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ABSTRACT 

This research paper explores the design and implementation of performance management and 

rewards systems in small organizations and startups. The paper analyses the unique 

challenges and opportunities that these environments face when developing and maintaining 

this system. Small businesses and startups operate in dynamic, resource-constrained contexts, 

making it crucial but challenging to create efficient performance management and rewards 

systems. 

The study examines the methods used by startups and small businesses to evaluate and 

inspire their staff members, comparing these methods to those used by larger, more 

established  
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businesses. Data from surveys, interviews, and case studies are evaluated using a mixed-

methods approach to present a thorough understanding of the topic. 

The findings show a variety of issues small businesses and startups confront, such as limited 

financial resources, a lack of worker diversity, the requirement for agility in responding to 

situations that are changing quickly. The study emphasizes the inventive strategies and 

distinctive opportunities that these firms have available despite these difficulties, such as the 

capacity to encourage a strong sense of ownership and entrepreneurship among employees. 

For both practitioners and researchers, it is essential to comprehend how small businesses and 

startups deal with the complexity of performance management and incentives systems. This 

research adds to the continuing discussion on human resource management in businesses with 

limited resources and strong development potential by highlighting the particular difficulties 

and opportunities in these situations. The knowledge gained from this study can guide best 

practices, helping startups and small businesses improve employee performance and 

ultimately experience sustainable growth. 

KEYWORDS Startups, Entrepreneurship, Resource constrained, Practitioner, Sustainable 

growth 

1.Introduction 

The increasing globalization of the world economy has led to the creation of the true 

multinational enterprise (MNE). While organizations are often able to successfully transfer 

and implement financial and technical systems to the new location, HR systems present 

unique challenges. Here, it should be noted that performance management (PM) is the key 

process by which organizations set goals, determine standards, assign and evaluate work, and 

distribute rewards. Further, given that PMSs can help organizations ensure successful 

implementation of their business strategy, we believe this is a subject that deserves close 

attention. 

There is no doubt that the subject of PM "across the globe" defies comprehensive coverage in 

one book. However, given the speed at which organizations are globalizing and becoming 

MNEs, along with the rapid rise of emerging markets, both researchers and policy makers are 

interested in finding out about the kind of HR and PMSs relevant to firms operating in 

different  
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national contexts. In the absence of reliable literature, this book should prove very useful and 

timely both for the global corporation, and the global manager. 

 We believe it fills a critical gap in the literature, for both academics and practitioners, by 

providing a comprehensive coverage of the performance management practices in key 

countries, with special emphasis on performance appraisal (PA), and some critical themes in 

PM. While it is impossible to cover all or even a significant fraction of countries in one book, 

we have endeavoured to provide a rather comprehensive coverage. To do this, we draw upon 

Ronen and Shankar’s (1985) model clustering countries on attitudinal dimensions, and the 

Goldman Sachs' report on BRIC countries (Wilson and Purushothaman, 2003). 

One of the critical issues facing MNEs is the management of their multinational workforce, 

through developing guidelines on how to staff, evaluate, compensate, and train in the 

international context. PMSs typically have two purposes:  

(I) administrative decisions, such as promotions, merit raises, and bonuses, 

(II)  (ii) developmental goals, such as feedback and training (Murphy and Cleveland, 

1995). It would seem that most organizations, especially MNES, would be able to 

achieve these goals with ease, by setting up appropriate systems that specify the 

link between performance and outcomes. 

Furthermore, the very construct of performance is multi-dimensional (Rao, 2004) and 

"culture-bound" (Aycan, 2005). On the other hand, collectivist cultures are more likely to 

reward group loyalty, conformity, and harmonious relationships (Sinha, 1990; Tung, 1984). 

since performance is viewed differently in different cultures, the mechanisms to evaluate and 

manage performance must be designed to address the local context.  

2. Methods 

The methods considered for this experiment are surveys{e-survey} through online 

spreadsheets and online forms for the employees or the people to fill. So that we can gather 

the information and analyse the requirements or the thoughts of employees. This aims the 

performance management and reward in the small organisations. Data is obtained by a google 

forms with questions that employees or people. The data we acquired was compared with 

previous research papers done by the experts. 

3. Result/ Discussion 

In our review, 41% of studies included the empirical evaluation/measurement of one or  
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more of the above outputs. As might be expected, research has not paid equal attention to all  

of these outputs; performance ratings in particular have been described as receiving 

“disproof- 

portionate focus” (Adler et al., 2016). Indeed, we found that a full 76% of output studies  

examined performance ratings; the next most common output was recommendations regard- 

Ing administrative decisions, especially pay (15% of studies), followed by feedback (6%),  

career planning (3%), and development plans (2%). Performance ratings continue to be eval- 

rated largely along psychometric criteria (this is true of both older and more recent research),  

including the level of rating (i.e., elevation or leniency), rating accuracy, and congruence/ 

agreement between raters.In our review, 41% of studies included the empirical 

evaluation/measurement of one or more of the above outputs. As might be expected, research 

has not paid equal attention to all of these outputs; performance ratings in particular have 

been described as receiving “dispro-portionate focus” (Adler et al., 2016). Indeed, we found 

that a full 76% of output studies examined performance ratings; the next most common 

output was recommendations regard-ing administrative decisions, especially pay (15% of 

studies), followed by feedback (6%), career planning (3%), and development plans (2%). 

Performance ratings continue to be eval-uated largely along psychometric criteria (this is true 

of both older and more recent research), including the level of rating (i.e., elevation or 

leniency), rating accuracy, and congruence/agreement between raters.n our review, 41% of 

studies included the empirical evaluation/measurement of one or more of the above outputs. 

As might be expected, research has not paid equal attention to all  of these outputs; 

performance ratings in particular have been described as receiving “disproportionate focus” 

(Adler et al., 2016). Indeed, we found that a full 76% of output studies  examined 

performance ratings; the next most common output was recommendations regarding 

administrative decisions, especially pay (15% of studies), followed by feedback (6%), career 

planning (3%), and development plans (2%). Performance ratings continue to be evalrated 

largely along psychometric criteria (this is true of both older and more recent research), 

including the level of rating (i.e., elevation or leniency).In our review, 41% of studies 

included the empirical evaluation/measurement of one or more of the above outputs. As 

might be expected, research has not paid equal attention to all propionate focus. Indeed, we  
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found that a full 76% of output studies examined performance ratings; the next most common 

output was recommendations regarding administrative  

decisions, especially pay (15%), followed by feedback (6%), career planning (3%), and 

development plans (2%). 

Performance ratings continue to be evaluated largely along psychometric criteria including 

the level of rating, rating accuracy and agreement between raters. 

Depending on the results obtained and the analysis done by our team we found the model or 

system that was proposed by Nadler and Tushman in 1980 noted that the pragmatic value of 

such a model is in identifying which factors are most critical or important for understanding 

the functioning of the system.  

Systems theory includes a number of principles are graphically depicted in the following 

diagram. Together, these principles emphasize a much more complex and dynamic view of 

PM that has typically been addressed in extant research. As such, and as we discuss in this 

later section, they provide an important and unique conceptual foundation that helps us make 

better sense of the extant research and chart important directions for future research. 

The result of the PM tasks is a seven key tasks, they are: - 

 Setting expectations 

 Observing employee performance 

 Integrating performance information 

 The rendering of a formal summative performance evaluation 

 Generating and delivering performance feedback 

 The formal performance review meeting 

 Performance coaching. 

 

In summary, our review reveals a great deal of variability in terms of which of the 7 PM tasks 

are the focus of the research. The formal summative performance evaluation task component 

is still the most frequently studied task followed by feedback. 
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4. Conclusion   

In this study, we investigated how small organisations and startups face unique challenges 

related to limited resources, rapid change and lack of performance management. 

As per our analysis selecting the most suitable performance management system for your 

startup is a pivotal decision that can significantly impact the effectiveness of your HR 

practices. 

While, making this critical choice consider types of performance management software and 

tools available. Understanding the different options will help us align the selection with 

startups, scalability is particularly vital. 

By setting clear expectations, nurturing open communication, and leveraging the right tools, 

startups can cultivate a culture of continuous improvement and excellence. 

The systemic theory included into the startup organisations created a good response/change in 

the productivity of the organisations. This is also about the culture that is being followed in 

the startup. 

The journey may come with challenges, but the rewards can make the employees work 

towards their goal despite the challenges. 

Close monitoring of the startup will flourish it with a well implanted performance 

management system at its core. 

Inputs, Transformational process , Outputs, Feedback, The environment are the main things 

that are needed to be closely monitored. This can envision the growth of the organisations. 
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