cultures, Organisations and Society, 1(3), 

301-311. 

Weick, K. E. (1979). The social psychology of organisations. Reading, MA: Addison-

Wesley 

Welch, K. E. (1987). Ideology and Freshman Textbook Production: The Place of Theory in 

Writing Pedagogy. College Composition and Communication. 38 (3), 269-282. 

Wetherell, M. (2001). Minds selves and sense making: Editors introduction. In: Wetherell, 

M., Taylor, S. and Yates, S.J. (eds.). Discourse Theory and Practice: A Reader. 

London: Sage. 186-197. 

Whittle, A., Mueller, F. and Mangan, A. (2008). In search of subtlety: Discursive devices 

and rhetorical competence. Management Communication Quarterly. 22(1), 99-122. 

http://www.bookdepository.com/publishers/Cengage-Learning-Inc


- 313 - 

 

Wieder, D.L. (1974). Telling the code. In: Turner, R. Ethnomethodology. Harmondsworth: 

Penguin. 144-172. 

Wilson, F. (2002). Dilemmas of Appraisal. European Management Journal. 20(6), 620-

629. 

Winsor, D. (1998). Rhetorical Practices in Technical Work. Journal of Business and 

Technical Communication. 12, 343-370. 

Wodak, R. (1998). Critical discourse analysis at the end of the 20th century. Research on 

Language and Social Interaction. 32, 185-194. 

Wood, L. A. and Kroger, R. O. (2000). Doing discourse analysis: Methods for studying 

action in talk and text. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Woolgar, S. and Pawluch, D. (1985). Ontological gerrymandering: The anatomy of social 

problems explanations. Social problems. 32(3), 214-227. 

Worrall, L. and Cooper, C. (2001). Management skills development: a perspective on 

current issues and setting the future agenda. Leadership & Organisation 

Development Journal. 22(1), 34-39. 

Yeo, R. (2003). Linking organisational learning to organisational performance and 

success: Singapore case studies. Leadership & Organisation Development 

Journal. 24(2), 70-83. 

Young, R.E., Becker, A.L. and Pike, K.L. (1970). Rhetoric: Discovery and change. New 

York: Harcourt, Brace. 

Yulong, W., Yu, Z. and Deyu, Z. (2006). English Rhetoric. Beijing: National Defence 

Industry.  

Zarefsky, D. (2008). Knowledge claims in rhetorical criticism. Journal of communication. 

58(4), 629-640.

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Yeo%2C+Roland


- 314 - 

 

 

Appendices 

Appendix A (Set 1−Questions for Appraisers) 

 

1. What is your name? 

2. What is your position in the bank? 

3. What is the entry level qualification for working at this position? 

4. How long have you been working: 

A. At this position? 

B. Overall in the bank? 

5. Could you describe what it has been like working in the bank? What are the best/worst 

things about working in the bank? 

6. How would you describe the management style of the bank? Do you closely 

supervise/manage or do you give the employees much autonomy/scope? 

7. What kind of performance management system is in place in the bank? 

8. What is your general view of the performance appraisal system?  

9. In general, what do you think is the purpose of the performance appraisal system? 

10. Could you describe the bank’s performance appraisal system?  

11.  What purposes the performance appraisal system in the bank is intended to achieve 

for: 

A. Appraisers? 

B. Appraisees? 

C. Bank? 

12. Do you think performance appraisal system in the bank is well designed and 

implemented to achieve such purposes? (If yes, how? If no, why not?) 

13. Could you discuss if you are generally satisfied with the extent of involvement of you 

and your appraisees in appraising their performance? 

14. What happens prior to the actual performance appraisal? Do you consult your 

appraisees on matters such as, setting of their performance targets/objectives, methods 

of measuring their performance, evidence of written documentation of their 

performance to be used and date and time of their performance appraisal? (If yes, how? 

If no, why not?)  

15.  What kind of performance targets/objectives set for appraisees to achieve? (Give 

examples) 
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16. How are the performance targets/objectives set? Are they set with the consideration of 

appraisees’ past, present and expected future performance? (If no, why not?) 

17. Who sets the performance targets/objectives?  

18.  What important attributes of performance are measured in the performance appraisal 

of appraisees in order for you to decide if they have achieved their set performance 

targets/objectives or not?  

19.  How such attributes of performance are measured? Are there any standards? 

20.  What kind of written documentation of appraisees’ performance used in their 

performance appraisal? 

21.  How frequently do you appraise the performance of a lone appraisee within a year? 

22. Do you consider this time interval appropriate? (If yes, why? If no, why not?) 

23.  How does the feedback on appraisees’ performance appraisal happen?   

24. Do you think the performance appraisal feedback is: 

A. A confidential matter (If yes, how the confidentiality is maintained? If no, why 

not?) 

B. Well-timed? (If no, why not?) 

25. Could you explain how you feel about the quality of feedback you provide on  

the performance appraisal of appraisees? 

26. How easily can your appraisees communicate their concerns to you? Do you think they 

face any communication hurdles with you at any point of  

 time? 

27. Can appraisees appeal against unfair performance appraisal decisions in the bank? (If 

yes, how is it entertained?) 

28. Have you ever personally felt that you have unfairly appraised an appraisee? (If yes, 

questions 29, 30 and 31) 

29. What do you think were the possible reasons which led you to the unfairness in that 

appraisees’ performance appraisal? 

30.  Were there any conflicts emanated from that unfair performance appraisal? (If yes, 

what were they? If no, why not?) 

31. Have your appraisees ever appealed against unfair performance appraisal decisions? (If 

yes, how was it entertained?) 

32. Do you think performance appraisal system in the bank is generally fair? (If yes, why? 

If no, why not?) 

33. Do you think performance appraisal of appraisees have an overall positive/negative 

impact on their job performance? (If yes, why? If no, why not?) 
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34. Overall what do you think are the general advantages and disadvantages of 

performance appraisal in the bank? 

35.  Are you generally satisfied with the PA system in the bank? If no, why not? And can 

you suggest the possible ways to improve the present performance appraisal system in 

the bank? 

36. Are there any issues based on your own experience of appraising performance within 

this bank which you would like to add?



317 

 

Appendix B (Set 2−Questions for Appraisees) 

 

1. What is your name? 

2. What is your position in the bank? 

3. What is the entry level qualification for working at this position? 

4. How long have you been working: 

C. At this position? 

D. Overall in the bank? 

5. Could you describe what it has been like working in the bank? What are the 

best/worst things about working in the bank? 

6. How would you describe the management style of the bank? Are you closely 

supervised/managed or do you have much autonomy/scope? 

7. What kind of performance management system is in place in the bank? 

8. What is your general view of the performance appraisal system?  

9. In general, what do you think is the purpose of the performance appraisal system? 

10. Could you describe the bank’s performance appraisal system?  

11.  What purposes the performance appraisal system in the bank is intended to achieve 

for: 

D. Appraisees? 

E. Appraisers? 

F. Bank? 

12. Do you think performance appraisal system in the bank is well designed and 

implemented to achieve such purposes? (If yes, how? If no, why not?) 

13. Could you discuss if you are generally satisfied with the extent of involvement of you 

and your appraiser in your performance appraisal? 

14. What happens prior to the actual performance appraisal? Are you consulted by your 

appraiser on matters such as, setting of your performance targets/objectives, methods 

of measuring your performance, evidence of written documentation of your 

performance to be used and date and time of your performance appraisal? (If yes, 

how? If no, why not?)  

15.  What kind of performance targets/objectives set for you to achieve? (Give examples) 
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16. How are the performance targets/objectives set? Are they set with the consideration 

of your past, present and expected future performance? (If no, why not?) 

17. Who sets the performance targets/objectives?  

18.  What important attributes of performance are measured in your performance 

appraisal in order for your appraiser to decide if you have achieved your set 

performance targets/objectives or not?  

19.  How such attributes of performance are measured? Are there any standards? 

20.  What kind of written documentation of your performance used in your performance 

appraisal? 

21.  How frequently is your performance appraised within a year?  

22. Do you consider this time interval appropriate? (If yes, why? If no, why not?) 

23.  How does the feedback on your performance appraisal happen?   

24. Do you think the performance appraisal feedback is: 

C. A confidential matter (If yes, how the confidentiality is maintained? If no, why 

not?) 

D. Well-timed? (If no, why not?) 

25. Could you explain how do you find the quality of the feedback you receive on your 

performance appraisal?  

26. How easily can you communicate your concerns to your appraiser? Do you face any 

communication hurdles with your appraiser at any point of  

 time? 

27. Can you appeal against unfair performance appraisal decisions in the bank? (If yes, 

how is it entertained?) 

28. Have you ever personally felt that you have been appraised unfairly by an appraiser? 

(If yes, questions 29, 30 and 31) 

29. What do you think were the possible reasons for the unfairness in your performance 

appraisal? 

30.  Were there any conflicts emanated from your unfair performance appraisal? (If yes, 

what were they? If no, why not?) 

31. Have you ever appealed against unfair performance appraisal decisions? (If yes, how 

was it entertained?) 
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32. Do you think performance appraisal system in the bank is generally fair? (If yes, 

why? If no, why not?) 

33. Do you think your performance appraisal has an overall positive/negative impact on 

your job performance? (If yes, why? If no, why not?) 

34. Overall what do you think are the general advantages and disadvantages of 

performance appraisal in the bank? 

35.  Are you generally satisfied with the PA system in the bank? If no, why not? And can 

you suggest the possible ways to improve the present performance appraisal system in 

the bank? 

36. Are there any issues based on your own experience of performance appraisal in the 

bank which you would like to add?
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