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ever-changing teams, which makes it difficult to assess the continuity of the 
performance when no one sees the performance of an individual repeatedly.  
 
The aim of this thesis is to study how the performance management process during 
the probationary period is perceived by new cabin crew members and their inflight 
supervisors at Euroair. The theoretical framework consists of crew’s characteristics 
as a temporary team, performance management process by Aguinis (2013) and of the 
argument that the employee’s willingness to improve performance depends on how 
acceptable the PM process is perceived to be.  
 
This study is a qualitative longitudinal case study of Euroair’s performance 
management process for new cabin crew members. Five new cabin crew members 
and two inflight supervisors were interviewed twice during the probationary period. 
Moreover, the company documents and observations from the cabin crew training 
graduation ceremony were included in the data. The collected data was analyzed 
through a thematic analysis method.  
 
The results indicate how unclear goals, unclear assessment scale and irrelevant self-
evaluation survey diminished the acceptability of the PM process among the new 
CCMs. On the contrary, a trustworthy relationship with inflight supervisor, shared 
understanding of an ideal CCM and useful onboard discussions enhanced the 
acceptability of the PM process among the new CCMs. Moreover, the cabin crew 
context requires a transparent and positive feedback culture to better assess the 
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Sammandrag: Utmärkt service har blivit en kärnkompetens för flygbolag, där 
kabinpersonalen spelar en nyckelroll i skapandet av denna service. Således är 
prestationsledning av kabinpersonalen ytterst viktigt för flygbolag. Trots det skapar 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The airline industry is highly competitive, and every airline needs to do their best to 

survive. While customers are price sensitive, they also ask for quality service, which has 

become “a core competitive advantage for an airline’s profitability and sustained 

development” (Chen 2008:709). Cabin crew members have a key role in creating the 

excellent customer service as they are the front-line employees impacting the customer 

satisfaction (Fu 2013; Karatepe and Vatankhah 2014). Moreover, they take care of the 

safety of the passengers during the flight. Even though cabin crew members work in a 

team, individual performance has a big impact when the team is trying to achieve the 

goals that are set. In fact, “whether a company measure its workforce in hundreds or 

hundreds of thousands, its success relies solely on individual performance” (Bisoux 2004 

cited in Aguinis, Joo & Gottfredson 2011:503). 

Managing employee performance is critical to the development and survival of 

organizations (Den Hartog, Boselie & Paauwe 2004). An effective performance 

management system can lead to improved performance and to better employee 

commitment and motivation (Baird, Schoch & Chen 2012). Still, the effectiveness of PM 

systems is a matter of some debate (Schleicher et al. 2018; Biron, Farndale & Paauwe 

2011; Aguinis 2013; Armstrong & Taylor 2013:353). A research conducted by Accenture 

Strategy showed that 89% of employees believe changes in PM would significantly 

improve their performance (Brecher et al. 2016).  Pulakos et al.  (2015), and Bersin (2017) 

argue for continuous feedback and ongoing performance management practices. Brecher 

et al. (2016) emphasize that performance management should focus on development for 

the future rather than on assessment of past. Thus, it is crucial how the performance 

management process is designed. 

However, a well-designed performance management process must also be well 

implemented (Van Waevernberg & Decramer 2018). Effectiveness of a process can be 

defined in which level the process meets its intended objectives, and Sharma, Sharma 

and Agarwal (2016) further argue that performance management systems should be 

implemented in a way that “the right things are done in a right way”. Many researchers 

state that employee perception of the process predicts well the effectiveness of the 

process (e.g. Van Waevenberg & Decramer 2018; Levy & Williams 2004; Sharma, 

Sharma and Agarwal 2016). “It is ultimately employee reactions […] that determine to 

what extent employees are motivated to improve their performance” (Dewettinck & van 

Dijk 2013:812). Thus, there is a need for studies that examine the employee perspective 
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since employee behavior mediates the role between PM systems and organizational 

performance  (Dewettinck and van Dijk 2013). 

1.1 Problem background 

Cabin crews work in a unique composition of continuously changing teams and the 

members see their immediate supervisor rarely. When no one sees the performance of a 

cabin crew member repeatedly and there is a different manager on every flight, it sets 

challenges to assess continuity of performance (Howard 2006). As the context affects the 

performance management and processes related to it (Schleicher et al. 2018; Den 

Hartog, Boselie & Paauwe 2004), the traditional performance management processes do 

not necessarily work effectively. 

Even though a lot of research has been done related to cabin crew; for example, of 

emotional work, job engagement and burnout to name a few topics (e.g. Williams 2003; 

Xanthopoulou et al. 2008; Chen and Chen 2012), to my best knowledge no studies of 

cabin crew’s performance management has been done. Taking into consideration the 

importance of professional and capable cabin crew to an airline, there is a clear need to 

research how to manage cabin crew’s performance in the unique context of continuously 

changing teams. To address this gap, this study examines the performance management 

process of the case company “Euroair” and how it is perceived by the newly hired cabin 

crew members and their inflight supervisors. 

Euroair has modified cabin crew’s performance management process during the 

probationary period to know better how the new employee is doing and to develop his or 

her competencies in the beginning of the employment. The immediate supervisor, called 

inflight supervisor, does not see the cabin crew member in her tasks since the inflight 

supervisor is working at the office, not in the aircraft. When the immediate supervisor is 

not able to directly observe the performance, it is challenging to manage the performance 

in the traditional sense (Buchner 2007). Chief pursers, who do the on the job 

assessments, need to rely on the information they gather during one single long-haul 

flight and complete the evaluation with that information. These challenges caused the 

modification of the previous performance management process. The new modified 

process is expected to offer more information of how the new employee performs and 

further indicate how the Inflight organization can better support the new employee. 

The purpose of the new performance management process is developing and supporting 

a new cabin crew member in the beginning of employment and ensuring that the 
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company has skilled employees. Coaching and supporting is important, because modern 

performance management is not only about evaluating the performance but about 

helping the person to develop and perform better in the future. Thus, the focus needs to 

be shifted from “managing” performance to “improving” performance (Brecher et al. 

2016:8). This is especially important in the beginning of the employment when 

everything is new, and the employee is still learning and developing her own routines.  

For an airline that is striving for a five-star customer experience, the performance 

management of cabin crew is a crucial topic. To reach this five-star goal and further to 

be successful in the highly competed market, every cabin crew member needs to perform 

consistently well. This study is based on the comparison between the theory of 

performance management processes, Euroair’s formal design of performance 

management process and the informal design of the process, i.e. how the employees 

experience and perceive the process in practice. 

1.2 Aim of the study 

The aim of the study is to gain a deeper understanding how performance management 

works in the context of short term and ever-changing teams. More precisely, I am 

studying how the performance management process is perceived by new cabin crew 

members and their inflight supervisors during the probationary period.  

The main research question derived from the aim of the study is: 

1) How do the new cabin crew members and their inflight supervisors experience 

the performance management process during the probationary period? 

To gain a deeper understanding of the performance management process in the context 

of cabin crew, I will try to answer the following sub-question: 

2) Is the performance management process effective in terms of achieving its goals 

of developing and supporting a new cabin crew member in the beginning of 

employment, and ensuring that the company has skilled employees?  

1.3 Limitations 

The research is conducted as a case study of a European Airline and its cabin crew 

regarding the performance management in the beginning of the employment. Thus, the 

findings cannot be generalized to fit other organizations and their performance 

management processes during the probationary period. However, the findings can be 
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applied to other airlines that have a same type of a work setting with everchanging teams 

and immediate supervisor at the ground office. 

Moreover, this study concentrates on a performance management process during the 

probationary period. Thus, the findings cannot be applied to the performance 

management process of senior employees.   

Additionally, the study concentrates on performance management of individuals in a 

crew, which is a special form of a team. This limits how the findings fit with performance 

management of individuals in other type of temporary teams. Moreover, as stated above, 

this study concentrates on performance management on individual level and not on the 

team level, even though the team composition plays an important role in this thesis. 

1.4 Key definitions 

Performance Management (PM) 

Aguinis (2013:2) defines performance management as ”a continuous process of 

identifying, measuring and developing the performance of individuals and teams and 

aligning performance with the strategic goals of the organization”. Performance 

management concentrates on managing the performance in employees’ current roles, 

not in future roles (i.e. talent management) (Schleicher et al. 2018). 

Crew 

Crews are short lived teams that disband to new units with new members after the 

completion of a task. The roles and assignments in a crew are well-defined in advance. 

Moreover, the relationships are defined by member’s function in the team “with the 

assumption that one member can be easily replaced by another member with the same 

skill set” (Webber & Klimoski 2004:266). Thus, crews are designed to have regular 

replacement of its members. Well-defined roles and assignments limit member’s 

functional or hierarchical movement in the crew.  (Webber & Klimoski 2004; McGrath, 

Berdahl & Arrow 1995) 

Cabin Crew Member (CCM)  

Cabin crew member (CCM) means “an appropriately qualified crew member, other than 

a flight crew or technical crew member, who is assigned by an operator to perform duties 

related to the safety of passengers and flight during operations” (EASA 2014). 
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Additionally, cabin crew member is responsible for the customer service during the 

flight. 

Chief Purser (CPU) 

Chief purser is a senior cabin crew member who acts as a team leader for the cabin crew 

members during a flight.  

Inflight Supervisor (IFS) 

Inflight supervisor is an immediate supervisor for the cabin crew members, who takes 

care of the HR related matters and implements the performance management process 

during the probationary period. She is following, supporting and ensuring that the new 

cabin crew member is doing fine and that she is adapting to the new workplace in the 

beginning of the employment.  Inflight supervisor puts the strategy of the company into 

practice and for example keeps the annual performance reviews with every CCM, also in 

the end of the probationary period. Inflight supervisor works at the office and thus rarely 

get to meet the cabin crew members and never see their performance during flights. 

1.5 Structure of the thesis 

This study consists of five chapters: introduction, theoretical framework, method, results 

and analysis, and discussion and conclusion. 

The second chapter, theoretical framework, introduces the concepts of performance 

management, performance management process and what the employee perception 

means for the effectiveness of a performance management process. Furthermore, work 

in temporary teams is discussed, with the focus on crews and how they are unique 

compared to other temporary teams. The third chapter, method,  includes the chosen 

research strategy to answer the research questions and the introduction of the case 

organization Euroair to gain an understanding of the case background. The issues of data 

collection, data analysis and quality of the study are discussed further. The fourth 

chapter, results and analysis, presents the primary findings of this study divided into four 

main themes that were found from the data. The fifth chapter presents the discussion of 

the findings with theoretical and practical implications. Moreover, the fifth chapter ends 

with conclusions, limitations of the study and suggestions for further research. 
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2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

In this chapter, I will present the relevant literature for the research. First, the definition 

of performance management (PM) and recent trends and shifts in PM are discussed, 

after which the performance management process and features that make it effective are 

introduced. The second part of the theory concentrates on temporary teams. I will 

describe how a cabin crew team can be defined, what kind of characteristics it has and 

how it differentiates from other temporary teams. In the third part of the chapter I will 

discuss the performance management of cabin crew. Finally, a conceptual framework of 

the study is presented.  

2.1 Performance management 

Aguinis (2013:2) defines performance management as ”a continuous process of 

identifying, measuring and developing the performance of individuals and teams and 

aligning performance with the strategic goals of the organization”. With PM 

organizations communicate what they expect, encourage certain behavior to achieve 

goals and identify ineffective performers to give them a chance to develop their 

performance (Pulakos 2009). Thus, PM is not only about identifying poor performers, 

but also about ensuring that the support to achieve, and even exceed performance 

expectations, is easily available (Armstrong & Taylor 2014).   

Schleicher et al. (2018) state that PM is about managing the performance in employees’ 

current roles, even though PM is a process that has a focus on future rather than on past 

(Den Hartog, Boselie and Paauwe 2004). How to spot the potential in employees and 

how to develop employees for the future roles are questions addressed to talent 

management rather than to performance management (Schleicher et al. 2018:2219).  

Moreover, many researchers emphasize the fact that performance management and 

performance appraisal (PA) are not the same (Schleicher et al. 2018, Aguinis, Joo & 

Gottfredson 2011), even though the terms are sometimes used interchangeably (Bach 

2013). Performance appraisal is “the depiction of the strengths and weaknesses of 

employees in a non-continuous manner, typically once a year” (Aguinis, Joo & 

Gottfredson 2011:504), making it a singular event while PM is a daily activity (Kinicki, et 

al. 2013). DeNisi and Murphy (2017) state that performance appraisal refers to a formal 

process in which the supervisor assesses the employee and decides his or her formal 

rating. On the contrary, PM is based on dialogue and agreement, thus making it a shared 

issue between the manager and employee (Armstrong & Taylor 2014). Schleicher et al. 
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(2018:2210) state that the term PM was eventually formed when practitioners started to 

talk about “transforming PA from an event to a process”. Thus, PA is a part of 

performance management, which contains also such activities as goal setting, feedback 

and coaching (Aguinis 2013; Haines & St-Onge 2012). 

The ultimate purpose of performance management is to improve the performance of 

individuals, teams and organizations (Levy & Williams 2004; Dewettinck & van Dijk 

2013). Other common purposes are evaluative and developmental (Boswell & Boudreau 

2000). First, when the purpose of PM is evaluative, PM is used to determine promotion, 

to identify poor performance and to offer recognition of individual performance (Boswell 

& Boudreau 2000). In this case PM system is offering valuable information for making 

administrative decisions, so some researchers describe the purpose as administrative 

(Aguinis 2013; Ostroff 1993). Second, when the purpose is developmental, PM aims at 

providing feedback, identifying individual training needs and individual strengths and 

weaknesses (Boswell & Bourdeau 2000). Shields et al. (2015) argue that the relationship 

between the developmental and evaluative purpose is challenging for a manager since 

the purposes are partly contradictory; you need to develop the employee’s performance 

but at the same time decide about promotions and the continuity of employment 

contract. 

Additionally, Biron, Farndale and Paauwe (2011) state that PM systems are often 

designed to achieve diverse objectives at once. They divide the goals of a PM process to 

strategic and tactical. When the goal of PM is strategical, the process supports top 

management to achieve business objectives by linking organizational goals to individual 

goals. When the goal of PM is tactical, the process supports by producing information for 

making HR-related decisions, as stated in the context of evaluative purpose (e.g. 

promotion and retention). (Biron, Farndale & Paauwe 2011) 

An effective performance management system can lead to improved performance and to 

better employee commitment and motivation (Baird, Schoch & Chen 2012). For 

employees, the benefits of a well-designed and executed PM system is a better 

understanding of what is required from them, how to maximize own strengths and 

minimize weaknesses (Aguinis, Joo & Gottfredson 2011). Moreover, employees are 

rewarded by recognition through feedback (Armstrong & Taylor 2014). Managers gain 

valuable knowledge of the person’s performance that helps to make administrative 

decisions and to know how to support the employee better (Aguinis 2013). From the 
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organizational perspective, Armstrong & Taylor (2014:353) state that PM helps to create 

a performance culture “in which the achievement of high performance is a way of life”.  

In this chapter, I defined performance management and explained how PM differs from 

performance appraisal. Additionally, I discussed the goals of PM together with the 

benefits of PM. Next, I will introduce a model for a PM process. 

2.2 Performance management process 

Researchers have introduced several systems and processes for managing performance 

(e.g. Schleicher et al 2018; Armstrong & Taylor 2014; Aguinis 2013; Pulakos 2009). The 

review of 36-plus years of PM research conducted by Schleicher et al. (2018) showed that 

there is “no articulated consensus on what the main components of PM are or the 

primary variables composing them” (Schleicher et al. 2018;2211). At the same time, it is 

recognized that there may not exist a universally effective process to manage 

performance (Biron, Farndale & Paauwe 2011).  

When starting to conduct this study, a relatively complicated system-based model 

developed by Schleicher et al. (2018) was first chosen as a PM framework for the study. 

However, due to the complexity of the environment in which this study is conducted, the 

performance management process by Aguinis (2013) described in figure 1, was finally 

chosen as a framework. To stay in the scope of the study, the theoretical model of the 

process needs to be relatively simple so that we can see how even the basic components 

work in the special context of crews. The chosen model is based on Grote & Grote (1996) 

and includes similar elements as those of Armstrong & Taylor (2014) and Pulakos 

(2009). Furthermore, it is in align with Aguinis’ (2013:2) definition of performance 

management: ”a continuous process of identifying, measuring and developing the 

performance of individuals and teams and aligning performance with the strategic goals 

of the organization”. 

Even though performance management is a continuous process, it consists of six 

components. These six components are: 1) pre-requisites, 2) performance planning, 3) 

performance execution 4) performance assessment, 5) performance review and 6) 

performance renewal and recontracting. It is important to understand that if one of the 

phases is implemented poorly, it has negative impact on the process as a whole. Next, 

the phases of the process are briefly introduced in detail. (Aguinis 2013) 
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Figure 1 Performance management process (Aguinis 2013) 

Pre-requisites 

The PM process of Aguinis (2013) starts with two important pre-requisites: knowledge 

of the organization’s mission and strategic goals, and knowledge of the job in question. 

The objective of performance management systems is ”to enhance each employee’s 

contribution to the goals of the organization” (Aguinis 2013:38). Therefore, if the 

organization’s goals are unclear and there is no consensus between organization’s and 

unit’s strategies, it is not clear to the employee what she needs to do to help the 

organization to achieve its goals. Thus, goals cascade from the organization to the 

individuals, ensuring that the individual goals are compatible with the organizational 

goals (Aguinis 2013).  

Schleicher et al. (2018) state that the empirical evidence for the importance of 

organizational strategy and goals for PM is mixed. The study of Haines & St-Onge (2012) 

support the positive associations between the strategic integration of human resource 

management and PM effectiveness. In addition, Wright & Cheung (2007) found that 

managers experienced that if the PM is aligned with the business strategy, it positively 

impacts the appraisal effectiveness. On the contrary, Decramer et al. (2012) found that 

consistency between PM and organizational strategy was not positively related to PM 

system effectiveness, which was measured as a satisfaction with the system. Moreover, 

Pulakos et al. (2015) argue that cascading organizational goals to individual employees 

is time consuming and can be difficult when the cascade may break along the way. 

To understand the second important prerequisite, the job in question, a job analysis must 

be done. Job analysis helps to define the key components of the job and what kind of 

knowledge, skills and abilities (KSAs) are needed to carry out the tasks. As a result, a job 

description can be made, which in turn provides the criteria for measuring performance. 

Without the knowledge of the job in question, it is difficult to know what is required to 
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be successful in the job and even how to measure if someone succeeds in the job. (Aguinis 

2013) 

Planning 

The employee and the supervisor should have an understanding of the PM process and 

meet at the beginning of the performance cycle to discuss what is expected from the 

employee and how he or she should get there (Aguinis 2013). The results are the 

outcomes that the employee produce (i.e. what is to be achieved) and the desired 

behaviors define how the results are achieved (Aguinis & Pierce 2008). If performance 

management concentrates only on results, it may offer an incomplete picture of 

employee performance since sometimes the employee can impact the way she is doing 

the work but lacks control of the results of her behavior (Aguinis 2013). Competencies, 

“measurable clusters of knowledge, skills and abilities” are important to determine the 

desired behaviors (Aguinis 2013:46). Examples of competencies are negotiation skills 

and service orientation. 

When the desired results and behaviors are clear, a development plan can be made, 

which shows what is needed to develop further to perform better. Moreover, such a plan 

helps to identify the strengths and the weaknesses of the employee. (Aguinis & Pierce 

2008; Aguinis 2013) 

It is important that the employee is engaged in the PM process already before 

performance execution, by giving him or her a chance to be an active participant when 

setting the goals and developing performance standards and the rating form (Aguinis 

2013). Performance management should not be something done to people, it should 

rather be something done for people or in partnership with people (Buchner 2007). 

Thus, the employee should be given a possibility to participate in setting the goals and 

standards, or at least confirm that the goals and standards are mutually agreed and 

shared. 

Locke & Latham (2002) emphasize the importance of specific and difficult goals, since 

they lead to better performance than “do-your-best goals”, which have no external 

referent. Goals point out where to direct attention and effort. Moreover, they energize 

effort, since high goals raise the effort more than low goals. (Locke & Latham 2002) 

Execution 
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When the review cycle begins, the employee should aim at acting according to the agreed 

results and behaviors. Additionally, employee should proactively ask for ongoing 

feedback and coaching, communicate with the supervisor and provide regular updates 

on how he or she is doing at work. (Aguinis 2013; Grote & Grote 1996) 

Performance feedback is information about how employee has behaved compared to the 

established standards of employee behaviors and results (Aguinis, Gottfredson & Joo 

2012;). London & Smither (2002) argue that there are two important issues that affect 

the influence of feedback: feedback orientation and feedback culture. Feedback 

orientation refers to individual’s ability to receive and handle feedback; whether the 

person feels comfortable receiving feedback, seeks for feedback herself, and how she 

believes in the value of the feedback (London & Smither 2002). Feedback culture refers 

to “the organization’s support for feedback, including nonthreatening, behaviorally 

focused feedback, coaching to help interpret and use feedback, and that there is a strong 

link between performance improvement and valued outcomes” (London & Smither 

2002:81). Thus, whether the given feedback is effective and impacts in a desired way, 

depends on the person’s feedback orientation and organization’s feedback culture.  

If the manager has previously worked in the same position as the employee, the given 

feedback is perceived as more credible since the experienced manager recognizes better 

the right performance and gives relevant feedback (Buchner 2007). Moreover, if the 

feedback is given frequently and soon after the observed behavior, the likelihood that the 

feedback is accepted by the receiver rises (London & Smither 2002). 

According to Aguinis (2013), if the employee is underperforming, the supervisor needs 

to take corrective steps as soon as possible. Thus, the constructive feedback must be 

offered right away so that the employee has a possibility to improve his or her behavior. 

Also coaching; encouraging, informing what is expected, demonstrating how to achieve 

the goals and praising for success, helps the employee to improve performance (London 

& Smither 2002). Coaching requires a trusting relationship between the coach and the 

employee. Moreover, “the coach is the facilitator of the employee’s growth”, namely she 

supports and directs but does not control the growth process. (Aguinis 2013:229).  

Assessment 

In the performance assessment phase, the manager and the employee evaluate how the 

employee has performed according to the desired behaviors and results. Aguinis (2013) 
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argue that in the assessment phase it is important that the appraisal forms are filled by 

both the manager and the employee. Employee participation enhances the accepting of 

the appraisal process and increases self-reflection (Aguinis 2013). Even though self-

ratings improve the acceptance of the assessment, Latham et al. (2005) argue that they 

are less accurate than ratings from other sources. Consequently, self-ratings do not 

predict the future performance that well. 

Performance appraisals influence motivation and development while it also offers 

documented information for rewards and recognition (Scott & Einstein 2001). 

Appraisals are one of the most researched topics in PM (Schleicher et al. 2018), as a lot 

of focus has been set to biased ratings and rater errors in performance appraisals. Ratings 

tend to be subjective and when different managers rate employees, the consistency 

between ratings suffers (Armstrong & Taylor 2014). Even though researchers have 

studied this topic extensively, Pulakos and Hanson (2015:60) state that “both research 

and practice have shown that more complex rating processes do not improve rating 

quality or outcomes”. The appraisal form should include only relevant measures since it 

will affect the accuracy of the form and the perceptions of fairness (Latham et al. 2005). 

Review 

In the performance review phase, the manager and the employee meet to discuss the 

assessments and feedback the employee has received. The review meeting, or sometimes 

called review discussion or review interview, offers a formal setting to go through the 

feedback on employee’s performance (Aguinis 2013). Moreover, the meeting enhances 

communication processes between employees and managers, and facilitates the 

formulation of personal development plans (Linna et al. 2012; Cederblom 1982).  

The review discussion is described to be  “the Achilles heel of the process” since managers 

often lack training in conducting the meetings and they may feel uncomfortable giving 

constructive feedback if the performance has been poor (Cederblom 1982; Kikoski 

1999:301; Aguinis 2013). Aguinis (2013) suggest that those responsible for providing 

feedback should receive training, especially since the way the feedback is given affects 

the employee satisfaction with the PM process. Linna et al. (2012) argue that review 

meetings that were experienced as helpful positively predicted procedural and 

interactional justice perceptions. On the contrary, if the review meeting was experienced 

as unhelpful, the justice perceptions were impacted negatively (Linna et al. 2012). Thus, 

the review phase plays an important role in the perceived fairness of the PM process. 



13 
 

Renewal and Recontracting 

Finally, performance renewal and recontracting complete the PM process, which is 

identical to the performance planning component. The difference is that at this stage it 

is possible to use the information gathered in the review phase to make changes to the 

PM system. Manager and employee can think about if a new responsibility should be 

added to the job description, or if the goals should be adjusted upward or downward to 

make them more realistic. (Aguinis 2013) 

2.2.1 Recent shifts and trends in PM processes 

Despite the evidence that PM contributes to better performance in an organization, the 

effectiveness of PM systems is a matter of some debate (Schleicher et al. 2018; Biron, 

Farndale & Paauwe 2011; Aguinis 2013; Armstrong & Taylor 2013). Pulakos et al. 

(2015:51) argue that “managers and employees are seeing it as a burdensome activity 

that is little of value”. A research conducted by Accenture Strategy showed that 89% of 

employees believe changes in PM would significantly improve their performance 

(Brecher et al. 2016). 

The unclear perception of the effectiveness of PM has created discussion and research in 

recent years. Brecher et al. (2016:6) argue that “performance management practices are 

still often about top-down control – and are focused on assessment of past rather than 

development for the future”. They further state that the focus should shift from annual 

feedback to ongoing coaching and development, and the focus from performance review 

to performance development (Brecher et al. 2016). In other words, the purpose of PM is 

often too evaluative, while the developmental purpose receives less attention. 

In fact, Deloitte’s 2017 Global Human Capital Trends research reveals that over 70 

percent of the studied companies reported that they are designing continuous 

performance management practices, meaning that they are shifting away from once-a-

year reviews (Bersin 2017). Pulakos et al. (2015) illustrate this with two graphs “PM 

today” and “PM tomorrow”, where the difference is found in the activity level. “PM 

tomorrow” shows how activities are ongoing and there are no periodic activity spurts. 

Moreover, the mentality of “check the box” and completing steps of a process is shifted 

to seeing development as a part of daily work with real time feedback to improve 

performance (Pulakos et al. 2015). 



14 
 

 

Figure 2 PM today versus PM tomorrow (Pulakos et al. 2015) 

First example of a new shift in implementing PM is found from Deloitte; they streamlined 

their PM process by eliminating once-a-year reviews and 360-degree-feedback tools and 

added weekly check-ins with manager and per-project performance snapshots that 

consist of four future-focused statements (Buckingham & Goodall 2015). As an example, 

a statement that measures ability to work with others on a five-point scale is formulated 

the following way: “Given what I know of this person’s performance, I would always 

want him or her on my team”  (Buckingham & Goodall 2015:46). Streamlining the 

process is based on removing low-value aspects of the formal process (Pulakos et al. 

2015). 

Second example of recent trends in PM is abandoning the seemingly inaccurate annual 

performance ratings entirely, which has happened for example at Adobe and Eli Lilly 

(Adler et al. 2016). Pulakos et al. (2015) state that removing ratings at Adobe was easier 

since the pay increases did not differ much across employees. However, Levy et al. (2017) 

argue that “the fix [for broken PM] is not to blindly get rid of ratings”, even though it may 

work in certain organizations.  

To summarize, if organizations want to get the PM processes to work better, one of the 

key factors is the continuous feedback and ongoing process (Pulakos et al. 2015). In 

addition, streamlining the process or even removing ratings or other non-functioning 

parts of the process has been seen as beneficial (Buckingham & Goodall 2015; Adler et 

al. 2016). However, radical changes, such as removing ratings should not be considered 

as a quick fix (Levy et al. 2017), and further research is needed to examine how removing 
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of process components affect the process as a whole (Schleicher et al. 2018). For example, 

one could research if removing ratings adds pressure to feedback (Schleicher et al. 2018). 

Next, I will discuss how employee perception is related to an effective PM process. 

2.3 Employee perception and effectiveness of a PM process 

To improve performance, it is not enough to only have a well-designed PM process, it 

must also be well implemented (Van Waevernberg & Decramer 2018). The effectiveness 

of a process can be defined as “the extent to which outputs meet organizational needs 

and requirements” (Boland & Fowler 2000;420), namely in which level the process 

meets its intended objectives (Sharma, Sharma & Agarwal 2016). Lawler (2003) define 

a PM process to be effective if it influences employee’s performance and differentiates 

between high and low performers. Effectiveness of a process has been defined in different 

ways and there is no single conclusive definition, yet the achievement of intended 

objectives seems to be crucial in many definitions (Sharma, Sharma & Agarwal 2016). As 

discussed earlier, PM processes can have various objectives from developmental to 

evaluative (Boswell & Boudreau 2000), while the ultimate goal of any PM process is to 

improve performance (Levy & Williams 2004; Dewettinck & van Dijk 2013). 

According to many researchers, employee perception is a relevant way to evaluate the 

effectiveness of a PM process (e.g. Van Waevenberg & Decramer 2018; Levy & Williams 

2004; Sharma, Sharma and Agarwal 2016). It is often assumed that employees perceive 

employment practices similarly, which is not necessarily the case (Den Hartog, Boselie 

& Paauwe 2004; Guest 1999). The perceptions between employees may vary and more 

importantly, the perception of the PM process may vary between employees and 

supervisors. Furthermore, “even the most psychometrically sound appraisal systems 

remain ineffective if they are not accepted by employees” (Van Waeyenberg & Decramer 

2018:2; Keeping & Levy 2000). This justifies why it is important to examine the 

employee’s perception of a PM process. 

Sharma, Sharma and Agarwal (2016) point out that PM systems should be implemented 

in a way that “the right things are done in a right way”. This is recognized by Biron, 

Farndale and Paauwe (2011) as they emphasize that the effectiveness of a PM system is 

depended on both what elements are included in the system and how they are 

implemented. Sharma, Sharma and Agarwal (2016) further split the effectiveness into 

two different components; accuracy (“doing the right thing”) and fairness (“doing things 

the right way”).  
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Fairness can be distinguished into four components (Aguinis 2013). First, distributive 

justice refers to the perception that the outcomes are fair. Second, procedural justice 

refers to the perception that procedures are fair. Third, with interpersonal justice is 

meant that the person feels that she was treated fairly during the process. Finally, 

informational justice refers to the perception that information and explanations are fair. 

Fairness is especially important when the employee forms the understanding of the 

connection between results and evaluations, and between evaluations and outcomes 

(Dewettinck & van Dijk 2013). Dewettinck and van Dijk (2013:812) further state that “as 

it is ultimately employee reactions to the appraisal and reward processes that determine 

to what extent the employee is motivated to improve their performance, employee 

perceptions are essential for the effectiveness of the PM systems”. (Aguinis 2013) 

According to Sharma, Sharma and Agarwal (2016) accuracy refers to “doing the right 

things”;  

“the correctness of PM system through the alignment of the employees’ and the organization’s 
goals; clarity about goals, performance standards and skills/behaviors required at different levels; 
clear linkage of goals with business needs (e.g. market potential for sales); performance evaluation 
against planned standards; proper evaluation of employee strengths; regular feedback about 
performance; facilitation of employee development; and clear linkage between performance and 
PM system outcomes (rewards and recognition)” (Sharma, Sharma and Agarwal 2016:231-232) 

This is in line with the Aguinis’ (2013) description of the components of an ideal PM 

process. Thus, accuracy is a discussion of the correctness of the process. It indicates in 

which extent PM system is based on a precise way of recognizing employee performance 

so that desired performance that is valuable for the organization is reinforced (Sharma, 

Sharma and Agarwal 2016). However, as stated earlier, there is “no articulated consensus 

on what the main components of PM are or the primary variables composing them” 

(Schleicher et al. 2018;2211). Moreover, Cohen (1993) point out that effectiveness is 

always situational and will vary according to organizational environments and goals. 

Thus, it may be difficult to know what practices are correct in a specific context before 

they are tested in practice and the reactions of the employees are explored.  

As shown in the beginning of this chapter, there are different ways to define effectiveness 

of a PM process (e.g. Lawler 2003; Bolan & Fowler 2000). Drawing from the work of 

Sharma, Sharma and Agarwal (2016), the effectiveness of a PM process is defined in this 

thesis as “achievement of intended objectives accurately and fairly”, in other words by 

“doing the right things in a right way”. 

By examining the employees’ perception of the PM process, it can be modified to be more 

acceptable to both the company and its employees (Sharma, Sharma and Agarwal 2016). 
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This in turn can improve performance, and when the ultimate goal of any PM process is 

to improve performance (Levy & Williams 2004; Dewettinck & van Dijk 2013), make the 

process more effective.  

As the first part of the theory; performance management, PM process and finally the 

effectiveness of a PM process has been discussed, the next section will present the second 

part of the theory; temporary teams. To improve the performance of a cabin crew 

member, it is crucial to first understand what the cabin crew teams do and how they do 

it before the performance can be managed in this unique context. 

2.4 Temporary teams 

A team can be defined as “a distinguishable set of two or more people interacting toward 

a common goal with specific roles and boundaries on tasks that are interdependent and 

that are completed within a larger organizational context” (Smither & London 

2009:199). Teams are usually understood to be “relatively stable configurations” 

(Engeström, Engeström & Vähäaho 1999:346). However, teams differ and there is 

variability in characteristics of work teams. This variation affects team’s key processes 

and work demands (Webber & Klimoski 2004), which in turn affects managing the 

performance of individuals in the team. To illustrate the diversity of temporary teams 

and the uniqueness of a cabin crew team, different kinds of temporary teams are 

presented next. What is common to all temporary teams is that they have “an ex ante 

determined termination point” (Burke & Morley 2016:1237), namely the team disbands 

after a certain period.  

Sundström et al. (2000:46) define a project team as a team that “carry out defined, 

specialized, time-limited projects and disband after finishing”. Moreover, the members 

of the team are usually from different departments, namely the project teams are 

generally cross-functional (Sundström et al. 2000). Thus, team members do not have a 

deep understanding of each other’s specialties, and they are more focused on tasks than 

on team members (Scott & Einstein 2001). As an example of a project team could be a 

systems development team or a change project team.  

Even though a project team is temporary and disband after the task is done, it does not 

fully catch the nature of a cabin crew team. Cabin crew is not cross-functional since all 

members come from the same department and have the knowledge of similar skills like 

service, safety and security. The time span is also much shorter for cabin crew than for a 
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project team. Thus, a project team does not describe well the characteristics of a cabin 

crew team.  

The concept of knotwork describes the interesting feature of ever-changing teams. 

Knotworking refers to “rapidly pulsating, distributed and partially improvised 

orchestration of collaborative performance between otherwise loosely connected actors 

and activity systems” (Engeström, Engeström & Vähäaho 1999:346). Compared to a 

project team, this concept captures the fact how quickly the teams change. Kietzmann et 

al. (2013:284) state that a good example of knotworking is an airline crew (i.e. pilots and 

cabin crew) which consists of “loosely connected individuals who have short term and 

hydrodynamic relationships in a co-located work environment”. Teams keep breaking 

up and re-emerging in new forms; knotworks are tied, untied and retied to perform a 

task (Engeström, Engeström & Vähäaho 1999).  

Tannenbaum et al. (2012) introduced the term flash team to describe airline crew and 

for example disaster support teams. Characteristics of a flash team are quick formation 

of the team to handle an emergency or a routine task and the team quickly disbands to 

handle other tasks. The fact that some of the team members may have never worked 

previously together affects the dynamics of the team. (Tannenbaum et al. 2012) 

In their article Crews: A Distinct type of work team, Webber and Klimoski (2004) 

develop a Crew Classification Scale (CCS) that helps empirically measure to what extent 

a team is a crew. The CCS is built on McGrath, Berdhal & Arrow’s (1995) distinction 

between crews and other forms of teams on three dimensions: members/roles, 

technology and tasks/projects. The technology dimension refers to “how the group was 

formulated and how the group functions” (Webber & Klimoski 2004:265). The roles and 

assignments in a crew are well-defined in advance. Moreover, the relationships are 

defined by member’s function in the team “with the assumption that one member can be 

easily replaced by another member with the same skill set” (Webber & Klimoski 

2004:266). Thus, crews are designed to have regular replacement of its members. Well-

defined roles and assignments limit member’s functional or hierarchical movement in 

the crew.  (Webber & Klimoski 2004; McGrath, Berdahl & Arrow 1995) 

Clearly, project team do not capture the very essence of cabin crew like knotwork, flash 

team or crew do. Moreover, Webber & Klimoski’s (2004) definition of crew describes 

maybe most precisely how a cabin crew team is composed.  They mention the well-

defined roles and the limited movement in functional and hierarchical level. The concept 
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of flash team stays quite thin since Tannenbaum et al. (2012) do not describe more in 

detail how the flash team can be differentiated from other teams. Moreover, flash team 

can emerge to handle also emergency tasks, which does not fit to cabin crew. 

To conclude, the different forms of temporary teams are described in table 1. The table 

provides information of the temporal or boundary focus, the basis of relationship and 

finally an example. 

Table 1 Forms of temporary teams (adapted form Kietzmann et al. 2013) 

Forms of temporary teams 

 Temporal or Boundary Focus Basis of Relationship Example 

Project 
team 

Within organizational boundaries 
or across organizational 
boundaries 

Project focused or 
ongoing 

Change project, 
systems development 
project 

Knotwork Very short term, hydrodynamic 
relationships within an 
organization 

Loosely connected and 
co-located individuals 
that are joined in a knot 

Airline Crew, Hospital 
teams 

Flash 
team 

Short term , within organizational 
boundaries or across 
organizational boundaries 

Quickly formed to handle 
a routine or emergency 
task and quickly 
disbanding to handle 
other tasks 

Airline Crew, 
Emergency surgery 
teams, Disaster support 
teams 

Crew Very short term, within an 
organization 

Roles are well-defined in 
advance and 
relationships are defined 
by member’s function  

Airline Crew, Fire-
fighter Crew 

 

2.4.1 Different dimensions of a cabin crew team 

Some researchers are not content with the different classifications of teams. Firstly, 

Wildman et al. (2012) find team classifications problematic, since “many taxonomies 

claim to classify teams into mutually exclusive classes, yet when examined closely, they 

are not” (Wildman et al. 2012:97) Secondly, many classifications describe the tasks of 

the team but not the team-level characteristics. (Wildman et al. 2012). To gain even a 

deeper understanding of cabin crews and their work, the team type will be examined with 

two different sets of dimensions by Scott and Einstein (2001) and by Wildman et al. 

(2012). 
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Scott and Einstein (2001) suggest that different types of teams set different challenges to 

performance appraisal and further to performance management. They identify teams 

based on two dimensions: membership configuration and task complexity.  

With membership configuration is meant “the expected tenure of a team, the stability of 

its membership, and the allocation of members’ work time” (Scott & Einstein 2001:110). 

Membership configuration can vary from static to dynamic. Static teams have full-time 

members that stay in the team throughout the life of the team. In contrast, members in 

dynamic teams stay in the team until the task is completed and then move forward to 

other tasks. The members can also work in other teams simultaneously or complete 

individual tasks. (Scott & Einstein 2001:110) 

The task complexity answers to the questions how defined the task is, what is the cycle 

time of the task – in other words how long it takes to complete one task -  and how easy 

and quick it is to measure the outcome of the task. Task complexity varies from routine 

to non-routine. For example, routine tasks are well defined, their cycle time is short, and 

the outcome can be measured against specific criteria right after the task has been 

completed. Non-routine tasks have a long cycle time and the cycle time can even be 

difficult to define. This kind of tasks require knowledge from several disciplines. 

Knowing how to accomplish the task and how to measure the outcome can be impossible 

to define in advance when it comes to the non-routine tasks.  (Scott & Einstein 2001) 

The dimensions can though vary independently. Interestingly, Scott & Einstein (2001) 

give an example of airline crew. The crew is stable and has dedicated members during 

the given task, i.e. the flight, but only for a short period of time since the team will change 

completely for the next flight. Thus, it can be argued that cabin crew’s membership 

configuration is relatively dynamic despite the dedicated team members during the task. 

(Scott & Einstein 2001)  
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Figure 3 Task complexity and membership configuration (Scott & Einstein 2001) 

The figure 3 by Scott & Einstein (2001) shows how different teams are placed on the 

quadrant based on their task complexity and membership configuration. When 

examining cabin crew team, it would fit best to the right lower square because the 

membership configuration is dynamic and task complexity relatively routine. Sometimes 

cabin crews must deal with surprising situations and the procedures change depending 

on the destination, the aircraft model and the changing team members, so I argue that 

being a cabin crew member is not fully a routine kind of a job. Additionally, part of the 

cabin crew’s training is about safety and first-aid, so they are the ones who are prepared 

to act if anything surprising happens during the flight. 

To provide an integrative taxonomy to define different kind of teams, Wildman et al. 

(2012) systematically reviewed prior team classification literature and came up with two 

categories to explain team differences: task types and team-level attributes. Their 

framework takes the model of Scott & Einstein (2001) even further, describing more 

carefully the task complexity and membership configuration of the team. Since there are 

two categories and several characteristics which help to describe a team, table 2 gathers 

together the two categories and their characteristics in an organized way. Next, I will 

describe a cabin crew team with the help of these two categories; task type and team-

level attributes. 
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Table 2 Team dimensions by Wildman et al. (2012) 

Category Characteristics 

 

Task types 

 1) managing others  
2) advising others  
3) human service  
4) negotiation  
5) psychomotor action  
6) defined problem 

solving and lastly  
7) ill-defined problem 

solving 
 

 

 

 

 

Team-level attributes 

task interdependence 1) pooled 
interdependence 

2) reciprocal 
interdependence 

3)  intense 
role structure 1) functional 

2)  divisional 
leadership structure 1) designated 

2) external manager 
3) temporary leader  
4) distributed team 

leadership 
communication structure 1) hub and wheel 

2) star 
3) chain 

physical distribution 1) Co-located 
2) Distributed 

time life span 1) ad hoc team 
2) long-term team 

 

The first category, the integrated set of task types, are 1) managing others (i.e. managers,) 

2) advising others (i.e. experts, consultants) 3) human service (i.e. nurses, salespeople) 

4) negotiation 5) psychomotor action 6) defined problem solving and lastly 7) ill-defined 

problem solving. (Wildman et al. 2012) 

The task type that best describes cabin crew work is human service. It refers to “tasks 

involving direct social interaction where an individual or team is providing a good or 

service to another party” to keep the customer satisfied (Wildman et al. 2012:108). Cabin 

crew is in direct contact with the customers and providing the service onboard. However, 

providing service is not the only task the cabin crew is taking care of. Their responsibility 

is also the safety of the passengers and for example giving first-aid if a passenger 

encounters medical problems. Even if these situations do not happen often, cabin crew 

is trained to take responsibility if something happens since they are working in a closed 



23 
 

space up in the sky. Therefore, cabin crew engages also with ill-defined problem tasks, 

like possible emergency situations and medical problems that may happen during the 

flight.  

The comprehension of what kind of tasks the team is accomplishing, helps the human 

resource professionals to define more precisely what kind of skills and abilities are 

needed to perform well (Wildman et al. 2012). This is clearly linked to performance 

management (Aguinis 2013); you must know what is expected from an individual to 

perform well in order to manage and develop the performance. 

One of the strengths of the model of Wildman et al. (2012) is that it explicitly emphasizes 

that most teams are conducting different kinds of tasks, and that teams should not be 

labelled based on task (Wildman et al. 2012:112). Some researchers classify teams based 

on the core task; project team, service team, production team (e.g. Sundström et al. 

2000), but this type of classifications can give a falsified picture of the tasks the team is 

engaged with or restrict the understanding what the team does to achieve its goals. Thus, 

the task type itself is not enough to describe the unique elements of teams, so Wildman 

et al. (2012) additionally introduced six holistic team characteristics to classify teams. 

The second category, team-level characteristics, refers to 1) task interdependence, 2) role 

structure, 3) leadership structure, 4) communication structure, 5) physical distribution 

and 6) time life span (Wildman et al. 2012). These characteristics exists only at the team 

level and describe the team as a whole, since it is not possible to describe an individual 

having a certain level of interdependence, while a team can be described this way 

(Wildman et al. 2012).  

First, the task interdependence for cabin crew is intense, meaning that the whole team is 

collaborating and interacting together to complete the task. The completion of the task 

cannot be done without interaction with other team members (pooled interdependence), 

nor with interaction with one team member at a time (reciprocal interdependence). 

Second, the role structure for cabin crew is divisional, meaning that all team members 

can perform different parts of the task and thus are interchangeable between roles. Of 

course, there are differences in the service principles in economy and business class, and 

chief pursers are better at managing people and seeing the bigger picture, but all cabin 

crew members can handle the core tasks of safety, security and service. If the roles would 

be fundamentally different like in a multidisciplinary research team for example, the role 

structure would be functional. (Wildman et al. 2012) 
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Third, the leadership structure in a cabin crew team is designated, because there is one 

team member, chief purser, that performs all leadership functions, despite the tasks or 

time. The other leadership structures; external manager, temporary leader or distributed 

team leadership do not fit to the characteristics of a cabin crew team since the hierarchy 

is high, and in the end the chief purser has the last word when deciding how the tasks are 

done. Fourth, there are three communication structures, hub-and-wheel, chain and star, 

of which the chain structure fits best with a cabin crew team. In a chain structure the 

communication happens according to the hierarchical structure.  For example, the leader 

tells something to her second in command, who then tells the information to the next 

highest in ranking. In a star structure information is moving freely with no hierarchical 

structure and in a hub-and-wheel structure information passes through a hub, that is not 

necessarily the leader. As a cabin crew team is very hierarchical to have the continuous 

changes in teams, these communication structures do not fit to cabin crew. (Wildman et 

al. 2012) 

Fifth, the physical distribution of a cabin crew team is fully co-located, meaning that the 

physical location of the team is the same. Cabin crew members can easily communicate 

face-to-face when the team works in a closed space in the aircraft. Teams can also be 

distributed so that communication happens mostly via email and skype meetings. 

However, this does not match with cabin crew teams. Finally, the sixth and last 

characteristic that helps to classify teams is team life span, which refers to “the length of 

time for which the team exists as a functional unit” (Widman et al. 2012:119; Devine 

2002). Teams can be ad hoc teams or long-term teams. Cabin crew teams are clearly ad 

hoc teams since the team is together only for the one shift before it disbands. (Wildman 

et al. 2012) 

The chapter 2.3.1 Different dimensions of a cabin crew team argued for the importance 

of understanding not only what teams do but “how” they do it (Wildman et al. 2012). 

This helps to understand the traits that make a cabin crew team and their work unique. 

In the next chapter, I present a summary of the different ways to define and describe a 

cabin crew team. 

2.4.2 Summary of different ways to define a cabin crew team 

As shown in the previous chapter, there are different ways to define and describe cabin 

crew teams and their tasks. Some classifications define the nature of the work and 

characteristics of the team correctly but do not provide as much information as other 
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models of classifying teams. For example, the definition of a flash team describes how 

the team is together for a very short period, but it does not differentiate the task type that 

is taken care of; it can be a routine or an emergency task (Tannenbaum et al. 2012). 

Moreover,  Webber & Klimoski (2004) describe a crew more in detail compared to flash 

team by Tannenbaum et al. (2012) and to knotworking by Engeström, Engeström and 

Vähäaho (1999) when they emphasize the well-defined roles and high level or hierarchy. 

The team level characteristics of Wildman et al. (2012) offer more knowledge of the 

relationships in a crew; how information is passed in a chain structure and how 

leadership structure is designated. As the definitions and classifications highlight, 

standardization, strong procedures and self-guided employees are important to make the 

team type work, when the crews are designed to have regular replacement of its 

members. 

The purpose of this chapter is not to provide an exhaustive list of different ways to 

describe and define cabin crew teams. These different classifications are introduced to 

enhance the understanding of characteristics of cabin crew teams and their work. Table 

3 gathers the classifications together and recaps how each classification describes the 

characteristics of cabin crew. 

Before the performance can be improved, one needs to consider the context in which 

performance is managed (Scott & Einstein 2001; Den Hartog, Boselie & Paauwe 2004; 

Schleicher et al 2018). Thus, the structure of the team and work tasks themselves are 

crucial to recognize before one can improve and develop a team member’s performance. 

Table 3 Different ways to describe a cabin crew team 

Authors Classification Characteristics of cabin crew 

Engeström, 

Engeström & 

Vähäaho 1999 

Knotworking Loosely connected and co-located 

individuals that are joined in a 

knot 

Webber & 

Klimoski 2004 

Crew Short lived team that has well-

defined roles and where the 

relationships are defined by 

member’s function. 

Tannenbaum et. 

al 2012 

Flash team Quickly formed teams that are 

formed to complete a routine task 
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and the team members quickly 

disband to perform other tasks. 

Scott & Einstein 

2001 

Membership Configuration 

Task Complexity 

Dynamic 

Relatively routine 

Wildman et al. 

2012 

Task Type  Human Service, Ill-defined 

Problem Solving 

Team-Level Characteristics Task interdependence: Intensive 

Role structure: Divisional 

Leadership structure: Designated 

Communication structure: Chain 

Physical attribution: Co-located 

Team life span: Ad hoc 

 

2.5 Performance management of cabin crew 

The unique style of forming teams impacts the way the performance of a team can be 

managed (Scott & Einstein 2001). In the case of cabin crew, the team composition sets 

challenges for evaluation of the performance when no one sees the performance of an 

individual or the performance of a same team repeatedly (Howard 2006). Moreover, 

inflight supervisor, who is evaluating the performance and holding review discussions, 

works at the office and must rely on the evaluations and observations made by others; 

chief pursers, colleagues and customers. 

There is not much research done regarding the performance management of cabin crew 

that work in ever-changing teams. After an extensive search for this study, I did not find 

any articles related to PM of cabin crew. Thus, to my best knowledge, not a single 

academic research related to the topic has been done. However, I found one case study 

by Howard (2006) that covers performance management at Cathay Pacific. The airline 

had developed their PM process for ground crew and operations staff and in the end of 

the article it was stated that the next phase is developing the performance management 

process of cabin crew:  
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The manager of the Learning & Development Group at Cathay Pacific has spent the last two years 
experimenting and researching the best possible solution for this virtual employee population. 
Because a cabin crew employee has a different manager on every flight, the ability to assess 
continuity of performance is extremely difficult. (Howard 2006:19) 

Thus, the only article even remotely related to cabin crew and its PM, did not provide 

any specific information how to solve the challenges of managing the performance of 

cabin crew. It only stated the difficulty of assessing performance of cabin crew and 

showed that this is a time requiring research topic also in other airlines.  

Even though no articles that would specifically study cabin crew’s PM were found, some 

findings related to how the team composition impacts PM system were made while 

reviewing the literature. Firstly, there should be a fit between the characteristics of the 

team and the implemented performance appraisal to achieve firm-level results (Scott & 

Einstein 2001). For example, the more dynamic, emergent and interdependent the team 

is, the more the focus should lie on developing better team members than teams 

themselves (Scott & Einstein 2001). Thus, I argue that as cabin crew teams emerge and 

disband quickly, the focus should be on the PM of individuals. Secondly, “understanding 

the core task requirements and team characteristics could also be used to design more 

precise and accurate performance appraisal systems that capture and evaluate an 

individual or team’s performance for each type of task” (Wildman et al. 2012:122). As 

also Aguinis (2013) argue, without the knowledge of the job in question, it is difficult to 

know what is required to be successful in the job and even how to assess whether 

someone succeeds in the job or not. The chapter 2.4 Temporary teams described and 

explained the nature of a cabin crew team and its tasks, which will help in evaluating the 

implemented PM process at Euroair. 

2.6 Conceptual framework 

In chapter 2 Theoretical framework, I presented an overview of the crucial concepts and 

theories for this study: the team composition of a crew, the concept of performance 

management and how the employee’s perception of a PM process affects performance 

improvement. In the upcoming chapter, I will present the conceptual framework for the 

study.  

This study concentrates on understanding how the new cabin crew members experience 

their PM process that facilitates their transition from trainees to full employees. Figure 

4 presents the conceptual framework for the study. Based on Schleicher et al. (2018), the 

context impacts performance management. Thus, I have added context; cabin crew, as 

an impacting factor to the conceptual framework. As Den Hartog, Boselie and Paauwe 
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(2004:561) also stated, “to understand and change individual performance one needs to 

understand the organizational context in which it occurs”. I argue that this unique 

context affects the PM process, when 1) the physical place where the work is done is 

mobile while the inflight supervisor is working on the ground, 2) the teams are constantly 

changing which creates challenges for recognizing clearly the performance of CCMs. 

However, based on the literature review in this thesis, it is not clear yet what kind of 

impacts this unique context of cabin crew have for a PM process. 

Furthermore, the employee’s perception of the process affects in which grade they are 

willing to improve their performance (Sharma, Sharma and Agarwal 2016). If the PM 

process seems unfair or the things that are done are inaccurate, the employee is more 

likely to feel dissatisfied with the PM process and not willing or capable to improve his 

or her performance. 

It is worthwhile to note that even though I also study inflight supervisors’ perception of 

the PM process, their perception is not included in the conceptual framework. Their 

perception can differ from the employees’ perception, but for the employees their own 

perception of the process matters the most when they evaluate if it is fair and accurate, 

and finally if they accept the process. Thus, the inflight supervisors’ perceptions are used 

to understand the process better: what are the challenges and what kind of things can be 

implemented in this unique context. Their knowledge will give me valuable information 

about what should be taken into consideration when designing a PM process for CCMs.  

  

 

 



29 
 

 

Figure 4 Conceptual framework of the study 
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3 METHOD 

In this chapter I present the arguments for the chosen research strategy, design and 

method. Furthermore, the case company is introduced, and I briefly explain my own 

observations of the case company that I have formed prior conducting this study. This 

will be followed by a description of the data collection and the method of analysis. Finally, 

a discussion about the quality of the study concludes the method chapter. 

3.1 Research philosophy 

Research philosophy refers to assumptions and beliefs about the development of 

knowledge (Saunders et al. 2016). Researcher makes assumptions on every phase of the 

research process: what should be regarded as acceptable knowledge (epistemological 

assumptions) and whether social entities are social constructions based on perceptions, 

or objective entities “that have a reality external to social actors” (ontological 

assumptions) (Bryman & Bell 2016:32). 

In my research, the assumptions made are interpretivist: reality is socially constructed 

and complex, and the focus is on perceptions and interpretations of the interviewees 

(Saunders et al. 2016). Interpretivism was developed because of a critical reaction to 

positivism, which in turn emphasizes the development of law-like generalizations and 

the assumption of one true observable reality (Saunders et al. 2016). The focus of the 

thesis lies on gaining a deeper understanding of how a PM process works in the unique 

cabin crew context and how it is perceived by the CCMs and inflight supervisors. This is 

in line with the purpose of interpretivist research; to create new understanding of social 

worlds and context (Saunders et al. 2016). 

Vosburgh (2017) emphasizes the importance that researchers answer to the “so what” 

question when conducting research of HR practices. He reviewed articles related to 

performance management, learning, development and talent management and pointed 

out how the academic-practitioner gap in human resources remains wide (Vosburgh 

2017). While openly admitting that his perspective is biased by his experience as a 

practitioner, he states that “it seems eminently logical in HR that “research” should 

inform “practice”; and “practice” should more directly determine the content areas for 

research” (Vosburgh 2017:2). The topic of this thesis emerged from a practical problem 

and is trying to bring new knowledge not only to academics but for the practitioners. 

Even though it is not an easy task to answer the “so what” question – in other words 
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constantly state reasons why the research is important - a lot of focus has been set to it 

while defining the research topic, problem, strategy, design and method. 

3.2 Research strategy 

According to Bryman & Bell (2015), qualitative and quantitative research are two 

distinctive clusters of research strategy because they differ on epistemological and 

ontological assumptions. I chose the qualitative research strategy to conduct this study, 

since qualitative research is interpretive of nature (Saunders et al. 2016). By conducting 

the study, I try to understand how the interviewees experience the new PM process and 

how they describe and construct their social world. 

Moreover, I chose an inductive approach to my study, where theory is outcome of 

research, namely observations lead to theory, rather than in deductive approach where 

theoretical hypotheses are tested with empirical data (Bryman & Bell 2015). Inductive 

approach supports exploring performance management in the unique context of cabin 

crew, of which no previous studies has been done to my best knowledge.  

As Bryman & Bell (2015) state, a study is rarely purely inductive. Thus, it is better to 

think different approaches as “tendencies rather than as a hard-and-fast distinction” 

(Bryman & Bell 2015:25). Even though I chose inductive approach, the study process has 

some elements of deduction. The data collection has been affected by theory since I read 

theories before conducting the data collection. However, the data collection was not 

restricted by the theory and the data lead the analysis, thus making the approach 

inductive. 

3.3 Research design 

Research design refers to “a framework for the collection and analysis of data” (Bryman 

& Bell 2015:49). Case study is a suitable research design when the phenomenon studied 

is complex (Patton 2002). Furthermore, it enables rich descriptions of the phenomenon 

in its real-life context (Saunders et al 2016). A single case study can be chosen when the 

case is unique (Saunders 2016), which is true in my research. Easton (2009) points out 

that case studies are suitable for answering “how” and why” questions as the method 

allows the researcher to unravel a complex set of factors and relationships in one or few 

cases. The main research question of this study is a “how” question; How do the new 

cabin crew members and their inflight supervisors experience the performance 

management process during the probationary period? This supports the argument that 
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a case study is a suitable design for this study. More precisely, the design of this study is 

a qualitative longitudinal single-case study that focuses on the in-depth understanding 

of Euroair’s new PM process for the CCMs during their probationary period. 

The case study design has been criticized for its lack of being able to produce 

generalizable contributions to knowledge (Saunders et al. 2016; Bryman & Bell 2015). 

However, the goal of a case study is not necessarily to create generalizable findings 

(Bryman & Bell 2015). Instead, the focus should lie on developing a deep understanding 

of a case and its complexity to construct or modify theories (Bryman & Bell 2015). My 

purpose is to understand the case of  this study to construct theoretical findings, not to 

produce generalizable findings. This argues for the fact that case study design is a 

relevant choice for my study. 

3.4 The case organization: “Euroair” 

The case company is a European Airline that provides flights to over one hundred 

destinations. It competes with excellent and personalized service; the unique experience 

is what the airline is striving for. Thus, the airline cannot be categorized as a low-cost 

airline. To respect the requirement of keeping the case company secret, the airline will 

be called Euroair in this thesis.  

The growth of Euroair has created an increasing need for cabin crew. Big recruitments 

of cabin crew have been conducted starting from 2015. During the year 2018, the 

company hired around 240 new cabin crew members. All in all, Euroair employs more 

than 2000 cabin crew members. Next, I will describe more in detail the role of cabin crew 

for Euroair. 

3.4.1 Cabin crew 

A cabin crew member is responsible for cabin safety during the flight and for delivering 

excellent personal customer service with a sales mindset. She or he works towards the 

company strategy and goals and fosters a positive and safe work environment according 

to the company values. 

Every cabin crew member will go through a 2-month long training that consists of safety, 

first-aid and service. The course members will have the same immediate supervisor, 

called the inflight supervisor, that takes care of their HR related matters during their 

employment, including the performance management process during the probationary 

period. The relationship building between the inflight supervisor and the new CCMs 
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starts already during the training. Inflight supervisor holds lectures and attends the 

graduation ceremony when the CCMs have completed their training. Every inflight 

supervisor is responsible for around  150 CCMs. Thus, they are quite busy, and it may be 

challenging to create a personal relationship with every CCM, especially when they do 

not see each other often.  

Even though the inflight supervisor is the immediate supervisor, the cabin crew members 

have a changing supervisor on every flight; chief purser. Chief purser provides feedback 

and offers valuable knowledge how the new CCM has performed. However, chief purser 

needs to collect this information during one shift since the teams change on every flight. 

Additionally, chief purser may work in another part of the plane than the new CCM, 

which sets limits how the chief purser can assess the performance. 

3.4.2 Observations of the inflight organization 

Through informal conversations with representatives of the Inflight organization, I have 

built my own understanding of the organization and the work of CCMs, chief pursers and 

inflight supervisors. The next statements and descriptions are based on the information 

I have gathered through these informal discussions while I have been working in the 

company and while I have been conducting this study, before the semi-structured 

interviews. 

Before 2015, there was an 8-year long period when there were no recruitments. This 

means that a part of the cabin crew is experienced and have been working for Euroair 

more than 10, 20 or 30 years. At the same time, there are a lot of new cabin crew 

members, that have worked as a flight attendant just for a couple of years. Most of the 

experienced CCMs are happy to get new colleagues and feel that they bring new energy 

to the crews. At the same time, other experienced CCMs are not so happy about getting 

so many new colleagues in a short period of time. When a team has members that have 

little experience, the other team members need to take more responsibility and make 

sure that the new CCM knows what to do, which has caused tiredness among experienced 

cabin crew. There has been some tension between the experienced and new cabin crew 

members. 

Cabin crew members learn to know each other quickly. They build trust between each 

other fast, even though the short time the crew is together sets limits how well you can 

now your colleagues. Crews are very hierarchical, and roles are well-defined, because the 
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crews change for every flight. Hierarchy helps chief purser to manage the crew whose 

members have never met before the shift.  

During a short informal discussion with a chief purser, I asked her how the new CCMs 

react to the onboard discussions during long-haul flights. She spontaneously answered 

that “they are eager to have the discussion, because no one ever asks them `how are 

you´”, without negativity in her comment. This shows how the changing teams make it 

challenging to stay on top of how the employees are doing, when one and the same person 

does not meet them often or regularly. 

Most of the new CCMs receive average scoring in the onboard assessments and there are 

few that receive low or high scores. The fact that the chief pursers started to assess CCMs 

from November 2017 onwards was mentioned as a one possible reason for this, since it 

may take time to fully adopt the role of an evaluator and the role of a coach. 

In addition to the informal discussions and observations while I have been working in 

the organization, I attended the graduation ceremony of the first course, where I was able 

to observe how the performance management process was introduced to the new 

employees. For example, the purpose of the process was stated there, and the self-

evaluation survey and onboard assessment form were introduced. This event showed me 

how the new employees got the information about the PM process, when they had no 

previous knowledge of it. 

3.4.3 The PM process during the probationary period 

The purpose of the process is to support and develop new CCMs when they start their 

career at Euroair and to ensure that they are skilled before the probationary period ends. 

By developing the right competencies, Euroair ensures that the strategic objectives are 

achieved. Moreover, the PM process enhances feedback culture and facilitates personal 

coaching dialogues with supervisors both onboard and in the ground.  

Figure 5 presents the new performance management process in the company. It starts 

with a short meeting or a phone call with the inflight supervisor. Once in a month, three 

times during the process, the employee fills in a self-evaluation survey that is based on 

the key competencies. This self-evaluation survey and the short contact in the beginning 

of employment are the latest additions to the process. 
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Figure 5 The process for managing performance during the probationary period 

When the new cabin crew member has long-haul flights, chief purser will collect 

performance data based on what she or he has seen during the flight. There must be at 

least three onboard discussions with a chief purser during the probationary period, but 

the CCMs are encouraged to have the discussions in every long-haul flight they have. The 

process ends with a longer discussion with own inflight supervisor. All the information 

collected (i.e. self-evaluation surveys, onboard discussions, all feedback) during the 

probationary period will be discussed in the review discussion. Additionally, wellbeing 

and company goals are discussed then. Lastly, a feedback survey of the probationary 

period is conducted to know what has worked during the process and what to do better 

next time.  

3.5 Research method 

To understand how the performance management process works in practice, I collected 

the data at several time points, thus making the study longitudinal. I conducted 

interviews after one month of employment and after three months of employment, when 

the CCMs had had the final discussion with their inflight supervisor. Additionally, part 

of the research material is company documents related to the work of a cabin crew 

member and to the probationary period of new CCMs. 

3.5.1 Semi-structured interviews 

To get a good understanding of the process in practice, I interviewed five newly hired 

cabin crew members and two inflight supervisors twice during the probationary period. 

Qualitative interviewing as a method sets the interest in the interviewee’s point of view 
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(Bryman and Bell 2015), and by interviewing both new CCMs and Inflight Supervisors I 

got to know both actor’s perceptions of the process and its functionality. 

The suitable interview type for this study is semi-structured interview, which refers to a 

context in which the interviewer has some questions and themes planned but can vary 

the order of the questions and ask further questions in response to interesting replies 

(Bryman & Bell 2015). This allowed me to focus on the interviewees’ insights that seemed 

meaningful for the study and of which I did not even know to ask about.  

The interview guides (Appendix A, B, C, D) were structured according to the theoretical 

framework. Separate interview guides were planned for the CCMs and for the inflight 

supervisors. The first interview with the new CCMs and their inflight supervisors had 

four main themes: pre-requisites, performance planning and performance execution 

according to the theoretical PM process, and the self-evaluation survey that the new 

CCMs fill in once a month.  

The second interview had also four main themes: performance assessment (onboard 

discussions with a chief purser), performance review (discussion with an inflight 

supervisor), and performance renewal and recontracting according to the theoretical PM 

process. The fourth theme is the overall satisfaction with the PM process during the 

probationary period. Both the first and the second interview ended with an open-ended 

question asking for interviewee’s final thoughts on the PM process and the probationary 

period. 

The first interviews were conducted in January 2019 and the second interviews in March 

2019. All interviews were conducted face to face at the Inflight organization’s office. 

Interviews with two CCMs were conducted in English, all other interviews were 

conducted in Finnish. The table 4 presents the duration of all interviews and the dates 

when they were held. 

Table 4 Interview dates and durations 

Interviewee Interview 1  Interview 2 Language 

  Duration Date Duration  Date 
 

CCM 1  29 min 2.1.2019  32 min  24.3.2019 Finnish 

CCM 2  25 min  4.1.2019  24 min  23.3.2019 English 

CCM 3  29 min  7.1.2019  26 min  19.3.2019 Finnish 

CCM 4  23 min  9.1.2019  21 min  20.3.2019 English 
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CCM 5  27 min  14.1.2019  21 min  22.3.2019 Finnish 

IFS 1  1h 7 min  10.1.2019  42 min  14.3.2019 Finnish 

IFS 2  54 min  23.1.2019  1h 1 min  20.3.2019 Finnish 

 

Whether the information obtained during the interview is of a good quality, depends on 

the interviewer (Patton 2002). After the selection of the semi-structured interview style 

and the formation of a carefully considered interview guide, I could improve the quality 

of the information by building trust during the interview, using follow-up questions and 

making sure that we have a shared meaning (Patton 2002; Saunders et al. 2016). Firstly, 

I told the purpose of the study and emphasized that the interviews were anonymous and 

confidential. Secondly, every time the interviewee told something interesting, I asked 

follow-up questions like why, can you give me an example, how did you feel then? 

Thirdly, I made sure that I understood right what the interviewee said by repeating the 

main point of her thought out loud to avoid a biased interpretation. 

With the permission of the interviewees, I audio-recorded the interviews and took notes 

to remember better the interesting answers and facial expressions. Thanks to the audio-

recording, I was able to transcribe the interviews for the analysis. Moreover, audio-

recording enables unbiased and accurate record and it allows the interviewer to 

concentrate on listening and questioning during the interview (Bryman & Bell 2015).  

3.5.2 Selection of the interviewees 

After a careful recruitment, the new cabin crew members attend a 2-month long training 

before the probationary period. Usually around 20-24 persons start the training at the 

same time. 

There were two trainings starting during autumn 2018 and both were for people who had 

no prior experience of cabin crew work. The probationary period started on 4th of 

December for the first course and on 10th of December for the second course. The new 

PM process was implemented for the first time from 4th of December 2018 to March 

2019. The target sample was the new cabin crew members whose probationary period 

started on in the beginning of December as they were the first ones to go through the new 

PM process during their probationary period.  

To stay in scope of this study, the sample size was limited to six new CCMs and to two 

inflight supervisors. However, I was able to get only five CCMs to voluntarily participate 
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to the study. I attended one lecture near the end of the training and briefly presented my 

study after the inflight supervisor had introduced the new PM process for the 

probationary period. After meeting the new CCMs personally, I sent an email to them 

where I summarized the purpose of the study and what it meant to participate in the 

study. By answering to this email new CCMs could show their interest in participating in 

the study, thus the participation stayed confidential. I managed to get three volunteers 

for my study from the first course. 

My goal was to attend the probationary period lecture for both courses, but 

unfortunately, I was not able to attend the lecture of the second course due to changes in 

schedule. Thus, I contacted the course participants of the second course only by email 

and managed to get two volunteers for my study.  

I emphasized to the possible volunteers that if they participate in this study, it does not 

mean that their performance during the probationary period is assessed more strictly. 

We are interested in the process: how it works in practice and how it is experienced by 

the people involved in it. However, participation in the study can provide better 

understanding of own competences because the volunteers are asked to reflect their own 

behavior more than the ones who do not participate in the study. This was told as a 

benefit of participating in the study to get the new CCMs interested to be interviewed. 

3.5.3 Document analysis 

Document analysis offers an understanding what PM means in the organization, and 

how a PM process is formally implemented at Euroair. Documents are secondary data 

since they were created with another purpose in mind than this thesis (Saunders et al. 

2016).  

The analyzed documents and their relevance for the study are presented in the table 5. I 

used the documents to understand more deeply the context of the case and to support 

findings from the interviews. Moreover, documents show the formal description of 

processes and concepts from the organization’s perspective. One interesting  perspective 

is whether the interviewees perceive and describe things similarly to the organization’s 

perspective. 

Table 5 Analyzed documents 

Document Relevance for the study 
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Self-Evaluation Survey 
description To understand the purpose of the survey  

Onboard Discussion form 
(assessment form) 

To know how the performance is measured during 

onboard discussions 

Development agenda 

To know important competencies, expectations for the 

probationary period and  the job description of a CMM 

from a future oriented perspective 

Probationary period process 
description 

To know the formal PM process picture, understand its 

purpose and compare it to the actual way the PM 

process is implemented 

 

 

3.6 Data analysis 

I analyzed the collected data through a thematic analysis, which is “a method for 

identifying, analyzing and reporting patterns (themes) within data” (Braun & Clarke 

2006:79). It is a flexible way to analyze rich qualitative data because it is not tied to a 

certain theoretical or epistemological position. The idea is to find emerging themes from 

the data by first coding interesting features of the data and then colliding these codes to 

themes. The importance of a theme is not always a question about how many times a 

certain issue is mentioned in the data, but rather about if the theme describes something 

important in relation to the research question. Since the study is inductive, the thematic 

analysis in this thesis is data-driven. (Braun & Clarke 2006) 

However, thematic analysis has been criticized since thematizing is seen as a part of 

almost every approach to qualitative data analysis, such as grounded theory or 

qualitative content analysis (Bryman & Bell 2015). To answer this critique,  Braun and 

Clarke (2006:97) provided guidelines to conduct a rigorous thematic analysis and argued 

that “thematic approach can produce an insightful analysis that answers particular 

research question”. They describe six phases of thematic analysis that I also used in my 

analysis process. First, I read the whole data set many times and secondly, I generated 

initial codes that identify interesting features of the data. Third, I used these codes to 

find themes and fourth, I reframed the themes until I found the final defined themes that 

describe the data set. Lastly, I finalized the analysis, selected describing quotes and 

connected the analysis to the research question and theoretical framework. However, as 

also Braun and Clarke (2006) state, analysis is not a linear process but a recursive one 

since conducting the analysis involves movement back and forth. Thus, I re-read, re-
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coded and re-thematized the data material before I was able to write the final version of 

the analysis. (Braun & Clarke 2006) 

I gathered all codes from the transcriptions to an excel, where I could filter the codes for 

example according to the interviewee and interview time. Altogether, I had around 80 

codes that I started to collate into subthemes in the excel. I had about 15 subthemes that 

I started to collate into bigger themes until I finally defined the four final themes. The 

interview data was very rich, and filtering in excel helped me to handle all the codes and 

themes in one place, rather than having codes scattered in different transcriptions. This 

made the analysis process more manageable. 

One of the pitfalls of thematic analysis is using the data collection questions as themes 

for the analysis (Braun & Clarke 2006). Then the analysis is non-existent; no themes has 

been identified across the entire data set, nor sense made of the patterning of responses 

(Braun & Clarke 2006). I almost stepped into this pitfall as it seemed easy to select the 

final themes for the analysis according to the themes in my interview guide. However, 

through a complete and thoughtful analysis with the help of  Braun & Clarke’s (2006) 

phases of thematic analysis, I managed to find themes that I actively searched from the 

data itself, not from the group of questions I stated in the interviews. Moreover, as also 

Braun & Clarke (2006) criticize, the themes do not emerge by themselves just by looking 

hard enough the interview transcriptions. The researcher has an active role in creating 

the themes from the data, as also I had in my analysis. In the results and analysis chapter 

I provide a detailed description out of which codes and subthemes I created the themes. 

This is one of the criterions for a good thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke 2006).  

To summarize the method chapter, figure 6 presents the methodological structure of the 

study and shows how the choices made impact the choices made later.  
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Figure 6 The methodological structure of the study 

3.7 Quality of the study 

I was involved in the recruitment process during spring and summer 2018 when the new 

CCMs were selected to the training. I have interviewed part of them and have formed my 

own perception of each candidate I met during the recruitment process. Thus, I already 

had some pre-perceptions of the new CCMs that were in my targeted sample. 

Since I am working in Euroair, I have a relatively good understanding of the organization 

and quite easy access to materials and interviewees. However, internal researcher must 

be very conscious of the pre-assumptions that she has (Saunders et al. 2016), and this 

has been actively in my mind while conducting the research. By trying to distance myself 

from the situations and by trying to analyze the data objectively, I tried to make sure that 

the pre-assumptions do not falsify the observations and conclusions during the research 

process. Additionally, it might be difficult for the interviewees to open and reveal 

unpleasant issues because of my dual role as a researcher and an HR representative in 

the company. Therefore, the fact that this is an independent academic study done in co-

operation with Euroair, not for X Euroair, and that the study is anonymous and 

confidential, has been emphasized to the interviewees. 

As my study is a longitudinal qualitative multi-method case study, this affects the 

evaluation criteria of the research. The typical criteria of a quantitative research; validity 

and reliability, are based on positivist assumptions while qualitative research is often 

based on interpretive assumptions as “reality is regarded as being socially constructed 

and multifaceted” (Saunders et al. 2016:205). The criteria to evaluate the research must 

match with the research methods (Davies & Dodd 2012). Therefore, the trustworthiness 

Philosophy: interpretivism

Strategy: Qualitative, inductive

Design: Case study

Method: Semi-structured interviews,  
document analysis, observations

Analysis: Thematic
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of the study is evaluated through the parallel versions of validity and reliability that 

match with qualitative research: dependability (i.e. reliability), credibility (i.e. internal 

validity) and transferability (i.e. external validity) (Saunders et al 2016; Lincoln & Guba 

1985). 

Dependability refers to the importance of recording changes made in the research 

process so that there is a consistent and transparent report of the research steps taken in 

the process (Saunders et al. 2016; Lincoln & Guba 1985). To enhance the dependability 

of my study, I have transparently explained my research methodology and 

implementation. Additionally, I have argued for the choices made throughout the thesis, 

whether the choices concern theory, used methods or the analysis process. This way I 

allow the reader to assess whether the right procedures have been followed in the 

research process, thus audit the study and its dependability (Bryman & Bell 2015).  

Credibility refers to ensuring that the socially constructed realities of interviewees are 

understood right (Saunders et al. 2016; Lincoln & Guba 1985). To achieve this, I tried to 

build trust between myself and the interviewees. Moreover, with the help of data 

triangulation; using more than one source of data in the study (Bryman & Bell 2015), I 

was able to strengthen the credibility of the study.  

One additional way to enhance the credibility of the study is to check the data and 

analysis with the interviewees (Saunders et al. 2016). Unfortunately, due to the 

restriction of time and resources for this study, I was not able to do this which may have 

affected negatively the credibility of my study. However, as I conducted two interviews 

with every interviewee, I had a possibility to confirm some of my interpretations of the 

first interview data in the second interview. As an example, the goals of the probationary 

period for the new employees stayed unclear to me in the first interview. Thus, I decided 

to ask about them once more in the second interview, even though it was not in included 

in the original plan.  

With transferability is meant the description of the research process, methods, 

questions, context and findings so that the reader may conduct same kind of study in 

another setting (Saunders et al. 2016; Lincoln & Guba 1985). In the method chapter, I 

describe how the research is conducted, what is my sample and how I collect the data. 

Moreover, I also describe my approach to the data analysis, give example of my thematic 

coding and describe the excel tool I used for the data analysis. Additionally, in the 

appendix A-C, all four interview guides can be found. All these actions contribute to the 
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clarity of how the study is conducted and gives the reader the possibility to judge the 

transferability of the study to their own setting (Korstjens & Moser 2018). 
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4 RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

In this chapter I present the empirical data collected for this study. The analysis is 

thematic and data-driven; thus, the results and analysis are based on the themes that I 

found across the data set. I found four final themes that include some subthemes to 

explain more in detail the nuances of each final theme.  

First, I will describe the interviewees with few words. Second, I will present the analysis 

according to the final themes; 1) The overall experience of the probationary period and 

of the PM Process 2) The support network of new cabin crew members, 3) Ideal cabin 

crew member and the expectations of a new CCM and 4) Feedback and assessments.  

Both inflight supervisors (IFS) have a long history at Euroair; they have worked 30 years 

in the company and the last 6 years of that as IFS. Both IFSs are supervisors for over 150 

CCMs. All new CCMs have at least two years of experience in customer service but have 

no previous experience in the role of a CCM. Four of five new CCMs were in their twenties 

and one was in his forties.  No other detailed demographic information of the new CCMs 

is provided to protect the anonymity of the interviewees. 

To make clear which of the interviewees is mentioned in the analysis, I will use codes  

IFS 1 and IFS 2 for the two interviewed inflight supervisors. Respectively, codes CCM1 – 

CCM5 are used for the interviewed new CCMs. Moreover, when I am talking about the 

CCMs on a probationary period, I will refer to inexperienced CCMs or new CCMs. If I 

refer to experienced CCMs, I mean cabin crew members that have already passed the 

probationary period.  

4.1 The overall experience of the probationary period and PM process 

In this chapter I present the CCMs’ overall perception of the beginning of the 

employment at Euroair, the purpose of the PM process and further the overall perception 

of the PM process from the CCMs’ perspective. 

4.1.1 Cabin crew members’ overall perception of the beginning of 
employment at Euroair 

The new CCMs were satisfied with the two-month training they had. They felt that the 

training had given good skills to do the job and they did not find any major things that 

they would change in the training. Two CCMs wished they would know more about the 

trollies. 
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“I am just thinking that we are well trained. First time you are getting to the aircraft or like real 
flight you don’t feel that lost, you feel… you know mostly what you need to do.” CCM4, Interview 
1 

”We went through all the topics in detail, so I do not have any ideas on my mind what to change 
[in the training]. In the end we could also wish what topics we wanted to go through again, so I 
don’t think there is something I would change.” CCM5, Interview 1 

“I think... well, during the course we focused mostly on the safety side and the security side. I wish 
that we would have learnt more about all the trolleys and stuff. That’s the only thing I wish.” CCM2, 
Interview 1 

The interviewed CCMs did not have major challenges in the beginning of employment. 

They told how there was a lot to learn since the aircrafts, crews and destinations change 

all the time. They talked about how they are trying to form their routines, and this takes 

some time because of the number of changes in the work environment.  

“I try to get my routine, to know everything. Most of the questions are about, how should I put it, 
from where should I get it, where can I find it and that kind of stuff.” CCM 4, Interview 1 

“I still have a lot to learn and I hope that the routine will come soon.” CCM 2, Interview 1 

 “Of course, there is something new on every shift. It isn’t familiar in a way that I would have been 
on a flight to that destination. When it is a new thing every time, it makes it exciting. Even though 
the aircraft would be familiar, which can make it easier, the destination is always different and has 
its own issues [related to the destination]. That makes it exciting.” CCM5, Interview 1 

The new beginning in a new work place caused some nervousness. During the first 

interview, the change of teams for every flight got some of the CCMs excited before the 

work shift.  

”The next day I know I am going to fly, I get the feeling like you know, nervous inside. Like ooh 
how I am gonna handle that… and I know that most of the colleagues are very very nice, but still I 
get the feeling that whooh, what if I do something wrong, how will my colleague react, and will 
they expect me to know everything already. Even though I know myself that I have only flown for 
like 3 weeks.” CCM 2, Interview 1 

However, in the second interview CCM2 felt that she did not get nervous anymore before 

the shift due to changing crews. After all, CCM2 and CCM4 saw the changing crews as 

one of the positive things at work, since it made every workday different. 

Even though CCM5 did not have big challenges at work, she mentioned that one 

surprising issue is that they are taught to follow the procedures, but in the end, chief 

purser decides how the work is done. She told how she had had the same flight with same 

aircraft and destination, but with different crew and how she was little surprised that the 

things were done differently. This made it difficult to get prepared for the flight since she 

never knew how things are eventually going to be done on the flight. CCM5 told about 

this challenge both in the first and second interview.  
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 “I am so new, so I am quite dependent on how I am instructed or asked to do things. There have 
been times when I have been asked to do something and when I do it, someone else says that don’t 
do it like that. And then I am like I was just asked and advised to do it like this, so maybe there has 
been a little hassle in communication.” CCM2, Interview 2 

Also, IFS 1 recognized this as a possible challenge for a new CCM when she starts to work: 

 “If there is for example a chief purser that acts in a different way. We have certain procedures 
which should be followed, and it is emphasized in the training that remember always to act 
according to the given procedures. Then the day starts like hey, today we will do an exception. The 
new employee can be like okay today we do an exception and I can handle it today, but on four 
previous flights you have done things exactly according to the procedures and you have learnt a 
certain way to do the tasks. […] Then if the new employee cannot bring up or say that hey I am a 
bit lost now, nor the chief purser cannot articulate the message in a right way in her own support 
role, so these are maybe that kind of things [that are challenging].” IFS 1, Interview 1 

Overall, the experience of starting to work at Euroair was a positive one. The new CCMs 

acknowledged that they still need to learn things and that they are not ready after the 

training. However, they felt that the training had prepared them well to manage at work. 

The motivation and eagerness of the new CCMs towards the work was visible in the 

interviews.  

4.1.2 The purpose of the PM process during the probationary period 

The first goal of the new performance management process is to “to ensure that 

professional craftmanship of a new cabin crew member is on a good level after the 

training and before the end of the probationary period”. The good level means that the 

new CCM can act according to the job description and is performing on the standard 

level, which is the number three on a scale from one to five in the assessment form. This 

purpose is both developmental and evaluative, since a decision has to be made whether 

the person is performing well enough and can continue working after the probationary 

period.  

The second goal of the new performance management process is “to have a lean and easy 

process to support, coach and develop a new cabin crew member during his or her 

journey in the beginning of the employment”. The second goal is developmental. 

Additionally, this purpose highlights the importance of a lean process that is not too 

heavy to carry out in practice. 

During the first interview, I asked the IFSs what they thought is the purpose of the PM 

process. IFS 1 felt that the process is one support function for the new CCM and a tool 

for  the new employee to understand what she or he can improve. Moreover, she thought 

that the process helps to differentiate poor performers. 



47 
 

 “[The benefit is that] we can  separate the wheat from the chaff, so if there is really 
underperformance, in safety, security or service, it will be visible within this time.” IFS 1, Interview 
1 

IFS 2 brought up that during the probationary period it is not only about that the 

company decides whether they want to keep the employee in the company. Also, the new 

employee can think if she feels that she fits to the job. She further stated that all are not 

suitable for the work of a CCM and the job may not be what the new employee is 

searching for. 

 “I have had once a situation in a review discussion that the employee said that nice that someone 
else thought the same way when I told her that I am not sure… or that I am thinking that she does 
not fit to this, or is not in the right place” IFS 2, Interview 1 

The evaluative and developmental purposes show how the process has a dual purpose at 

the same time as PM processes usually have (Biron, Farndale & Paauwe 2011). This sets 

some challenges, since IFS has also a dual role in the process: she supports and coaches 

the new employee but at the same time she needs to be able to decide whether the new 

employee is performing on a sufficient level so that his or her work contract can be 

continued.  

IFS 2 was also happy that there is a clear process and new ways to collect the information, 

through self-evaluation surveys and onboard assessment forms to support the final 

discussion. 

 “We have also earlier had the review discussions, but it has mainly been information seeking, so 
it is nice that there is a clear process”. IFS 2, Interview   

4.1.3 New cabin crew members’ overall perception of the PM process 

Overall, all new CCMs were quite satisfied with the PM process. Every CCM was satisfied 

with the review discussion they had with their IFS. The discussion was comprehensive 

and fruitful. Also, the onboard discussions helped the CCMs to think about their 

performance. When I asked CCM5 whether the PM process supported her performance, 

she answered:  

 
“Yes, especially the onboard discussions on long-haul flights, then I always thought about what 
more I could do. And of course, when we had the self-evaluations, I thought that maybe in some 
parts I could [improve]… so in my opinion there were all the tools also for the self-development.” 
CCM5, Interview 2 

CCM2 felt that there was nothing that she would change in the PM process, and CCM1 

felt the same way: 
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 “No new development ideas for the beginning of employment comes to my mind, because 
everyone in the training were supportive and encouraging and we got a lot of information and 
support, not only that they gave the information, but you could see from them [instructors] that 
they wanted us to learn. So, it was a personal thing for them that they wanted to be good 
instructors. And then when you start to work… I don’t know what could have been done better 
because I feel that I have gotten everything that I have needed for the start. Nothing has fallen 
short of something or that I felt hey that thing should have been done differently.” CCM1, Interview 
2 

When I asked CCM 4 what could be done to better support new employees, he said that 

it would be nice to get feedback also from the short-haul flights since it makes the new 

CCMs more confident as they get more feedback. He further stated that a very fast 

question that goes straight to the point could work, as the flights are short and busy.  

Also, CCM 5 thought that if she could change something in the process, she would add a 

short feedback form or question also for the short-haul flights. 

 “I don’t know, maybe there should be something like… that you could get feedback also from the 
short-haul flights. Not necessarily a long discussion like in the long-haul flights. But some kind of  
an arrangement on the short-haul flights. I got feedback from those flights but not everyone is 
necessarily getting feedback, so I don’t know if there should be something. Not like on every flight 
but of course it felt good when someone said that hey it is going fine, so if someone does not get 
the feedback there would be some kind of a setup so that the feedback is always offered.”  CCM5, 
Interview 2 

Thus, a snapshot assessment on short-haul flights could improve the process. Moreover, 

it would assure that everyone gets feedback continuously. CCM 3 was also somewhat 

satisfied with the process but wished for more constructive feedback and that the 

different forms could be developed: 

“In my opinion it [the process] has been good, or I have felt that at least there is someone to whom 
I can say if there is a problem or that there is someone more experienced present and asking how 
it is going. But then those surveys and forms have been… well maybe they could be done 
differently. But I think it [the process] is great and in my opinion,  it should be continued but it 
could be developed so that it would give more, not only like everything is ok, everything is ok.” 
CCM3, Interview 2 

Even though the CCMs said that overall experience of the PM process was good when I 

asked about it directly in the second interview, some issues that caused negative feelings 

were brought up in the interviews. I will show in this analysis the weak spots not only in 

the PM process, but in the feedback culture and in the ways of working at Euroair that 

affect the PM process during the probationary period. 

Table 6 Summary of the first theme 

Codes Sub 

Themes 

Final theme Main Findings 

CCMs satisfied 

with training 
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Trying to find 

own routines 

New  CCMs’ 

overall 

perception of 

the 

beginning of 

employment 

at Euroair 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The overall 

experience of 

the 

probationary 

period and PM  

The new CCMs were satisfied with the 

training. They tried to build their own 

routines in the changing environment. In 

the beginning of employment there was 

some nervousness which disappeared 

when they got more experience. One 

challenging thing was the changes in ways 

of working. The PM process has a dual 

purpose; to support and coach new CCMs 

but also to help to make the decision 

whether the contract is continued. The 

probationary period is also a chance for the 

new CCM to test if the job is for her. New 

CCMs were satisfied with the PM process, 

the only wishes were to add a snapshot 

feedback to short-haul flights and to 

develop the forms that are used in the 

process. However, some things caused 

negative feelings, and these will be 

discussed later in the analysis.  

Nervousness 

when 

everything is 

new 

Procedures not 

followed 

Dual purpose 

of the process 

 

The purpose 

of the PM 

process 

Support 

system 

CCM decides 

whether the 

job is for her 

Tools for self-

development 

 

New CCMs’  

overall 

perception of 

the PM 

process 

Satisfied with 

the PM 

process 

Snapshot 

feedback 

addition 

Development 

of forms 

 

4.2 The support network of a new cabin crew member 

The new CCMs are in contact with the crew they are flying with, including colleagues and 

chief pursers. Also, they have a relationship with their own IFS, who takes care of their 

HR related matters and for example of the PM process. Surprisingly, the CCMs also 

brought up the support of the course peers as an important factor in the beginning of the 

employment. Next, I will describe the support network of a new CCM more in detail.  

4.2.1 Inflight supervisor 

The relationship between the new CCM and IFS starts to build on during the training. 

IFS keep around 8 lectures during the training. They are also there during the beginning 

of the employment, for example they were meeting the new employees before their first 

flight. This was seen as a supportive and positive thing that helped the new CCMs to 

overcome the excitement and nervousness before the first flight. CCMs felt that they had 

a positive relationship with their own IFS and that they were supporting and warm. 

 “She is very warm and easy to approach, and also supports.” CCM1, Interview 1 
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“Since day one, she has been there, like on our first days of familiarizing [during training] flights 
and on our first day at work. She was there. And I like that she seems to be like strict but somehow 
warm. Like easy to approach. [...] She seems cool. I like her.” CCM 2, Interview 1 

Three CCMs mentioned how their IFS has been always present during the training and 

in the beginning of the employment. They felt that their IFS listened to them and had 

been there for the new employees. Additionally, all CCMs felt that it is easy to approach 

the IFS and the threshold to make contact is low. The feeling did not change between the 

first and the second interview. 

 “I feel that there is a low, very low threshold to approach.” CCM1, Interview 1 

 “It feels very easy [to contact her]. There is no threshold for contacting and you know that you can 
contact her no matter the subject and you get quickly an answer.” CCM5, Interview 1 

The fact that the CCMs have many supervisors since the chief purser changes on every 

flight did not feel uncomfortable since the CCMs knew they have one supervisor, IFS, 

that remain the same despite the changing crews. 

 “I think it is nice that there is at least one permanent supervisor [IFS] so that there is someone to 
whom you can rely on. I do not feel that it is hard or strange to have a different supervisor on every 
flight. When there is still one supervisor here [on the ground] so it is not a problem that otherwise 
the supervisor is changing.” CCM5, Interview 1 

IFS work at the office and does not see how the new CCM works in the flights. One 

interesting thing was that when I asked the new CCMs in the second interview that would 

it change the review discussion with IFS if they had flown together, all answered that it 

would not make much difference.  

 “I feel that with the feedback that has been told of me and with the things that I myself tell, it is 
possible to extensively discuss things, even though we haven’t been working together.” CCM5, 
Interview 2 

 “I don’t think [that flying together would have changed the discussion], based on all this data it 
would show up if something goes poorly. I believe that she got a good picture of how I have worked 
in the aircraft by how I have experienced it and what kind of feedback I have gotten from others.” 
CCM1, Interview 2 

“I don’t think it will change something if we fly together. It would be nice I would love it, but it will 
not change the relationship.” CCM4, Interview 2 

There are three possible reasons why the CCMs felt this way. First, the IFSs have 

managed to build a strong relationship in the training period and during the first months 

of employment. Through the interviews with the new CCMs, I felt how they trusted their 

own IFS. Second, CCMs felt that the feedback and information that the PM process had 

produced was enough for the IFS to know how they were doing. Third, the CCMs know 

that IFSs are experienced and know how to do the job. It is easier and more natural for 

the CCMs to talk about the work, problems and successes when the other part knows in 
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detail the job and its requirements. Thus, flying together would not dramatically make 

review discussion better according to CCMs. CCM4 concluded how his IFS knows the 

job: 

“She [IFS] knows what she is talking about, she knows our job, she knows how to do it. I think she 
gets the scenery from the way I am talking and the way I am telling things, she knows what this is 
all about.” CCM 4, Interview 2 

Even though CCM 3 was also thinking that it would not have changed much the review 

discussion if she had flown with her IFS, she brought up an interesting point about how 

her IFS knows her. In the first interview she stated: 

 “Yes, she is my supervisor, but I don’t know what she knows about my work. She knows about me 
as a person, what kind of a person I am but I don’t know, maybe she should know a little more.” 
CCM3, Interview 1 

In the second interview I asked if she still feels that her IFS knows about her as a person 

but not so much about her work. She explained how her feelings had changed:  

 “Now I feel that she knows what kind of an employee I am, but she does not know how I do the 
job. Or in a way that she knows that I come to work on time, take care of myself and that I like my 
job. So she knows me that way but she does not maybe yet know… when she has not seen me 
working, but maybe next time... but she knows more but not maybe…. just because we have not 
flown together so she does not exactly know.” CCM3, Interview 2 

It is important to recognize that some CCMs might feel that the IFS do not know in detail 

how she or he is working. This might lower the acceptance of the conclusions IFS draws 

from the feedback she gets about the CCM’s performance. In the first interview, CCM 3 

mentioned a concrete thing that IFS could do differently during the training to see better 

what kind of employees the new CCMs are. She stated that her IFS could come to see the 

hands-on practices and not only hold lectures. This way IFS would see how the employee 

acts and does the work, at least in the training environment. 

4.2.2 Chief pursers and colleagues 

In the first interview, all CCMs were clearly excited about the new job and were happy 

with how things had started. One of the most positive things that was often brought up 

was the work community and the colleagues. 

“It is going very well. […] Every time there is a new team, but it’s very good, people are every time 
very nice people and really helpful and they make work life much better and easier.” CCM 4, 
Interview 1 

 “I am very happy with my job. […] There is always someone from whom you can ask questions, so 
it is very nice to have this kind of a good work community.” CCM1, Interview 1 

 “I like the colleagues because everyone is so like-minded, everyone is so social, and you get along 
with them no matter the age.” CCM3, Interview 1 
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At the same time, CCM 2 had had one unpleasant experience with one colleague, who 

was not friendly to her. However, she said that most of the colleagues are very nice and 

the unfriendly colleague was an exception. CCM 5 mentioned in the second interview 

that some colleagues may have a bit negative attitude towards the new employees. She 

emphasized that most are nice, but some are irritated by questions. Thus, it seems that 

CCM5 had felt the possible tiredness of experienced cabin crew when they must support 

and guide the large number of new colleagues. 

CCM 3 and CCM 5 brought up that they tell proactively to the team how long they have 

been working and they have seen a change in the attitude of other crew members.  

 “I notice when you say that I have worked this and this long, everybody is then like okay good to 
know. The attitude maybe changes a little, like hey ask anything and that there are no stupid 
questions, we will help you.” CCM5, Interview 1 

“I quite often tell them that I have flown only for this and this time and they… somehow the attitude 
changes when you tell it. So you are not new and just go there like you would have flown for a 
longer time. I think it is important that you tell yourself that hey I am not yet comfortable with 
everything.” CCM3, Interview 1 

Thus, as the colleagues on a flight do not know how long the inexperienced CCM has 

worked for, the new CCMs could be encouraged to proactively tell how much experience 

they have, for example in the briefing before the flight. This would help everyone to 

understand that some support might be needed. 

4.2.3 Course peers 

Even though the teams change on every flight, the new CCMs had one permanent group 

from which they sought support: their course peers. Both courses had a WhatsApp group 

where the new CCMs had an active conversation. It was clear that the course peers 

formed a tight community in this mobile environment even if they did not see each other 

often.  

”We are always very happy to see each other, and I think we will be there for each other for the rest 
of our career. We went together through this course and there has been so hard time, and we have 
always been quite close I think.” CCM4, Interview 1 

 “It is nice that for example before the first flights when you were very nervous, and you sent a 
message that hey I am nervous, and everybody responded that it will go well […]. I feel that it is 
very nice that there is a big group of people that are in the same situation. It creates strength and 
support.” CCM5, Interview 1 

The new CCMs actively use the WhatsApp group to find answers to questions they have. 

Some examples of these things were visas, use of taxi when coming to work, getting sick 

before a shift, but also performance related things such as the review discussion. CCM 1 
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told that they try to find the answer to their question together in the WhatsApp group, 

but if they do not find the answer they will contact their IFS. 

Also, both IFSs knew about the WhatsApp groups. IFS 2 told that if she had an important 

issue to tell, she would ask someone to post it also in the WhatsApp group so that all who 

did not read her other messages would know the information. IFS 1 had emphasized to 

the new CCMs that even though they have an active discussion in the group and they try 

to find answers to questions together, they can always contact her. 

To summarize, the new CCMs seemed to have a strong trust-relation with their IFS. Even 

though there were couple negative experiences with colleagues, most of them were happy 

to help and support the new CCMs. Moreover, the support from course peers, that were 

in the same situation, was valuable for the new CCMs.  

Table 7 Summary of the second theme 

Code Sub Theme Final theme Main Findings 

Easy to approach, 
present 

 

 

IFS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The support 

network of a 

new CCM 

 

 

 

 

The new CCMs seemed to have a 

strong trust-relation with their IFS. 

According to CCMs flying together 

with own IFS would not affect the 

review discussion. However, one CCM 

felt that IFS does not know the new 

CCM so well as an employee, more as a 

person. Even though there were couple 

negative experiences with colleagues, 

most of them were happy to help and 

support the new CCMs. Moreover, the 

support from course peers, that were 

in the same situation, was valuable for 

the new CCMs. 

 

Flying together 
would not change 
the relationship 

Nice to have one 
permanent 
supervisor 
IFS knows CCM as a 
person, not as an 
employee 
Questions are 
answered 

 

 

Chief pursers 

and colleagues 

Helpful, good work 
community 

Change in attitude 
when they know 
you are new 
Tiredness of guiding 
new CCMs 

Course peers 
encourage you 

 

 

 

 Course peers 

 

WhatsApp group 
with course peers 
Course peers can 
relate to your 
situation 
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4.3 The ideal cabin crew cember and the expectations for a new cabin 
crew member 

I asked ”what kind of competencies and skills an ideal CCM has” to understand what the 

interviewees value in a CCM and to see whether the opinions of new CCMs and IFSs 

match, and moreover if the opinions are in line with the assessment form. Thus, I wanted 

to confirm that they have a shared meaning of an ideal CCM. One of the pre-requisites 

for a PM process is knowledge of the job in question and what kind of competencies and 

skills are needed to perform well (Aguinis 2013).  

Table 8 shows what things CCMs and IFSs mentioned and how these things are described 

in the assessment form. The number in the column CCM and in the column IFS refers to 

how many interviewees mentioned the competence or a skill. The assessment form 

column shows how the descriptions in the assessment form for meeting the standard 

level of performance, i.e. number three on the scale from one to five, is reflecting the 

competencies and skills that CCMs and IFSs mentioned.  

The assessment form has different themes: service, safety, procedures and equipment. 

Moreover, service is divided into different service principles, being friendly, making 

customer feel special and being hassle-free while working. Half of the mentioned 

competencies were explicitly mentioned in the assessment form. Some of the 

competencies were mentioned partially, and few of the competencies and skills were not 

stated in the assessment form. However, for example the adaptability in the changing 

environment was not found from the assessment form, but the changing environment is 

one of the main characteristics of the job and one could not perform the tasks if one 

would not be able to adapt to the changing crews, planes, destinations and customers.  

Thus, I argue that for the new CCMs and for the IFS, the assessment form is accurate 

when it comes to the themes of the form. In other words, as accuracy refers to ”doing the 

right things” (Sharma, Sharma and Agarwal 2016), I argue that the assessment form is 

concentrating on the right things. This was also confirmed in the second interview, where 

I asked about the themes in the form and none of the respondents thought that there is 

something unnecessary in the assessment form.  

Table 8 Ideal cabin crew member 

competence/skill/ability 
of an ideal CCM 

CCM 
(5) 

IFS 
(2) 

Assessment form  
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Social, good with people 

3 1 

I interact in a warm and friendly way with 
a smile towards customers, colleagues and 
external partners. 

Positive attitude 
2 1 

I act in a positive way to create a pleasant 
atmosphere. 

Adaptability in the 
changing environment 2 2 

Not stated explicitly in the assessment 
form. 

Physically fit 
1 1 

I am physically and mentally fit when I 
report to duty. 

Empathetic 

1 1 

I am genuinely present in every customer 
encounter. I am present, and I listen to the 
customer. 

Team worker 
3  

I support positive multicultural team spirit. 
I act as a part of a multicultural team […] 

Punctual 

1  

I perform my duties in a calm manner and 
support on-time performance by 
prioritizing my duties. I respond to 
customers’ requests on a timely manner. 

Solves problems right 
away 1  

I take responsibility and solve any issue 
before it becomes an issue. 

Determined, can say no 
to customers (safety 
aspect) 

1 

 Not explicitly stated in the assessment 
form. Partially shown here: I perform 
safety related duties independently and 
according to manuals. 

Understands cultural 
factors 

1  

Not explicitly stated in the assessment 
form. Partially shown here: I act as a part 
of a multicultural team […] 

Language skills 
1  

Not explicitly stated in the assessment 
form. 

Up to date knowledge 

 

1 I am prepared for the flight and my 
knowledge of service flow & procedures is 
up to date. I am up to date with current 
safety guidelines and first aid. 

Humble enough to do 
the unpleasant tasks  

1 Not explicitly stated in the assessment 
form. 

Hardworking 

 

1 Not explicitly stated in the assessment 
form. Partially shown here: I work 
efficiently and according to instructions. 

Courageous 
 

1 Not explicitly stated in the assessment 
form. 

Able to understand the 
bigger picture – why we 
do the things we do  

1 Not explicitly stated in the assessment 
form.  

Two of the CCMs and one IFS mentioned the attitude, more particularly a positive one, 

to be crucial in a CCM role. CCM 2 had had two London flights in a row and described 

how the second flight was ”super good” because everyone was energetic. I probed to get 

her to describe what made the difference between those flights. She mentioned the 

attitude and her answer shows how it is sometimes difficult to pinpoint what makes a 

CCM or the team to perform well: 
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“I don’t know, it is hard to explain. I can sense it when I walk to the [briefing] room and everyone 
was like let’s do this even though it was a morning flight to London with a A350 [aircraft model].” 
CCM 2, Interview 2 

In a context of another question, CCM 1 thought about what makes someone to perform 

well in the role. She said that she had gotten positive feedback of the way she takes her 

time with every customer, even though it might make her a little slower. She was clearly 

service-oriented which the crew members who had given her positive feedback had also 

spotted. She talked how she does the job “in a different way” than a colleague who might 

think she is slow: 

 “But I can imagine that some [colleagues] may be annoyed that I am slow. Because I work in a 
different way, I don’t just throw the trays [to customers] and quickly collect them away.” CCM1, 
Interview 1 

Thus, according to CCM 1, service orientation was one thing that seemed to be a 

competence of an ideal CCM. Here it is also shown how the CCMs can also have different 

views on what is a good CCM. Some appreciate more the special contact with customers 

even though it would make them slower, and some appreciate that the procedures and 

schedule are followed in the cost of  individual customer service. 

4.3.1 Unclear expectations during the probationary period 

I attended the graduation ceremony where the PM process for the probationary period 

was presented to the new CCMs. Moreover, the assessment form was introduced there, 

and I remember that IFS 1 told that “remember that you are on the level of number three” 

on the scale from one to five. I confirmed this in the second interview with IFS 1 and she 

further stated: 

 “When you have gone through the training the starting level is number three, or that they have 
the readiness to be on the level three. Then of course you try to reach to numbers four and five. 
[…] Surely we have talked about this in the graduation ceremony.” IFS 1, Interview 2 

This was all that was said about the expectations for the probationary period on the last 

lecture of the training. During the first interviews I asked both IFS if the expectations for 

the probationary period were stated for example in the first short meeting or phone call 

that is part of the process, and they were not.  

 “Actually, in the beginning no [going through the expectations]. Or let’s say that some of the 
Inflight supervisors may do it.” IFS 1, Interview 1 

 “I believe they [the expectations] come in the discussions and in the lectures that IFS holds during 
the training, when we talk about what we expect and what we want.” IFS 2, Interview 1 

In the company document, Development Agenda, it is stated that the expectations for 

the inexperienced period are “strengthening the professional competencies on the job”, 
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“learning while working”, and that the new CCM can act according to the job description. 

The job description has four different themes. The first theme is safety. A CCM is 

responsible for cabin safety during the flight according to safety guidelines. This includes 

occupational safety so that the CCM work according to correct and safe procedures. The 

second theme is customer experience. A CCM is responsible for delivering excellent and 

consistent customer service according to company goals, service principles and concepts. 

The third theme is One Euroair Team, which refers to the responsibility of working 

towards the company strategy and goals and fostering a positive and safe work 

environment according to Euroair’s values and code of conduct. The fourth theme is 

professional development. A CCM is responsible for being fully prepared for each flight 

and familiar with the manuals and guidelines. Additionally, a CCM is responsible for 

leading her own competence development and for completing assigned trainings. Also, 

as already mentioned, the number three in the assessment form refers to “meeting the 

standard” and this is the level where the new employee should try to reach to during the 

probationary period.  

However, when asking in the first interview from the new CCMs about what is expected 

from them during the probationary period, the answers were different, and it seemed 

that there was no consensus or clear knowledge about it. This is not surprising, because 

according to the interviews, the expectations were not stated in the beginning of the 

employment. CCM1 and CCM2 talked about an app, where all the tasks for a certain 

position in the aircraft are listed. CCM2 further stated that it is pretty clear what is 

expected when you check the task list in the app, but she always has to check with senior 

cabin crew that if she does this or that. CCM 4 said that the expectations were to provide 

good service and take care of the safety. CCM5 said that it is expected that she is a 

member of the crew as everyone else, that she tries to learn everything she can and 

improve herself. These varying answers left me thinking if the expectations for the 

probationary period were unclear. To find out more about this, I decided to ask about 

the expectations during the probationary period also in the second interview.  

In the second interview, the answers were still varying when I asked again what the 

expectations for the probationary period were: 

 “I don’t remember that we would have gone through them [the expectations for the probationary 
period]. I actually don’t know, if I would have to now write the expectations with bullet points, I 
would not know exactly what is expected from us. More than that we are trainees and that we are 
learning along by working. It was said to us that this inexperienced period is kind of a part of the 
training, even though I have had a feeling that I am fully working as a part of the team. I also have 
a feeling, which has come with the work that not much is expected from us, and I don’t know if it 
is a good or a bad thing. Should there be more expectations and some clear targets? Of course, I 
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feel, this is my assumption, that we should get into this work, learn these things and become better 
in this work... and that we develop ourselves. That is what I assume that is expected from us, but I 
am not sure if I have heard it somewhere or is it just from my own head.” CCM1, Interview 2 

Thus, I argue that it was not totally clear for the new CCMs what is expected from them 

during the probationary period.  

Some experienced colleagues had said that they could not believe that the new employee 

had just started working because she seemed to know things so well: 

 “Well I have gotten good [feedback], I haven’t got nothing really negative feedback. Just that I 
have acted well, and one could not believe that I have just started, that I am positive, glad and have 
a good attitude.” CCM5, Interview 1 

“Sometimes [chief purser says] like you don’t look like you are inexperienced at all.” CCM2, 
Interview 2 

This comment of not believing or forgetting that the CCM has just started working caught 

my attention. Unfortunately, here I failed at probing and getting more information about 

these kind of comments during the interview. To get more information what colleagues 

and chief purser think when they say that “you do not seem to be inexperienced”, would 

be one way to define better the level of competence and performance that is required 

from a new CCM during the probationary period. If you get a comment like that, you are 

exceeding the expectations. To know what trigger crew members to give such a feedback 

would help to concretely define the expectations during the probationary period.  

Furthermore, I asked about the expectations during the probationary period from the 

IFSs. IFS 1 told that the goals are cabin crew friendliness, occupational health, cabin crew 

readiness and ancillary sales. However, after I read the company documents, I found out 

that these are the goals of the whole Inflight department, not the goals for a new CCM 

during the probationary period, even though they give some advice what is expected also 

from a new CCM. 

With IFS 2 I had a longer conversation about the expectations and goals for the  

probationary period. She talked about the willingness to learn, the attitude, and that the 

new CCM would become a full member of the crew during the probationary period. 

However, she had difficulties to describe what are the concrete expectations during the 

probationary period: 

 “The criteria, how can we say that those have passed the probationary period. Probationary period 
sounds like you are being assessed if you are ready for the job. So what is the criteria that you have 
passed the probationary period and the contract will be continued? […] We have been discussing 
that sometimes our hands are maybe tied when it comes to the probationary period. If there is no 
clear violation of rules so then we cannot… So what are the expectations which should be achieved 
so that you are good enough?” IFS 2, Interview 2 
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She further stated that if someone is underperforming, she is trying to support the 

employee with discussions and extra training. According to her, the IFSs do not have a 

feeling that if someone is underperforming they can end the contract. They feel it 

requires a violation of rules before they can end the contract. However, as the purpose of 

a probationary period is to see whether the employee is capable to do the job, it is 

important to have clear goals and expectations for a new CCM, in order to make decisions 

of the continuation of the contract. Yes, there should be support and extra training if 

someone is underperforming, but if there is no improvement in the performance, there 

should a point when one can say that the level of performance is not enough. When the 

developmental purpose of the PM during a probationary period is dominant, there is a 

risk that someone who struggles with the job can continue working after the probationary 

period. 

Compared to the PM process by Aguinis (2013), the development plan and discussion 

about goals, results and behaviors was not emphasized in this process. Of course, the 

new CCMs have just gone through a two-month training where the requirements are 

taught, and the goals of the Inflight department are introduced. However, the crucial 

point is that the goals and expectations for the probationary period were not stated 

when the probationary period started. As shown in 4.3 Ideal cabin crew member, it 

seems that the new CCMs knew what kind of competencies and skills an ideal CCM has, 

but it stays unclear on what level these things should be mastered during the 

probationary period. 

4.3.2 ”No inexperienced cabin crew member can be a number five” 

As mentioned earlier, the number three in the assessment form describes the standard 

level which everyone should reach. The number four and five on the scale mean that you 

are exceeding the expectations of a CCM. 

Four new CCMs started talking about the scale from one to five in the onboard 

assessment form and especially how number five is not achievable when you are 

inexperienced. The way the number five and its requirements came up in the interviews 

showed how it caused some frustration. For example, I was asking about the self-

evaluation survey and CCM2 started suddenly talk about the number five in the 

assessment form.  

“…but the one the evaluation, from one to five, I think that the number five is a little bit too much 
for an inexperienced CCM. I can say that no one, like no inexperienced CCM will be at that level. 
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The number five is some instructor or like, I don’t know, it is just too much the number five.” 
CCM2, Interview 2 

CCM2 further stated that it was not clear what was expected from her regarding the 

assessment scale. CCM5 said that she was wondering how someone could ever be a 

number five, but in the coaching discussions with the chief purser she realized that the 

number three is what is expected from a CCM. 

 “Well first when I read the bullet points under the scale numbers I was like what, how could 
anyone ever be a five but when you have had the onboard discussions and you were told you should 
be a three and that the number five is not something to reach for, then it makes more sense. I have 
had every section a three or a four, so I think they have been clearly achievable. But when I think 
about my own work, the number five might not be even near for years since first you need to be 
able to work in a way that it feels very natural to you and then you can somehow exceed 
everything.” CCM5, Interview 2 

“I don’t know what is expected from me but on every flight, I try to do my best, I don’t know. I 
didn’t really care will I reach to these numbers, I just think that I will do my best and do what I 
can.” CCM2, Interview 2 

Respectively, CCM1 felt that it was clear already in the training that the number three is 

the level that is expected from you:  

 “I think it is good that already from the training you can be content with the number three, because 
I could think that if you would be younger, would not have worked so much, been very good at 
school and got tens and then you come here and get a three. So from their point of view it could be 
a bigger hit, while I think that this is how it goes and it is fine.” CCM1, Interview 2 

After analyzing the interviews, I can give two reasons why the scale and number five were 

frustrating. First, it has not been clear for some new CCMs that what is expected from an 

inexperienced CCM in the assessment scale, even though it was clear for example for 

CCM1. Second, it seems that not all knew, or were sure, that the same assessment form 

is used for experienced cabin crew. CCM1 said that she had understood that the form is 

the same for everyone. Also, CCM3 said that “the form is apparently the same for 

everyone”. The others did not mention anything about the form being same to 

experienced CCMs. The crucial point is that the two CCMs who mentioned this used the 

words “I understood that...” and “is apparently”. The way they formed the sentences 

shows that they were not hundred percent sure about this. Thus, it seems that it was not 

clearly communicated to the new CCMs. If you do not know that the assessment form is 

used for everyone, even for the experienced cabin crew, then it is more likely that you do 

not understand why the number five is on the form of inexperienced CCMs.  

Table 9 Summary of the third theme 

Code Sub Theme Final 

theme 

Main findings 
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positive attitude  

 

The ideal 

Cabin Crew 

Member 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ideal CCM 

and the 

expectations 

for a new 

CCM 

The CCMs and IFSs had a 

shared meaning of an ideal 

CCM. Moreover, the skills 

and competencies they 

mentioned matched with 

the topics of the assessment 

form. However, it was 

unclear what are the 

expectations for the 

probationary period. The 

documents stated that the 

CCM needs to act according 

to job description and learn 

by working, but these were 

not concretely explained. 

Additionally, the scale in the 

assessment form caused 

frustration when the 

number five seemed to be 

out of reach and the CCMs 

did not understand clearly 

that the number five level 

was not expected from 

them. 

social, empathetic, gives 
time for customers 

team worker 

safety oriented, problem 
solver 

cultural knowledge, 
language skills 

punctual 

Adaptability in the 
changing environment 

Number 3, meets the 
standard 

 

The 

expectations 

for the 

probationary 

period 

Learning by working 

Acts according to the job 
description 

CCMs have unclear 
expectations 

You don’t look like you 
are an inexperienced 
CCM 

IFS not sure about 
concrete expectations 

The goals of Inflight 
organization 

Number five is too high No 

inexperienced 

CCM can be a 

number five 

Unclear whether the 
goal is 3 or 5 

Same form is used for 
experienced CCMs 

 

4.4 Feedback and assessments 

The feedback chapter is divided into five subthemes; feedback culture, the amount of 

feedback, cabin crew context affecting feedback, onboard assessments and self-

evaluation survey. 

4.4.1 Feedback culture 

The feedback culture in the Inflight organization has been changing in the last couple 

years. The onboard assessment forms were taken into use in 2017 and before that the 

CCMs did not receive much formal feedback. Thus, the experienced cabin crew are not 

that used to giving and receiving feedback and may feel uncomfortable with giving 

feedback to colleagues. IFS 1 state that after the big recruitments starting from 2015 there 

are a lot of physically young cabin crew who have a different view to feedback: they have 
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had the development discussions already in school, are used to the idea of evaluation and 

they automatically tend to ask for feedback. This different viewpoint to feedback between 

experienced and new CCMs has set some challenges to creating a common feedback 

culture but at the same time it has forced to take some steps towards a more developed 

feedback culture. IFS 1 sums up the challenge for developing the feedback culture in the 

following way: 

 “There has been a change where the other party [new CCMs] are very brave, want to get feedback 
and the other party [experienced CCMs] would like to give feedback but not even know how to give 
it.” IFS 1, Interview 2 

Also, IFS 2 had noticed that sometimes chief pursers have challenges in giving 

constructive feedback. Sometimes she gets feedback from chief pursers telling “someday 

the new CCM will be good”. She felt that this information is frustrating because it means 

that there is something wrong, but she does not get the information what the problem is. 

Moreover, she thought that not everyone who would need constructive feedback gets it:  

“But I guess that especially those who have a reason to get feedback, all of them do not necessarily 
get it. I have also gotten feedback [from a chief purser] that ‘I didn’t know how I would have said 
this to her, but I will tell you now’. So I hope that chief pursers would take more of an instructional 
role during flights when they know it is about an inexperienced CCM and not be like oh no.” IFS 
2, Interview 1 

This comment verifies that some chief pursers may feel uncomfortable in giving 

constructive feedback. IFS 2 further told that she personally thinks that there is a place 

for anonymous feedback, even though that is not what they would like to have, and they 

do not encourage the CCMs or chief pursers to give anonymous feedback. At the moment 

there is a channel for giving feedback but only with your name. She thought that giving 

constructive feedback would be easier anonymously and it would enable better co-

operation between IFSs and cabin crew to take the performance of a CCM to the next 

level. However, she then stated: 

 

“There should be a chance [for anonymous feedback] and not see it as talking behind someone’s 
back but seeing it as constructive feedback. But we are maybe still a little far from that.” IFS 2, 
Interview 1 

Also, related to this feeling of talking behind someone’s back, IFS 1 brought up the 

concern of watching over a certain employee. She told that sometimes the chief purser is 

not working on the same part of the plane as the new CCM and cannot see how she or he 

is doing. However, she thought that they cannot set the whole crew responsible for 

evaluating the new CCM because everyone is not on their comfort zone when it comes to 

giving feedback and this can lead to a certain level of watching over, which is not 
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something they want. She told that it would be great that for example, if the new CCM 

has challenges with customer service, the IFS could tell this to the whole crew and they 

could support and check how she or he is serving customers. According to her, this would 

require more transparency, but the organization and the feedback culture are not yet 

there.  

“The only problem is that if the chief purser is not for example seeing how the certain person 
works, so we cannot put the whole crew responsible to check on this person because it will be kind 
of a stalking and this is something we absolutely do not want… we are moving on dangerous 
territory as long as we all are not on our comfort zone so that we could really give this kind of… It 
would be great if we could act like this. That for example you could say and bring openly up to 
everyone that you can give oral feedback to the inexperienced CCMs. Additionally, sometimes we 
could ask for some sort of a support activity insofar as ‘hey check and delve into safety and check 
for example the service part and that the smile is there’. But it should be first clearly transparent, 
and I think we are not there yet.” IFS 1, Interview 2 

Both IFSs told that if they want some feedback of a new CCM, they contact only the chief 

purser prior the flight, thus they are not telling the whole crew that they want feedback 

of the new employee. Neither do they tell what they are concerned about prior the flight 

to get authentic feedback, but this also has its downsides which I will go through next. 

Based on the above stated observations, I argue that the feedback culture is somewhat 

weak, and feedback and assessment are seen more as a threat than a tool for 

development. When the IFS does not tell to chief pursers where the new CCM has had 

some challenges, it makes it difficult to see the improvement and development of the new 

CCM. As a hypothetic situation, even if the new CCM would have improved her behavior 

and actions with customers, but still stays only on intermediate level, the chief purser 

might not give any positive feedback related to customer service. There is a lack of 

recognition of performance improvement and the new CCM does not get encouraged by  

her development. Thus, the gradual performance development of an individual stays 

hidden. 

One thing that is related to the feedback culture is the division to formal and informal 

feedback, namely to the feedback from surveys and assessments forms and the feedback 

that is given outside the formal PM process. In the first interview, IFS 1 mentioned how 

she gets feedback of the new CCMs from colleagues via email. She was happy that there 

is also informal feedback coming from other crew members since every piece of 

information is important because she is not there seeing the new CCM in action.  

 “Some employees send always emails, like we had this and this kind of an inexperienced CCM on 
a flight and she was brilliant, or there might be a message that this thing could be improved a little 
even though we understand that she has just started, but this is something where to focus… […] 
And I think it is great, that it is not a form which is filled in, that people have the courage to say 
it.” IFS 1, Interview 1 
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Thus, the informal feedback has an important role and it shows how the colleagues care 

how the new employees are doing and that they want to ensure that the CCMs get some 

feedback on their performance. In the environment of everchanging teams, there is a 

higher risk that the colleagues are careless when it comes to giving feedback compared 

to a stable team that works together every day. This risk is caused by the fact that you 

might work with a certain colleague next time after a long period of time and then only 

for one shift, so giving feedback can feel less important.  

4.4.2 The amount of feedback 

The amount of feedback the new CCMs got before the first interview varied. While four 

CCMs had gotten some feedback, one had not received any feedback from colleagues or 

from chief pursers.  

“Maybe like... usually after the long-haul flight, during the briefing after the flight, they say thank 
you for everyone, maybe that was the feedback. There was no personal feedback, she was kind of 
thanking everyone. I think that was it.” CCM 2, Interview 1 

At the time of the second interview, also CCM2 had received feedback. Otherwise the 

feedback the CCMs received between the first and second interview did not differ much.  

The feedback new CCMs had received was positive and the feedback came from pursers 

and from colleagues with whom they had worked with closely. They told how the positive 

feedback boosted their confidence. CCM 1 further stated that for the younger new CCMs 

who might be more nervous, the positive feedback can be especially important. 

Even though 4 out of 5 CCMs had received positive feedback before the first interview, 

none of the interviewees had received that much of constructive feedback. Still, CCM1 

and CCM4 felt that they had received enough feedback. CCM3 hoped for more 

constructive feedback because she felt that she had just started working and there were 

things that she could improve before the routines are developed.  

 “Well yes, I have gotten [feedback], but maybe I would wish to get more, like more constructive 
feedback. Many say that it is going very well, even though you are new it goes well, but especially 
at this point you wish to hear what to improve. Or what to think from another perspective because 
this is the moment when I start to develop my routines.” CCM3, Interview 1 

In the second interview she still wished for more constructive feedback: 

 “Maybe I would have wished for more constructive feedback when we had those discussions on 
long-haul flights. Like I am not going to break down if someone says that do something rather this 
way.” CCM3, Interview 2 

The amount of feedback varies also according to the IFSs. Additionally, IFS 1 told how 

the small amount of feedback is a disappointment for a CCM when she or he comes to 
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the review discussion. IFS 2 told how she gets feedback from those who perform very 

well and from those who have some challenges.  

 
 “And then they [CCMs] thirst for feedback when we get to sit down face to face. They  wait to know 
how much there is coaching feedback from long-haul flights or if she has received customer 
feedback. And it is a great disappointment if there is not any.” IFS 1, Interview 1 

 “Now the feedback we get is of the top performers or of them who have had some challenges. But 
there is a lot of people of whom you cannot know.” IFS 2, Interview 1  

For the IFSs, the feedback is extremely important, and they wish to get it as much as 

possible so that they know how the new employee is doing. Moreover, it is easier to 

change the behavior when the feedback is immediate and is given before the person has 

developed own routines and ways to behave. 

 “In my opinion it is way easier to direct to the right way during the first months of employment 
than after a year. When you get to hear something, and you say it [to the CCM] and it is a habit, 
you cannot intervene anymore. During the probationary period they are so eager to get the 
feedback, so at this point it is so much easier to direct them, like do this and this will help you. 
Because even now you hear when someone has been twice in the same destination that ‘I know, 
and I can’.” IFS 2, Interview 1 

“[…] it [feedback] should be more instant, from the flight you just had. The more you get the 
material, the more you can correct the behavior. So that we would not go to a model where we see 
the employees once a year and we look at the customer feedback, onboard assessment feedback, 
and it can be that there is not even a single customer feedback. So on what can this employee base 
her know-how?” IFS 1, Interview 1 

As the amount of feedback varies, the IFSs do not only rely on the formal process. They 

go to meet the crew when they come from a flight and might ask the chief purser how the 

new CCM was doing. Also, if they have not gotten much information about a certain new 

CCM, they might say to the chief purser before the flight that look how the new CCM 

performs or how the team works together. Then the chief pursers send the feedback via 

email after the flight. However, as stated in the 4.4.1 Feedback culture, the IFSs do not 

share what they are concerned about, which makes it difficult to assess the continuity of 

performance.  

4.4.3 Cabin crew context affecting feedback 

The first interesting thing that I noticed was how the IFSs talked about “the picture” they 

had about the new CCM and how they had “a feeling” that the person might have some 

problems at work. Thus, the fact that they are not working together with the new CCMs 

was reflected to the way they spoke. They are working at the office and they never see the 

new CCMs doing their tasks. They have seen them in the training and formed a picture 

of the person which will strengthen or change when the IFSs get feedback of the 

performance of the new employee. This sets a challenge how to best support the new 
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employees if the IFSs do not know how they are doing. For example, IFS 2 told in the 

first interview that she does not know how every new CCM were doing in the beginning: 

 “I have a quite good picture [of the new CCMs], but there are a couple of persons of which I have 
no picture whatsoever. As I said, I get a certain type of picture of the person during the training. 
When I see them here and they are very happy, then I would like to be a fly on the wall so that I 
would know how it has been going for real.” IFS 2, Interview 1 

It is a challenge to assess the continuity of the performance when the crew members 

change every day.  IFS 2 wished that some colleagues could fly with a same new CCM 

many times during the probationary period: 

 “Usually when you have been worried about someone, either because of the feedback or something 
else, the worry has recurred in the future. This is why it is very important to get this process such 
that we would get the tools to intervene in these kinds of situations. […] It should be thought 
somehow… to have some kind of a follow-up that someone flies once a month with the same new 
employee so that you could see the development. Like a more accurate follow-up since the crews 
change every day. It would be wonderful if you could say that hey, I noticed this a month ago and 
there has not been a change.” IFS 2, Interview 2 

CCMs thought that ever-changing teams impact feedback positively. CCM1 said that 

different people can see different things of which to give feedback, thus making the 

feedback richer than if it comes only from one person. CCM4 said how it is good to have 

different points of views because chief pursers differ in how they manage crews and how 

they work.  

 “It is good [to have different chief pursers on every flight] because they are all different persons, 
they are all different with work. And like managing the crews, so it is good to have different points 
of view. And then you can make your own.” CCM4, Interview 1 

In the second interview CCM4 brought up an interesting viewpoint how the changing 

crews affect the feedback. When they are working together only for a short period of time, 

they do not know each other that well. That made him feel the feedback was based solely 

on the performance chief pursers and colleagues see, thus making the feedback fairer: 

“I think it is very helpful, to get feedback from people who don’t know you. They can give some 
feedback just from your work, from what they see, I think it is good.” CCM4 Interview 2 

The formal PM process relies only on the feedback of the chief purser. I asked IFS about 

their opinion if the colleagues could also offer feedback as a part of the PM process. IFS 

2 was worried how the other crew members may have only little experience, so they 

might not be able to give feedback and advise the new CCM. 

 

 “I think that in flights which are busy, and the chief purser does not have time to follow the new 
employee - because the new ones work in the back of the plane - there may not be a crew member 
who would be experienced enough to guide, give feedback and advise. So that is the challenge.” 
IFS 2, Interview 1 



67 
 

On the contrary, IFS 1 thought that the feedback from colleagues should be used in the 

process as an additional part to know better how the new CCM is doing. She also 

acknowledged that the chief purser may not be working on the same end of the plane as 

the new CCM, but there are colleagues that are present and working together with the 

new CCM.  

 

 “I believe that they [new CCMs] could have more discussions and even with lateral colleagues. It 
could be that you have a couple of questions on your phone and you ask if the colleague could 
answer to them, so it would be… Let’s say that it would not be a bad addition, so that the 
responsibility and pressure [of assessing] is not only on chief pursers. Instead, there would be 
discussions with people with whom the new CCMs really work with. Chief purser is not necessarily 
the only person who is present there.” IFS 1, Interview 2 

4.4.4 Onboard assessments 

The onboard assessment and coaching on long-haul flights have been taken into use in 

the end of the year 2017, so it has been in use for a bit more than a one year. During 

January 2019 the assessment form was reformed because the old version was perceived 

to be too long and not easy to use. The digital form of the survey was not working and 

the new CCMs used exceptionally a paper version of the survey, which may have 

influenced the number of assessments and coaching discussions conducted. This study 

concentrates on the form the CCMs were using and does not comment on how the survey 

has been improved in winter 2019, since the new version was not in use when this study 

was conducted. 

The interviewed CCMs had filled the assessment form from three to six times. CCM5 

brought up how the assessment form gives the themes for the coaching discussion and 

how only filling the form would not be that useful. Thus, the coaching discussion with 

the chief purser during the long-haul flight is important. 

 “We have sat down with the purser on long-haul flights and went through the topics one by one. 
First, we talked what I thought and then the purser told what she thought, and we had a 
conversation based on the assessment form. If you just fill in it, it won’t tell much so we have had 
conversations.” CCM5, Interview 2 

Also, IFS 2 emphasized the meaning of the discussion, not the number evaluations: 

 “I tried to say to them [new CCMs] that it is extremely important that they listen to the opinions 
of the chief pursers, rather than concentrate on the numbers they get. The numbers per se don’t 
matter, but it matters that they find their own development area.” IFS 2, Interview 2 

The chief pursers may have a different level of interest to go through the coaching 

discussion with new CCMs. Also, there has been some time pressure to go through the 

coaching discussion and the assessment form. 
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”Pursers have their own way to approach or different level of interest [for the coaching and 
assessment]. Some are very into it, have put an effort and clearly have followed how I work. They 
have made clear observations and assess according to that. Then some are like ’you are an 
inexperienced so let’s put a number three to everything and then tell little about your feelings’, so 
there have been discussions from side to side. […] Three out of five [pursers] had put an effort to 
it and there was clearly variation in the numbers, I even got a five from something or a four or a 
three, so they had looked that this is your strength, and this is on an average level.” CCM1, 
Interview 2 

”Sometimes it felt like the pursers did not like to do them [onboard discussions] and that there 
were also other things to do than fill in the form. When I tried to say that this should be filled in, 
they answered yes yes, at some point. So sometimes I felt that it was completed hastily.” CCM3, 
Interview 2 

I felt that CCM3 was a little disappointed to the onboard assessments. I asked her 

whether the feedback she got from the chief purser orally together with the filled 

assessment form described what kind of employee she is. She answered yes and no, since 

the oral feedback was better than what the assessment form implied. Thus, I argue that 

she felt that the recognition of her performance was not passed to her IFS through the 

assessment form.  

”Well yes and no, because when we discussed I maybe got… When the forms have been kind of like 
check the box type and there has been a little hurry to fill in them, few [pursers] have written 
something in the open section and I feel that I have gotten orally very nice feedback, but on paper 
it seems like check in the box that you fill the criteria for a number three.” CCM3, Interview 2 

With IFS 2 I discussed how she had had challenges with one new CCM, but nothing came 

up when she was checking the onboard assessments. She thought there might be a need 

to assess for example motivation of the new CCM as well: 

 

”But I don’t know if there is something… Well it [the assessment form] is the same form that we 
use later on [for experienced CCMs]. Would it be possible to include things that are important in 
the beginning, like for example motivation… well motivation and the willingness to learn, that it 
would measure these issues better.” IFS 2, Interview 2 

Moreover, both IFS were talking in the interviews about the new CCM’s attitude that 

matters. Thus, a section where the motivation and attitude of a new CCM is assessed 

would be a good addition to the assessment form of a new CCM. 

The CCMs were advised to have at least three onboard discussions during the 

probationary period. The CCM has the responsibility to ask the chief purser to do the 

assessment and have the discussion. IFS 2 said that this creates a loophole that the 

underperformers can use. IFS 1 told how the number of onboard discussions is depended 

on the CCM’s own activity. Thus, the process works well when the CCM herself is active 

and self-leading, but the process is not ideal if the CCM is careless.  
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 “The CCMs are assessed on every long-haul flight, or at least they are meant to be assessed… some 
[of the new CCMs] have not given the assessment form [to the chief purser], so when you give the 
possibility for that… It should be that every single time when there is an inexperienced CCM on 
the flight, it is also the responsibility of the chief purser [to ask for assessment], but now it is the 
responsibility of the inexperienced CCM to ask for it. And then they are like “oops” I forgot, and 
then the purser may say that today I will not assess you because you did not ask for it early enough. 
There is this kind of a little loophole, so if the inexperienced CCM has seen that she [the purser] is 
strict, she hasn’t said anything [about the assessment] and then it is left undone. Of course, I would 
like to have the opinion of the strict chief purser as well.” IFS 2, Interview 2 

To conclude, three weaknesses of the onboard coaching and assessment form - in 

addition to the assessment scale discussed earlier – are the level of interest of the chief 

purser to do the coaching in a busy environment, the lack of information about the CCM’s 

motivation, attitude and willingness to learn, and finally the new CCM’s responsibility to 

ask for the discussion, which may not work with underperformers.  

4.4.5 The new addition to the process: self-evaluation survey 

The purpose of the survey is to recognize early on if a CCM is having challenges at work. 

The areas where you need to improve can change quickly during the first months of the 

employment and that is why the survey is sent once a month. It includes statements with 

Likert scale and open questions about sales, how to improve the training and how the 

work has been in overall (challenges, achievements, feelings). The open questions were 

not compulsory. Also answering to the survey is voluntary, because it is expected to be 

filled on your own time, not during working time. 

This part of the formal process was least liked by the new CCMs. It is reflected to the low 

filling rate: 12 out of 18 persons that participated on the first training had filled in the 

survey and only 11 out of 23 persons that participated on the second training had filled 

in the survey the first time. Also, approximately half of the new employees answered to 

the second and third survey. Even though the survey was not a success, CCM1 was happy 

that the voice of the new employees is heard when they can write how the training could 

be developed and comment if there are any challenges at work. She also thought that it 

is good to take a moment to reflect what has happened and how she has acted at work. 

The IFSs noticed that the self-evaluation survey was easily forgotten by the new 

employees. Both said that they want the new CCMs to be as independent as possible, but 

they still send reminders so that the things get done. IFS 1 said how the new CCMs have 

so much in their mind and are learning a new job that she can understand why small 

details are forgotten. IFS 2 said how the new CCMs are so excited and think they are 

ready after the two-month training that they do not always read the messages she sends.  
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 “What I have learnt myself is that you could send more reminders. But our wish is that we should 
not need to remind of things all the time, so that they would become as independent and self-
acting as possible, in this growing number of CCMs.” IFS 1, Interview 1 

There were some weaknesses in the self-evaluation survey. Firstly, CCM 1 and CCM 2 felt 

that the system called Workday where the survey should be filled in was difficult to use 

and that is why they had not filled in the self-evaluation survey during the first month. It 

cannot be said that only technical problems were a reason for the low filling rate, but it 

seems it was one reason for it in the beginning. 

“I think Workday was made so difficult to use. […] It was not like one click and you were there, it’s 
for me it’s not…. well someone has to come up with something better.” CCM 2, Interview 1 

 “I went there, and I think Workday is so illogical to use. […] We have also talked about it with 
course peers, so I haven’t been the only blonde thinking how it works. I think there were others 
too who felt that the system is somehow weird.” CCM1, Interview 1 

Secondly, one weakness was that the new CCMs did not know who reads their answers 

and they did not get feedback after answering to the survey. CCM3 said that because she 

did not get any feedback, she did not know nor remember if she answered to the 

questions differently on the three times that she filled in the survey.  

 “For example, the self-evaluation survey that we filled in every month, I did not get any feedback 
from it. I don’t even know where the survey goes and who reads it because we did not go through 
it even with my IFS. Maybe I hope some development ideas… like do this, hey did you know that 
here is this document that you can read. Because now you just have filled in the survey, but you 
did not get anything back.” CCM3, Interview 2 

When the handling process of the answers is not explained, it makes the survey less 

acceptable by the employees. This might have been affecting the low filling rate.  

As CCM1 stated, it is good to sometimes take a moment to think how you have been 

doing. This way she thought the survey got her to think about her own performance, even 

if it did not arise any new thoughts. CCM2, CCM3, CCM4 and CCM5 thought that the 

survey did not make them think about their performance that much. They had difficulties 

to remember the topics of the survey during the interviews. In these cases, I showed the 

survey from my laptop but the CCMs did not have much to say about the survey. CCM4 

said that he likes more to talk face to face than fill in a survey. CCM3 criticized the Likert 

scale in the survey. 

 “When you ask my own opinion of my own studies, and if I can answer just by ticking the boxes 
like click click click… I think it is not a very good survey, because everyone has something where 
to improve.” CCM3, Interview 1 

“I don’t know if this survey is very useful for me actually. Feedback during the flights and my 
colleagues are helping me, I think it is more convenient and staying in my mind better. Nothing 
like... it is not going into my mind”. CCM4, Interview 2 
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When the open questions were not compulsory, many had just answered to the 

statements with Likert scale and this did not give much information to the IFSs. IFS 2 

stated that the ones that she wished most to answer to the open questions, did not answer 

to them and she did not get more information how they were doing. Thus, she hoped that 

the open questions could be compulsory, since only the evaluations with numbers did 

not give much information.  

 “I assumed that I would get more information to myself, but then I checked the answers of one 
CCM and it was five, five, five [strongly agree], and I was like okay. So, it did not give much 
information to me. I was thinking that… maybe if it would be compulsory to put why they think 
so.” IFS 2, Interview 2 

Table 10 Summary of the fourth theme 

Codes Sub Themes Final theme Main findings 

Not transparent feedback 
culture 

 

 

Feedback 

culture 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Feedback and 

assessments 

The feedback culture is weak 

and should be developed 

further to be more 

transparent and positive. The 

amount of feedback varies, 

most feedback the IFSs get 

are of the top performers and 

of those who have challenges. 

New CCMs wished for more 

constructive feedback. The 

crew context makes it 

difficult to assess the 

continuity of performance. 

There is a need for a coach 

that would fly multiple times 

with a new CCM to see the 

development better. Chief 

purser may not see well how 

the new CCM works. The 

onboard assessment 

discussion varied, some chief 

pursers put an effort to it, 

some did not due to a lack of 

time. The self-evaluation 

survey was the least liked part 

Wish for anonymous 
feedback 
Importance of informal 
feedback 
Different views on 
feedback among 
employees 
Lack of knowledge how to 
give constructive feedback 

Variation in the amount of 
feedback 

 

The amount of 

feedback 
Not much constructive 
feedback offered 
IFS wants feedback as 
much as possible 
IFS has a picture or a 
feeling of a new CCM 

 

Cabin Crew 

context 

affecting 

feedback 

Someone to fly multiple 
times with the same new 
CCM 
Chief purser working in a 
different part of the plane 
Feedback from colleagues 
Chief pursers have 
different level of interest 
to assess and coach 

 

 

Onboard 

assessments 

Onboard assessment form 
guides the coaching 
discussion 
New CCM’s responsibility 
to ask for the assessment 
Time pressure to discuss 
and  fill in the form 

Low filling rate 
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Did not stay in mind of 

the CCMs 

 

Self-evaluation 

survey 

of the process according to 

CCMs. The survey did not 

offer much information to 

IFSs and new CCMs did not 

get feedback from the 

surveys. 

Need for open questions 

Likert scale did not offer 

much information 

Problems with the system 

No feedback from the 

survey to CCMs 
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5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

This study aims to explore the new CCMs’ and their inflight supervisors’ perceptions of 

the PM process during the probationary period. In this chapter I will discuss the findings 

in relation to the conceptual framework. Moreover, I will present the practical 

implications for the managers. The thesis is concluded with final conclusions, including 

limitations and suggestions for future research. 

5.1 Main findings 

Even though the new CCMs stated that they are quite satisfied with the PM process 

during the probationary period, there were many dysfunctions in the process; the unclear 

goals, frustrating assessment scale and useless self-evaluation surveys, which lowered 

the acceptability of the process. On the contrary, trustworthy relationship with IFS, 

shared meaning of an ideal CCM and onboard discussions when the chief pursers put 

effort into them were seen as factors that enhanced the acceptability of the PM process. 

The figure 7 presents the conceptual framework with the above-mentioned factors. By 

examining the employees’ perception of the PM process, management can identify the 

pitfalls of their existing PM processes and modify the process to be acceptable to both 

the company and its employees (Sharma, Sharma and Agarwal 2016). 

 

Figure 7 Factors affecting the perception of the PM process 
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Moreover, the performance planning part of the process is overlined in figure 7 to show 

how it was missing from the PM process at Euroair. This was the main problem in the 

Euroair’s process. The planning phase includes a discussion of the expectations and how 

the employee should get there, after which you can make a development plan (Aguinis 

2013). The results showed how the goals and standards for the probationary period were 

not mutually agreed and shared. The lack of clear goals makes performance management 

pointless since it is not known against what the performance is supposed to be measured.  

The red arrows in figure 7 indicate how the lack of performance planning causes unclear 

expectations and a frustrating assessment scale. As Aguinis (2013) stated, if one of the 

phases is implemented poorly, it has negative impact on the process as a whole. When 

the performance planning phase was missing, it affected the performance assessment 

phase when the assessment scale was unclear. This made the PM process less acceptable 

for the employees. 

The third issue negatively affecting the perception of the PM process was the self-

evaluation survey that was perceived as useless among the CCMs. They did not 

remember what the survey concentrated on and felt that it did not make them to think 

about their performance. One of the major issues was that there was no follow-up nor 

dialogue after the surveys. When the CCMs did not know who reads the survey and to 

what it is used for, it diminished the accuracy of the PM process. 

 

The first positively impacting factor was the trustworthy relationship with IFS. The 

CCMs felt how the IFS was present also during the training and this enabled the building 

of a stronger relationship. Moreover, the threshold to make contact was very low and 

they felt that the Inflight Supervisor was there to support them. It was a surprising 

finding how the CCMs felt that if their Inflight Supervisor had flown with them, it would 

not have changed the review discussion. They felt that the feedback PM process produced 

was enough and that they were able to tell how they had experienced the probationary 

period. Moreover, the fact that inflight supervisor knows the job helped to have a 

meaningful discussion. Thus, from the employee perspective, there is no need for 

working together so that the immediate supervisor can fairly and accurately evaluate the 

performance, if there is a strong relationship with the immediate supervisor who knows 

the job, and if the PM process produces enough feedback. However, the perspective of 

CCM3 should not be neglected, when she stated that her inflight supervisor knows her 

more as a person than as an employee. It is possible that some CCMs may feel this way.  
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The second positively impacting factor was the shared meaning of an ideal CCM. The 

themes of the assessment form were relevant according to all interviewees and it seems 

that there is a consensus of what kind of competencies and skills an ideal CCM has. Thus, 

the assessment form was accurate and enhanced the acceptance of the PM process. 

The third factor that made the process more acceptable for the CCMs were the 

meaningful onboard discussions and assessments when the chief purser put effort into 

them. The CCMs felt they got valuable feedback and were coached by the chief pursers. 

Filling only an assessment form was not the point for the CCMs, instead they benefited 

from the discussions. However, if the chief purser was not interested in having the 

discussion, it made the CCM feel disappointed especially when the responsibility to ask 

for the onboard discussion and assessment is on CCM’s side. 

It was interesting that even though the CCMs brought up things that did not work that 

well in the PM process, like the unclear goals, number five on the assessment form and 

useless self-evaluations, they answered that the process was good when I directly asked 

in the second interview whether they were satisfied with the process. It might be that my 

dual role as a researcher and a representative of the company affected their answers 

when I asked about their opinion with a straight question. It can also be that even though 

they felt there were some flaws in the process, they still thought that all in all the PM 

process was working. Either the case, there were some contradictions between how they 

told about the process in the interviews and how they answered to the question if they 

were satisfied with the process. 

 

Additionally, I interviewed the inflight supervisors to know better what to take into 

consideration in this unique context of ever-changing teams. They perceived that the 

process was working somewhat well. The self-evaluation survey did not offer as much 

information as they expected. Additionally, the concrete goals for a new CCM during the 

probationary period were unclear for them. IFS 2 stated that the process was not working 

ideally because she felt that her hands were tied regarding the decision to continue or 

end the contract after the probationary period. As Shields et al. (2015) argue, it is difficult 

for a manager to maintain a balanced relationship between the developmental and 

evaluative purpose of a PM process. This is an even bigger challenge if it is unclear what 

level of performance is enough.  

The inflight supervisors wished to get as much feedback as possible. Their role in the PM 

process is trying to get the puzzles together and form a picture how the employee is 
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performing. They put a lot of effort in forming this picture outside the formal PM process: 

they actively went to see the crew before and after the flights, the review discussions were 

often longer than the time that was reserved for the discussion, and they contacted chief 

pursers if they wanted to get additional feedback of a certain person.  

For the inflight supervisors the challenge is to be able to see clearly the continuity of 

performance, namely how the performance has been improved since the crews change 

and the feedback comes from a single shift. Moreover, motivation, willingness to learn 

and attitude are things that the current PM process does not offer information about. 

They hoped these issues could be better measured in the PM process.  

 

The nature of cabin crew work is like theory describes it. Teams are hierarchical, disband 

after the shift and the roles are well-defined in advance. The team structure is based on 

the assumption that its members are easily replaced. However, the theoretical 

framework of the thesis did not consider the importance of more permanent 

relationships in the work community to a cabin crew member. The relationships with 

course peers and one’s own inflight supervisor supported and encouraged the new CCM 

in the beginning of the employment and that way boosted their performance. 

 

Based on Sharma, Sharma and Agarwal (2016), the effectiveness of a PM process is 

defined in this thesis as “achievement of intended objectives accurately and fairly”, in 

other words by “doing the right things in a right way”. Next, the focus will be on the 

second research question: Is the performance management process effective in terms of 

achieving its goals of developing and supporting a new Cabin Crew Member in the 

beginning of employment, and ensuring that the company has skilled employees? 

The goal of ensuring that the company has skilled employees can be seen as evaluative, 

since a decision has to be made whether the person can continue working after the 

probationary period. I argue that the PM process did not extensively achieve this goal 

due to the unclear expectations of a CCM. Thus, when the performance planning phase 

was missing, Euroair was not doing the right things, namely the PM process was not 

accurate. The unclear expectations for the probationary period made it difficult for the 

inflight supervisor to make the evaluative decision of whether to continue the work 

contract or not. 

The second goal of developing and supporting a new CCM in the beginning of 

employment was partially fulfilled. The CCMs felt that they learned a lot during the 
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onboard discussions and that there was always someone to ask for help. However, some 

new CCMs wished for more constructive feedback. Furthermore, two CCMs suggested a 

snapshot feedback for the short-haul flights to ensure that everyone gets feedback more 

often. Ongoing feedback is crucial for performance management and giving real time 

feedback should be a part of daily work life (Pulakos et al. 2015; Bersin 2017; Brecher et 

al. 2016). To make the process more accurate and fairer, I argue that Euroair should 

focus on giving feedback continuously.   

When the crews change all the time, it makes it difficult to assess the continuity of the 

performance, which in turn sets a challenge to achieve the goals Euroair has set for the 

PM process. The weak feedback culture at Euroair makes it even more difficult to develop 

the new employees. Feedback cannot be seen as a threat, it should be seen as a tool for 

development. The continuity of performance is extremely difficult to see when no one 

sees the performance repeatedly, and when chief pursers or colleagues are not told in 

which area the new CCM needs to improve his or her performance. Colleagues and chief 

purser do not give positive feedback if the CCM’s performance stays on a level below 

average even though she would have improved her performance.  

Moreover, the process seems to work well when the new CCMs are self-leading and 

active. For example, the responsibility to ask for the onboard discussion is on CCM’s side 

and self-evaluation surveys are filled in on your own time.  However, there is too much 

responsibility on CCM’s side since there is a risk that for example the onboard 

assessments are left undone if the CCM is careless or does not want to be assessed by a 

certain chief purser. Hence, the PM process is not supporting and developing employees 

that for some reason do not want to be assessed, as they have the possibility to avoid the 

assessments. This makes it more difficult to reach the goals of the PM process accurately 

and fairly since there is less data to do the evaluative decisions and less feedback for the 

employee that would help him or her to develop the performance. 

5.2 Theoretical implications 

The theoretical contribution of this study  is at least three-fold.  The findings support the 

importance of performance planning since the lack of it causes unclear expectations. The 

unclear goals affected negatively to the employees’ perceived accuracy of the PM process. 

Moreover, the findings show that if one of the phases of the process is implemented 

poorly, it has negative impact on the process as a whole, as Aguinis (2013) argued. When 
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the performance planning was missing, it affected the assessment phase as the 

assessment scale stayed unclear to the new CCMs.  

One new theoretical insight regarding the review discussion is that the employee can 

perceive that there is no need for working together with the remote immediate supervisor 

if the PM process has offered enough feedback and the relationship with the immediate 

supervisor is strong. This is an important finding for mobile short-term teams that 

should be researched more in detail in the future. 

Moreover, the results indicate that cabin crew context requires a transparent and positive 

feedback culture to better assess the continuity of performance. When there is no 

consistent group of managers and colleagues, the information about CCM’s earlier 

performance must be openly shared to better notice the gradual change in the 

performance. 

5.3 Practical implications 

Next I present my suggestions on how Euroair could improve their performance 

management of CCMs during the probationary period. Figure 8 sums the suggested 

modifications to the PM process and indicates what Euroair could concentrate on to 

make the PM process of new CCMs work better at Euroair. 

 

Figure 8 Practical implications for the managers 
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There is a need to define concretely what is expected from a CCM during the probationary 

period. Concrete learning targets that indicate how you should develop yourself in the 

probationary period would help the new employees to know where to concentrate on. 

Moreover, these expectations should be clearly communicated to the CCMs in the 

beginning of the probationary period, for example in the last lecture of the training. As 

the results showed, all CCMs knew what makes someone a good CCM, but they were not 

sure on what level they were expected to perform during the probationary period.  

Regarding the expectations, the number five in the onboard assessment form caused 

frustration and confusion for the new CCMs. One solution would be that there is a 

different scale on the assessment form of a new CCM and on the assessment form of an 

experienced CCM. For example, the scale of a new CCM would not include as high 

performance level as the number five. However, the downside is that then everyone 

should learn to understand and use two different scales, which may also cause some 

confusion. A quick fix would be to communicate clearly that if you are an inexperienced 

CCM, the level three is already very good, and level five is more for the experienced 

CCMs. Even though this was clear for one of the CCMs, it was not clear enough that 

everyone would have known it.  

An additional change for the onboard assessment form would be adding a section which 

would concentrate on motivation, willingness to learn and the attitude of the new 

employee. Both IFSs mentioned that these are relevant when they assess if the new CCM 

is going to perform well even if she or he would still be learning the tasks. Moreover, the 

attitude came up in the interviews when I asked what makes someone an excellent CCM.  

One new addition is the snapshot assessment for the short-haul flights. There could be 

one statement like: The CCM has contributed to the crew’s common goal of offering 

excellent customer service for customers and taking care of the safety of the flight. This 

statement can be developed further, but for now it is based on the two sections of the job 

description: safety and service. The purser or a colleague could give feedback with Likert 

scale from one (strongly disagree) to five (strongly agree). After the statement there could 

be “strength of the CCM” and “development area of the CCM” with ready options based 

on the service principles and other topics that every CCM know. As an example, the 

service is divided to cabin crew friendliness, hassle-free way of working and making 

customer feels special, which could be ready options that the assessor could easily 

choose. There could also be one open question where you can write the strength or 

development area if there is no matching option readily available. The idea is to provide 
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very quick snapshot feedback that would be saved to the system so that the IFS gets more 

material. Moreover, the purpose is to ensure that everyone gets feedback from the short-

haul flights when the snapshot assessment is part of the formal process.  

The idea of a colleague offering feedback could be tested on the short-haul flights with 

the snapshot assessment. The IFSs had different points of view whether this would work. 

However, both CCMs and IFS acknowledged that the chief purser might not be there 

seeing the new CCM working even if they would be on the same flight, so who would be 

better at giving feedback than the colleague you are closely working with? Before the 

colleagues are asked to provide feedback, it should be communicated to the whole 

organization where to pay attention to and what is a good level of performance for an 

inexperienced CCM.  

As the self-evaluation survey was not a success, I would recommend modifying the 

survey a little and send the survey less frequently.  For example, it could be shorter and 

have compulsory open questions, because it became clear in the interviews that the 

numbers did not offer much information. Furthermore, the crucial point is that there is 

a follow-up after the CCM has answered to the surveys, in the review discussion at latest. 

Additionally, it could be communicated to the CCMs that the self-evaluation survey is a 

tool for keeping the inflight supervisors updated on how the employees are doing. Even 

though according to Aguinis (2013) it is also the employee’s responsibility to offer 

updates of his or her work, the process needs to offer tools for the CCM to do that in this 

unique mobile context where she rarely meets her immediate supervisor face to face.  

Changing the feedback culture is easier said than done. The formation of a more positive 

and transparent feedback culture concerns the whole Inflight department. The 

communication of the importance of feedback and highlighting the developmental 

purpose of it could be a start in shaping the feedback culture. Moreover, additional 

training on how to give and receive feedback can help here.  

No matter if the feedback comes through the formal process or is given informally during 

a flight, the inflight organization should focus on ongoing feedback. The feedback should 

be given frequently and at the time when the behavior is being observed. Thus, one 

should not wait until the review discussion to share the feedback. This way the new CCM 

sees better the impact of her work and has possibilities to correct her performance right 

away.  
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To partly tackle the difficulty to assess the continuity of performance, there could be 

CCMs who act like coaches and fly a couple times a month with the same new CCM to 

follow the development. They would have a better understanding of the performance 

when they see the new CCM work repeatedly. They would see if the performance is better 

after constructive feedback, or if there is no change in the behavior and ways of working 

after the feedback. The assessment would be more systematic and reliable when there is 

one and a same person seeing the performance. The gradual improvement would not be 

as hidden as if the team members change on every flight.  

One challenge at Euroair is the enormous growth during the recent years. When there 

are over 200 new CCMs recruited every year to the pool of over 2000 CCMs, it means 

that there are a lot of CCMs working that have a year or less of experience of the work. 

As the number of new employees is big, there is a need for supporting the experienced 

CCMs as they are the ones who will guide, steer and mentor the new employees in the 

daily work life. The interviews indicated that there might be some tiredness among 

experienced CCMs when they are constantly guiding the new employees. Euroair could 

research this further and think how to support the experienced CCMs when they turn the 

trainees to full members of the crew. 

 

5.4 Conclusions 

This study answered to the main research question of: “How do the new cabin crew 

members and their inflight supervisors experience the performance management 

process during the probationary period?” The theoretical part of the thesis was based on 

performance management and crew as a temporary team. 

To understand the perception of the PM process, semi-structured interviews were 

conducted with five new CCMs and with two inflight supervisors in the beginning and in 

the end of the probationary period. The company documents and observations of the 

inflight organization supported the interview data.  

The results showed that the new CCMs were quite satisfied with the process, but the 

unclear expectations, the assessment scale and useless self-evaluation survey caused 

negative feelings or frustration. However, positive aspects of the PM process during the 

probationary period were a good relationship with their own inflight supervisor, good 

onboard discussions with chief pursers and that the assessment form concentrated on 

the right things. The inflight supervisors were somewhat satisfied with the process and 
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wished for more open feedback culture and for clearer goals for the CCM during the 

probationary period. Even though the crews change all the time, the more permanent 

relationships with inflight supervisor and course peers were perceived as psychologically 

important among the CCMs.  

This study contributes to the existing literature by supporting the importance of 

performance planning and by highlighting how a PM process is affected as a whole if one 

phase is implemented poorly. Moreover, the study supports the argument that the 

acceptability of a PM process impacts employee’s willingness to improve performance. 

To conclude, organizations should include the perception of the employees as a way to 

examine if the performance management process is implemented effectively, namely the 

right things are done in right way. If the employee is unsatisfied with the process, she or 

he might be demotivated to improve the performance. Even though the process would 

seem effective for the managers, it might not be experienced the same way among 

employees.  

5.5 Limitations and suggestions for future research 

The participation to this study was voluntary for the new CCMs and the ones who took 

part in the study were doing great during the first months of employment. This might 

have affected the data. One suggestion for further research is to study how a new CCM 

that has challenges during the probationary period experience the process and if she feels 

that she gets support to tackle the challenges. 

One major limitation of this study is that no chief pursers nor colleagues were 

interviewed. Thus, the picture of what happens in the aircraft from the perspective of 

other employees stays unclear. The next step would be to interview chief pursers, who 

offer the daily feedback. What are their possibilities to assess the performance during 

one shift? Also, one positive feedback that some new CCMs got was “you do not seem to 

be inexperienced at all”. It would be interesting to study what makes someone perform 

so well that the colleagues forget that the new employee has just started working. This 

would also help to define the concrete expectations for the new CCM during the 

probationary period, since you are exceeding the expectations if the colleagues do not 

remember you are new. 

Another interesting topic for future research would be the performance management of 

cabin crew as a team. This study concentrated only on the performance management on 
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individual level, which differs from the managing of a team’s performance. How is the 

performance of a cabin crew team best managed when the team works together only for 

a very limited time? 

One limitation of the study is the concentration on new employees. There is a need for 

studies that concentrate on the PM process for experienced employees in the cabin crew 

context. As stated in the theoretical framework, to my best knowledge there are no 

studies made how to manage the performance of cabin crew members. There is a need 

to research this topic further to understand more deeply the factors affecting the 

performance management of cabin crew in the unique context of everchanging teams 

and having a remote immediate supervisor. 
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APPENDIX 1 FIRST INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR CCM 

Background information 

Name 

The work itself and thoughts about it 

Tell me about how your career at Euroair has started. How do you feel about your work? 

What have you liked the most? 

What has worked well? What could be better? Any surprises? 

What do you think about the ever-changing teams? How does it affect your work? 

Could you describe an ideal cabin crew member, what kind of skills and competencies 

she has?  

Training and communication with the Inflight Supervisor 

Can you tell me about the training you attended at Euroair Flight Academy? 

What do you think about the training now when you have worked? Was there something 

you would like to add to the training?  

Tell me about your communication with your supervisor.  

How much did you get to know her during the training? In your opinion, did she spend 

enough time with you during the training? 

How much do you see her or have contact with her? Is it enough / have you had enough 

support? 

Performance Planning & Phone call/ short meeting in the beginning of the probationary 

period 

During the first weeks at work you had a short meeting or a phone call with your own 

Inflight Supervisor. Did you meet or talk in the phone? What would you have preferred?  

How did the encounter/ phone call go? What did you talk about? 
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Did you discuss with your Inflight Supervisors if you have some areas of improvement/ 

what are your strengths? 

Can you describe what you think is expected from you during the probationary period? 

What are your goals (in terms of outcomes and behaviors)? 

Self-evaluation Survey 

What did you like about the self-evaluation survey?  

Were there questions that you were wondering while filling the survey? 

Did it help you to reflect on your own behavior and actions at work? What kind of 

thoughts came up when you filled it in? 

Performance Execution; feedback & coaching 

Have you received feedback about your work? From who? What kind of feedback? What 

do you think? What do you feel about it? 

Do you know what your IFS or colleagues think about your performance? Do you feel 

that the amount of feedback you have received is enough? 

Have you asked for feedback? 

If you feel that something is challenging in your own work, to whom do you talk to at 

work? Your Inflight Supervisor, colleagues or Chief Purser? 

In the end: Is there anything you still want to say? Do you have any questions for me? 

Follow-up questions if something is particularly interesting: Could you tell more about 

that? What do you mean by that? Can you give me an example? 
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APPENDIX 2 SECOND INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR CCM 

How the CCM feels after 3 months of working 

How do you feel about your work now when you have worked for more than three 

months?  

What have you liked the most compared to your first month here? Have the challenges 

changed in this time between the interviews? 

Is there anything that could be better in your work? What would make your work easier? 

After the first interview, have you received feedback about your work? From who? What 

kind of feedback? What do you think? What do you feel about it? 

To those who had not filled in the survey before the first interview: What did you like 

about the self-evaluation survey?  

• Were there questions that you were wondering while filling the survey? 

• Did it help you to reflect on your own behavior and actions at work? What 

kind of thoughts came up when you filled it in? 

Question to all about the self-evaluation survey: How did it feel to fill in the survey once 

a month? What did you think about it? Was there anything that caught your attention? 

Performance assessment 

Can you tell me about the discussions with Chief Pursers when you filled in the coaching 

form? How did they go in overall? 

How many times did you fill in it? 

What kind of feedback you received then? 

Did you know what to improve after the discussion? 

What you thought about the different themes, which one is very important to you and 

what maybe is not so important? Why? Is something that is rated unnecessary?  

Did the discussions make you think about your performance? 
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Performance Review 

Before I ask about the discussion with IFS, can you tell how you have had contact with 

IFS during the last two months? 

Can you tell me about the discussion with you and IFS? How did it go? 

Did the feedback and information IFS had give the right picture how you have worked? 

Did you talked about what are your strengths and what you could still improve? 

Now when you think, how was it explained what was expected from you in the 

discussion? Was it clear to you in the beginning that these are the expectations? 

How does it feel to have the discussion with IFS when she has not seen you working? Did 

it affect the discussion? 

What about the future, did you talk about that? 

Own perception of the whole process 

In which way did the process motivate you to improve your performance? Was it the 

personal feedback / meeting with IFS or something else? 

Did you receive support during the first months related to your performance? What kind 

of support? 

How satisfied are you with the process as a whole?  

In the end: Is there anything you still want to say? Do you have any questions for me? 

Follow-up questions if something is particularly interesting: Could you tell more about 

that? What do you mean by that? Can you give me an example? 
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APPENDIX 3 FIRST INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR IFS 

Background information 

How long have you been working for Euroair? 

How long have you been an Inflight Supervisor? 

The work itself and thoughts about it 

What does the work of an Inflight Supervisor include? 

Can you tell about the probationary period from your point of view? 

What do you think about the ever-changing teams? How does it affect your work as an 

Inflight Supervisor, especially during the probationary period? 

What are the typical problems during the probationary period? 

What do you think of the new My competence development -process?  

Could you describe an ideal cabin crew member, what kind of 

skills/attributes/competences she has? 

Training and communication with the new CCM 

Tell me about your communication with a new CCM.  

How much did you get to know them during the training? How much time did you spend 

enough with your new CCMs during the training? 

How much do you see or have contact with a new CCM? Is it enough?  

Performance Planning & phone call/ short meeting in the beginning of the probationary 

period 

During the first weeks of the probationary period you had a short meeting or a phone call 

with every new CCM. Did you meet or talk in the phone? What would you have preferred?  

How did the encounter/ phone call go? What did you talk about? 
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Did you discuss with the CCM if she has some areas of improvement based on the 

training and exam results? 

In your opinion, what is expected form a new CCM? 

Did you talk about the goals and expectations with her? 

Self-evaluation Survey 

Did every new CCM fill in the self-evaluation survey? 

Did it offer useful information? 

What do you think about the questions, would you change something? 

Performance Execution; feedback & coaching 

From where do you collect information how the new CCM has performed? (Chief 

Pursers, customers? others?) 

Who offers feedback for a new CCM? 

Do you feel that the new CCMs get enough feedback? what about support? 

In the end: Is there anything you still want to say? Do you have any questions for me? 

Follow-up questions if something is particularly interesting: Could you say some more 

about that? What do you mean by that? Can you give me an example? 
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APPENDIX 4 SECOND INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR IFS 

The situation now, the self-evaluation survey 

What is the overall experience with this course in the probationary period? Did all pass 

the probationary period? 

What kind of information did the newest addition, the self-evaluation surveys offer?  

Did you find it useful? 

What caught your attention?  

What you think of the fact that it is filled in once a month during the three first months? 

Would you change something? 

Performance assessment during the flights 

Can you tell me about the discussions that the new CCMs have with Chief Pursers? 

What is your experience, how do these discussion work? 

How many filled forms you received per new CCM? 

What kind of feedback the CCMS received? 

Is the information you receive useful? 

What you thought about the different themes, which one is very important to you and 

what maybe is not so important? Why? Is something that is rated unnecessary?  

Performance Review 

Can you tell me about the discussion with you and a new CCM? 

How do they usually go? Do you have a structure for the meeting? If yes, what kind of 

structure? 

How do the new CCMs act in the meeting? 

How is it explained what was expected from the new CCM during the probationary 

period?  
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How do you feel yourself, what kind of picture you have about the performance of the 

new CCM when you meet? 

Do you talk about the strengths of the CCM or how she or he can improve her or his 

performance? 

Are there any challenges when you hold the discussion?  

What about the future, did you talk about that? 

Own perception of the whole process 

How satisfied are you with the process as a whole?  

Are we doing the right things, is the process achieving its goals of supporting new CCMs 

and ensuring that their skills are on a desired level? 

What about doing the things right? Is the process fair in your opinion? 

What is good? What could be improved? 

In the end: Is there anything you still want to say? Do you have any questions for me? 

Follow-up questions if something is particularly interesting: Could you tell more about 

that? What do you mean by that? Can you give me an example? 

 


