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Abstract

Performance evaluations are an integral part of most Human Resource systems.
For thisreason, performance evaluation systemscommand an inordinate amount of
research attention. This study assesses attitudes of Human Resource directorsin
Texas state agencies with regard to key aspects of the 360° performance evaluation
process. First, an examination of literature identifies recurring themes, issues and
characteristicsassociated with the implementation and use of 360° systemsincluding
organizational culture, anonymity, utilization, accountability, resources, training and
rater variance. T o assess attitudes regarding key characteristicsof the 360°
evaluation process, data were collected from Human Resourcedirectorsin Texas
state agenciesvia survey guestionnaires.

Next, the study reports attitudiial findingsfrom the survey with regard to key
characteristicsderived from theliterature review. Resultsindicate that Human
Resource directorsgenerally agree with the information pertaining to the conceptual
categoriesrevealed through the literature review. Thefindingsindicate, for example,
that organizational cultureisa strong predictor of the successor failure of the
implementation of 360° feedback systems. There is also support for the
incorporation of accountability mechanisms, training and resources. Interestingly, it
isfound that utilization of feedback data for purely developmental purposes does not
necessarily preclude sharing data with supervisorseven though the data will be
included in performance appraisals. Thisisimportant because expertsin the field
argue that feedback ceasesto remain purely developmental when it is shared with

supervisors and included in the performance appraisal process.



Finally, recommendations for future research are identified. One suggestion isto
study organizations actually utilizing the 360° performance evaluation process. As
agencies could potentially employ some, but not all, elements of 360, future research
may focus on elements or portions of the process state agencies use. Subsequent

studies may also include a population representative of all state agencies and may

compare and contrast 360° systemsin public and private sectors.
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Chapter 1

| ntroduction

The work environment ischanging. 1n an erawhere the nature of work is
evolving into team-based approaches and where more work is completed away from
traditional supervisory control, supervisors may not haveall the information needed
to provide complete, accurate feedback making conventional employee assessments
less meaningful. Traditional performance evaluation systems often require
supervisors and subordinates to develop a work plan at the beginning of a
performance cycle. The supervisor subsequently provides feedback during annual or
semi-annual reviews based solely on hisor her assessment of subordinates. Asa
result, hierarchical performance evaluation systems ignore assessmentsfrom the full
circleof people who are knowledgeabl e about employees' performance.

An alternativeto traditional, supervisory-controlled performance evaluation
systemsisthree hundred sixty degree feedback, which assesses employee
performance from several points of view: self, peers, superiors, subordinates and
customers. The basic processconsists of performance rated by peoplein an
employee's entire circle of influence, ratings fed back to the employee and compared
to self-assessment and devel opmental goals set in connection with a plan for
achieving thegoals. Thelogicof 360° feedback systems, in part, is that people at
various levels within an organization may have the most accurate information on
different aspectsof an employee's performance. For example, subordinates may be
the best sources of information on delegation and leadership skillswhite peers may

have the best information on interpersonal skillsand technical capability. Three



hundred sixty degree performanceevaluation systems attempt to incorporate the
most accurate information from those who have actually observed each dimension of
an employee's performance creating an increased perception of fairnessand
credibility in the assessment process.

By expanding the information available, multirater systems potentially
improve the quality of information utilized during performanceappraisals. Asa
result, the use of 360-degree feedback has increased dramatically in recent years.
This study reflects a desireto ascertain the attitudes of Human Resource directorsin

the public sector about the 360° feedback process.

Resear ch Purpose

The utilization of TQM and team-based work structures changed the nature
of work in that employeesbegan interacting and working with co-workers outside of
conventional work groups and away from traditional supervisory control. Asa
result, traditional performance evaluation systems, aeated for work controlled by
supervisors, often ignore a large pomon of an employee's performance. Three
hundred sixty-degree performanceeval uation systems have the potential to provide
performancedata on virtually every aspect of an employee's performance by
including data from people within an employee's entire circleof influence. Including
data from all of an employee's constituentsimprovesthe amount and quality of
performancedata. Theimpetusof this study wasaeated, in part, by the increasing

popularity and use of multirater systems.



The purpose of thisstudy is to identify and describe the attitudes of Texas state
Human Resource directors about key aspects of the 360° performance evaluation
process. The purpose is achieved through:

1. A review of theliterature to identlfy relevant attitudes and conceptual

categories

2. A survey of Texas State Human Resource directors.

Chapter Summaries
Thisstudy isdivided into six chapters, a bibliography and related appendices.
Chapter One, which introducesthe subject matter, contains the research purpose and

asummary of chapters. Chapter Two provides a literature review with rationales

and key characteristicsof the 360° performanceevaluation process. Included in

Chapter Three, is a description of the 360° process in Texas state agenciesand an

interview with Dr. Kay Betz, Director of EmployeeL earning and Organizational
Development at the University of Texas at Austin. An explanation of the research
methodol ogy, an assessment of surveys as a method for performing this research and
a description of the research population are presented in Chapter Four. Chapter Five
contains survey resultsand an analysisof survey data. Chapter Six is comprised of
recommendationsfor future research and conclusionsgathered through the literature
review and survey research. The Appendices contain the original transcript of the

interview with Dr. Betz, an organizational climate survey and the survey instrument.



Chapter Two

LiteratureReview

Introduction

The purpose of thischapter is to describethe implementation and utilization of
three hundred sixty-degree (360°) feedback systems'. The chapter begins by defining 360°
systems and considering various rational es and applicationsof the 360-degree
performanceeval uation process. Next, seven conceptual categories of 360° systems
are considered including organizational culture, anonymity, utilization,
accountability, resources, training and rater variance. The chapter concludes with
the devel opment of a conceptual framework, which providesthe organizing tool for
the empirical component of this study.

Three hundred sixty-degreeperformanceeval uation systems are comprised of
behavioral observationscollected from many organizational layersthat takeinto
account evaluationsfrom multipleratersin multiplelevels of the organization
(Mount et al., 1998). For example, peoplein an individual'scircle of influence
provide feedback about job performanceincluding information coming downward
from superiors, upward from subordinates, laterally from peers and co-workers, and
inward from the individual (Edwardsand Ewen, 1996, p. 46, Waldman et al., 1998).
(SeeFigure 1.1). Thelogicbehind multirater systemsisto collect information from

those with the best knowledge of an individual's performanceand from those who

' For the purposesof this paper, 360-degreefeedback, 360-degree systems, multirater systems, 360
syst ens and 360-feedback promsare synonymouswith 360-degree performance eval uations.



have had the best opportunity to observe work behaviors, which provides a more
accurate perspective of how others view performance such as management practices,
interpersonal style and effectiveness (Edwards and Ewen, 1996, p. 19; Wimer and
Nowack, 1998). In short, the basicidea of 360 isto gather input on employees
performance fromthe full circle of people with whom they frequently interact and
who are knowledgeabl e about their performance (Edwards and Ewen, 1996, p. 19
and pp. 40-45).

Three hundred sixty-degree performance eval uations are characterized as non-
traditional performance management systems. Traditional performance eval uation
systemsfocus on supervisoryinput, data collection and control of the performance
evaluation process. Multirater systems are considered an alternative to traditional
performance management systems because they focus on performance input from
sourcesother than the supervisor. Edwards and Ewen and Antonioni maintain that
performance information collected from multiple perspectivesis more "honest,
reliable, valid and credible” than information obtained through traditional
performance eval uation systems (Edwards and Ewen, 1996, p. 4; Antonioni, 1996).

It isinteresting to note that 360° eval uations incorporate the research norm of
triangulation. A performance evaluation isanalogous to a research project with a
particular working hypothesis. For example, a particular employee's performance
may be satisfactory, less than satisfactory or exceptional. The 360° evaluation
process provides a system to collect multiple types of evidence to support any given
hypothesis. Although a hypothesiscannot be proved, multipletypes of evidence

increasethe confidencethat the evidence (if consistent) is accurate.



Rationale

By increasing sourcesand types of data included in appraisals, 360 systems
attempt to improve organizational performance by expanding the information
available (Jackson and Greller, 1998). Because employees work with a widerange of
people, managers alone cannot accurately observe and assess all dimensionsof an
employee's performance (Prewitt, 1999). Therefore, multirater systems provide
unique perspectiveson job performance and offer insight into behaviorsthat
supervisors may otherwise miss, such asinteractions with peers and performanceon
teams (Edwards and Ewen; Pollack and Pollack, 1996). Edward and Ewen argue
that evaluationsfrom a number of sources(versustraditional top-down evaluations)
provide a more balanced and comprehensiveview of an employee's performance.
Theliterature suggeststhat multirater systemsare morereliable, credible and
predictably valid than single-rater systems. In addition, assessments conducted by
multiple co-workersare usually more dependable and objectivethan information
gained from a single person (Edwards and Ewen, 1996, p. 19).

Multirater systems integrate input from various constituenciesin the assessment
of an employee's performance. While single-sourceassessmentsreinforcean
employee's accountability to the supervisor, multirater systemslirk accountability to
dl stakeholdersand help employees understand critical work-related constituencies
other than the supervisor (Edwards and Ewen, 1996; Tornow et al., 1998, pp. 89-91).
By comparing multirater feedback to self-evaluation, individual s obtain a more
realisticpicture of their strengths and weaknesses (Tornow, et al., 1998; Pollack and
Pollack, 1996). When employeescompare self, subordinate and peer ratings, they

are morelikely to becomeaware of specific areas in need of improvement. Also,



hearing the same message from several sources serves as a strong impetus for change
(Jacksonand Greller, 1998).

The 360° process can increase employees perceptionsof fairnessand credibility
in the evaluation process. Edwards and Ewen point out that as performance
measures potentially impact an employee's career in terms of selection, salary,
training and development, organizations should employ the most fair and accurate
method available. Perceived fairnessis one of the key attributes of 360° performance
evaluation systems (Edwards and Ewen, 196, p. 195).

Also, multirater systemscan reduce discrimination and bias (Hoflinan, 1995).
Single source systemsare often biased against older employees, women and people
of color. Performance evaluations from single raters often result in lower scoresfor
these groups because most supervisorsare white males (Edwards and Ewen, 196, p.
195). Multirater systems, in contrast, can moderate adverse discrimination because
the diversity of raters should reduce the likelihood of discrimination (Edwards and

Ewen, 1996). For thisreason, 360 systems promote diversity management?.

' Diversity management attempts to open organizational systemsto all employeeshy building
employee-specificskillsand creating appropriate pd i ¢ es. Behaviorsand pd i ci es, evaluated by their
contribution to organizational goalsand objectives, are tied to rewards and results. Diversity
management could lead to increased productivity becauseit assumesthat diversegroups will create
new waysto work together effectively.
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Support for Organizational Effectiveness

I mproving each employee's performance potentially increasesoverall
organizational effectiveness. Three hundred sixty-degree evaluation systemslink
organizational strategies, goals, core valuesand expectations to individual behavior
and performance. Accordingto goal setting theory, goals provide employeeswith
information pertaining to tasks and the amount of effort required to ensure
completion. Specific goalsincrease performance. Furthermore, difficult goals
combined with feedback result in higher performance than goals which are easily
attainable. Three hundred sixty degreeeval uations are consistent with goal setting
theory because employees understand that performance in the areas measured
through feedback isimportant and valued.

A study by Reilly et al. found that exposure to valued behaviors (e.g. encourages
and facilitatesteamwork and collaboration) is as important as receiving feedback.
The authors discovered that simply receiving performance feedback not tied to
behaviors valued by the organization made very little difference in performance
improvement over time. On the other hand, exposure to valued behaviors created
the impetus for change. In short, awareness of valued behaviors and knowledge that
measurement would occur again resulted in setting specific behavioral goals after
exposure to critical values (Reilly et al., 1996).

Aspectsof performance used to rate an individual during a 360° evaluation often
incul cate behaviorsimportant to the organization (Tornow, et al., 1998, p. 90). The 360°
system is an effectiveway to promulgate organizational standards and

expectations. Identifyingand using core values and expected behaviorsas ratings



communicates the importance of performance dimensions to both raters and
feedback recipientsand, in theory, also focuses attention on similar performance
standards (Edwards and Ewen, 1996, p. 13). For example, utilizing behavioral
statements supports core values through specific definitions, which allows the
operationalization of the organization's expectations and values (Tornow et al .,
1998, p. 80). Behaviora statements allow raters to evaluate how well ratees adhere
to values and model desired behaviors (Edwards and Ewen, pg. 80). At itsbest, 360
systemstrandate desired core valuesinto behavioral dimensions by creating
categoriesof performance with specificillustrative behaviors delineated on the
evaluation instrument. Subsequently, individuals receive feedback on 360
dimensions that, in turn, reinforce organizational values (Tornow et al., 1998, p. 14).
For example, a manager can rate a peer with itemsrelated to leadership such as
providing direction, influencing others, fostering teamwork and motivating others.
By evaluating peers on these specific dimensions, the manager will perceive that the
organization is serious about leadership. Also, when managers receive feedback on
specific leadership dimensions, they recognizethat these are behaviorsthe
organization values.

In addition to reinforcing organizational values, developmenta needs are
revealed via 360-degreefeedback. Individual developmental needs are easily
assessed through feedback provided by peers, subordinates and superiors (Hoffman,
1995). Aggregating data acrossindividuals creates an organizational needs
assessment. Organization-wide aggregated data bringstrends and behavioral
patterns to light, which providesinsight and guidance into developmental needs at

the organization or systemiclevel (Tornow et al., 1998, p. 89-93).

10



Key Characteristics Associated with 360° performance evaluation systems

Three hundred sixty-degreeeval uation systems offer the potential for substantial
benefits, includingimproved evaluation systemsin terms of quality, amount of
information availableand increased perceptionsof fairness in the evaluation process.
The literature suggests that the characteristics of the organization and its
environment influence the effectiveness of a 360° system. Further, an effective 360°
system requires attention to variousfacets of theimplementation and assessment
processes. The next section discussesfactorsidentified in the literature such as
organizational culture, anonymity, utilization, accountability, resources, training and

rater variance, that create and support 360° performanceevaluation systems.

Organizational culture
Organizational cultureisastrong predictor of the success or failureof multirater
processes. Regardlessof the potential benefits made possible by the 360° process,
multirating is not always appropriate (Bookman, 1999). The 360° process
requires honest feedback from all raters. Consequently, organizational cultures
promoting honesty, open communication and trust are more likely to successfully
implement a 360° process and realize the associated benefits (Tornow et a]., 1998
p. 96). Conversaly, organizationswith a history of distrust, poor communication
and fear may find360-degreefeedback difficult to use (Tornow et al., 1998, p. 99,

Prewitt, 1999). Hayworth maintainsthat a"safe" environment is required for 360°
performance eval uation systemsto be effective(1998). In fact,

"[o]rganization readinessis critical to assess before engagingin any 360-degree



feedback processes’ (Tornow et al., 1998, p. 143). Certain values and skills
within the organization facilitatethe successof the 360° method and include,
freedom to speak openly without fear of punishment or coercion, the
ability to listen to others, respect their ways or understanding, and
work to understand their perspectives, willingnessto reflect on and
challengeone's own thinkingand actionsand equality of ideas- that
is, no individual's ideasare more correct than anyone else's smply
because of the individual's position or status (Tornow et al., 1998, p.
125-126).
Surveysgauging organizational climate and culture are available to assessan
organization's readinessfor the 360° process. (For an example of an organizational

climate questionnaire, see Appendix A- 1).

Anonymity

Therater's sense that anonymity would be respected seems to rest upon an
honest organizational culture. Traditional top-down evaluations have not been
anonymous. Supervisors are often encouraged to have face-to-face meetingsto
discussan employee's performance. This structurefits traditional systems because
the supervisor or manager is providing feedback to subordinates. Moreover,
traditional evaluation systems do not solicit subordinates assessmentsof supervisors
performance.

Three hundred sixty-degree systems change the role of supervisorsand
subordinatesin the evaluation process and, as aresult, create concernsabout
anonymity, which are particularly high among employeeswho evaluate their
supervisors. Thus, successful 360 systems depend on guarantees of anonymity for

key participantsin the process. Assuringanonymity allows participantsto fed safe



in providing honest feedback. Accordingly, 360 systems must guarantee absolute
anonymity to respondents (Wimer and Nowack, 1998). The goal of anonymity is
achieved if the individual receiving performancefeedback information cannot
determinethe identity of those who provided the information (Edwards and Ewen,
1996, p. 60).

The absence of anonymity distortsfeedback scores employeesprovide.
Antonioni found that apprai serswho remained anonymous gave lower ratings than
those who could be identified due to concerns over managers' reactionsto the
evaluations (Antonioni, 1996). Anonymous feedback lessens employees fears of
retribution from peersand superiorsfor low ratings (Westerman and Rosse, 1997).
Antonioni also found that employees want their identity withheld and want to
volunteer to rate managers (Antonioni, 1996).

Anonymity allowsraters the choice between participation and non-participation.
Rater participation may be negatively affected if employees perceivethat the ratee
can determinethe identity of rater. Low rater participation impacts the reliability,
validity and user acceptanceof ratingsand limitsthe effectiveness of the system
(Westerman and Rosse, 1997). Thus, the very credibility of the processrests on
protectingthe identity of those providing feedback (Edwardsand Ewen, 1996).
Expertsin thefield recommend that ratings remain anonymous. In fact, 360
systems must guarantee absoluteanonymity to respondents... 360 only works when
anonymity isassured (Edwards and Ewen, 1996, p. 157-158).

Antonioni suggeststhat organizations take steps to safeguard the identity of
raters, thereby alleviating concernsof retaliation, by providing data in an aggregated

format and by including feedback from five or more direct contributors (Antonioni,

13



1996; Pollack and Pollack, 1996). In the absence of five direct contributors, the
combination of three direct contributorsand three peers may be utilized to preserve

anonymity (Antonioni, 1996).

Utilization: Development ver susPerformance

Traditional performanceevaluation systemstypicaly focus on performance.
Even systems that contain devel opmental goal s often base evaluations on
performancedimensions of the job. Exceptions occur when a supervisor requiresan
employeeto attend sexual harassment prevention or diversity training. Y et courses
requiring the participation of all employeesin an organization are not typically
targeted to individual development.

On the other hand, behavioral statementstied to organizational expectationsin
many 360° systems allow employeesto be evaluated for purely devel opmental
purposes, but also allow evaluation on performancedimensionswhich are used to
make administrativedecisions, such as pay and promotion. When 360° feedback
data is purely developmental, the employee neither receivesnor suffersany
employment decision as aresult of the evaluations. The feedback data only informs
the employee of areasin need of improvement. On the other hand, data used to
evaluate performance potentially impacts salary, promotions, job assignments and
other monetary incentives. The use of 360-degree feedback, either for performance,
development or both, isa highly debated topic and is impacted by two factors. those
who control feedback data and the nature and role of those who have accessto

feedback reports.



Devel opmental Feedback

Developmental feedback rai ses awareness about areas in need of improvement
becauseit is derived from credible sources with the power to motivate change.
According to Edwards and Even, devel opmental feedback " facilitates the employee's
growth on the job" (1996). In pure developmental systems, employees control access
to their feedback. Supervisors do not see devel opmental feedback unlessthe
employee shares the resultswith them (Edwardsand Ewen, 1996, p. 46-47). Hence,
feedback ratings are not included in performanceappraisals (Atwater and Waldman,
1998). Pollack and Pollack found that managers were more accepting of feedback
from subordinates and peers when ratings were used solely for development (1996).
Moreover, recipients of feedback may be less defensive and more apt to regard
feedback as credibleif the information is utilized solely for devel opmental purposes.
Therefore, developmental systems have greater potential to elicit honest feedback
because administrative decisionssurrounding pay, promotion, selection and training

are not at risk (Edwardsand Ewen, 1996, p. 47).

Feedback for Performance

Feedback used for performanceis similar to feedback used for development
except that the employee's ratingsare shared with the supervisor who usesthe
information when making judgments about performance (Edwards and Ewen, p. 50).
If the feedback is shared with the supervisor, the feedback becomes performance
information. Although many devel opment advocates recommend sharing feedback

information with supervisors, Edwards and Ewen maintain that *' supervisors cannot
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use the information for development and then ignore that information during
performance appraisals” (1996, p. 12). Hence, the requirement to share feedback
with superiors has great potential to influenceappraisals (Atwater and Waldman,
1998).

Feedback used only for development may not prompt employeesto set
performanceimprovement goals (London et al., 1997). Prewitt maintains that
getting information is a "'waste of money if it does not lead to improved outcomes”
(1999). Walker and Smither found that ratee accountability islow when feedback is
used only for developmental purposes(1999). In other words, ratees may be more
likely to use feedback when it is used to make administrative decisions(London et
al.,1997). In addition, raters are "more observant and evaluate performance
behaviorsmore carefully if they know that their ratings will have important
consequences’ (London et al., 1997). Basing performance evaluations and
administrative decisions on 360° feedback has the potential to improve the quality of
participation in the evaluation processfor both raters and ratees.

Although utilizing 360° feedback for performance evaluations and administrative
decisions may increase accountability for raters and ratees, it may also produce
negative consequences. First, employees may concentrate on how to achieve better
evaluations rather than on how to improve performance (Pollack and Pollack, 1996).
Second, when feedback data are utilized for performance, feedback recipients may
become defensive, which potentially preventschangesin behavior (Tornow et al .,
1998). Third, there are concernsregarding the accuracy of information when
feedback data are collected for evaluation purposes because employees may fear

reprisal from supervisorsand peersif the feedback data impact promotions and

16



bonuses (Pollack and Pollack, 1996). Subordinates may inflate ratings if they know
ratings will be used to determine managers merit increases (Antonioni, 1996 and
Atwater and Waldman, 1998). Because employeesfear retaliation, Pollack and
Pollack and Edwards and Ewen found that ratings collected for eval uation purposes

were more lenient, lessreliable, less valid and contained more halo ratings® (1996).

Accountability

The previous section discussed increased accountability for both raters and ratees
when 360° feedback is used for administrativedecisions. Thissection defines
accountability with regard to the 360-degree process, and offers mechanismsto
enhance accountability within organizations such as goals, action plans, repeated
measures and rewards. The definition of accountability and the means by which to
includeit in a 360 degree process developed in this section draw upon two highly
regarded theories: goal setting and expectancy.

Within any evaluation system, employees are expected to use feedback from
performanceeval uations to improve work performance. But often incentives,
conseguences or mechanismsto ensure employees use feedback to improveare
absent. In most evaluation systems, employees meet with a supervisor annually to
discuss performanceand, after leaving the meeting, fail to revisit or attempt to
correct areas needing improvement. Hence, employees do not feel responsiblefor, or

accountableto, utilize feedback obtained through the evaluation process.

' Haloratingsare atype of rater error occurringwhen the rater givesa positively skewed evaluation
bared on one performanceindicator the employee performswell.



Additionally, mechanisms to check supervisors ratings of employeesfor
accuracy and fairnessare customarily absent in traditional systems. Evaluations are
conducted and decisionsare made unilaterally with little input from others even
though supervisorsmay not observed| dimensions of employees' performance. In
short, supervisorsare not accountable for providing valid evaluations. In that 360
systems incorporate multiple raters, the problem of accountability extendsto all
raters. Each evaluator may observe and evaluate a particular portion of the
employee's performance but, in the interest of fairness, raters should bear
responsibility for providing objectiveand factual evaluations. Accountability for
raters stems from the accuracy, honesty and integrity of the feedback provided.
Therefore, mechanisms should be incorporated into the processto ensure
accountability for ratees so that feedback data are utilized to improve performance
and for ratersto ensure that accurate and fair evaluations are provided.

Accountability, previously mentioned as a reason to utilize 360-degreefeedback
information for performance and administrative decisions, isone of the major
drawbacks associated with 360 systems. Multisource rating systems often do not
hold ratees accountable for utilizing the information they receive (London et al .,
1997). Asaresult, multisource feedback has limited impact because feedback alone
will not result in behavior change (Waker and Smither, 1999). To cause change,
some subsequent action must be taken (Jackson and Greller, 1998). In fact, Jackson
and Greller found that 360 feedback is useful but follow-up action was the most
critical factor in improving performance” (Jackson and Greller, 1998).

According to goal setting theory, goals, motivation and performance are related.

Goals are the source of motivation and direct behavior if two conditions are present.

18



First, the person has a clear understanding of the goals. Second, the person believes
that the goals are worth achieving. Goal setting theory also maintains that the best
goals, those that motivateand direct behaviors, are specific and difficult, yet
attainable (Tornow et al., 1998, p. 26). Moreover, difficultgoalsresultin higher
performancethan simplegoals.

Goal setting theory emphasizes that performance improvement requiresspecific
goals and specificfeedback (London et al., 1997). Feedback leads to higher
performancethan no feedback at all. Asa result, feedback plusgoal settingresultsin
larger gainsthan feedback alone. The goalsthat people set in response to feedback
gicit changesin behavior. Changesin behavior and performanceimprovements
often depend on the extent to which employees use feedback to set performance
improvement goals (Walker and Smither, 1999).

Expectancy theory maintains that an individual will act in a certain way based on
the strength and attractiveness of the expected outcome. In terms of workplace
behavior, employees assess the effort required to compl ete tasks or perform
adequately, the reward associated with the required performanceand the
attractivenessaf the reward before deciding how to act. Thus, expectancy theory
predictsthat raters weigh participation in the 360 process in terms of the probability
that participation will lead to desired outcomes such as enhanced communication,
the revelation of neglected supervisory performance dimensionsand the
identification and resolution of conflict (Westerman and Rosse, 1997).

As expectancy theory also predicts, raters will expect responses, or something in
return, for their input. Responsesto feedback provided by raters during the

evaluation processare more likely to occur if ratees create action plans with areas for
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improvement linked to 360 feedback (Walker and Smither, 1999). Consequently,
ratees should participatein training that teachesthem how to set specific,rather than
general improvement goals, and to develop formal action plans outlining specific
strengthsand devel opmental opportunities, which will increase the probability of
providing responsesto ratees and utilizing feedback to improve performance
(Antonioni, 1996). Action plans devel oped soon after feedback reports are received
increasethelikelihood that follow-through will occur. To avoid overwhelming
employees, improvement goals should belimited to threeto five areas. If more than
fiveareas are included in the plan, employees will not have timeto improvein al
areas (Pollack and Pollack, 1996).

In as much as multisourcesystemslack accountability for ratees, they often do
not hold raters accountablefor the accuracy of theinformation they provide (London
et al., 1997). To remedy thisdeficiency,an accountable environment can be created
through various mechanismsfocusing on the system, rewards and the participants.
Feedback systems with clear sets of objectivesfor both raters and rateesincrease
accountability by settingforth the expectations and responsibilities of the system.
Another means of reinforcing accountability isto repeat the 360-degree processon a
regular basis. "Knowing the feedback survey will be repeated increasessaliencefor
results’ (London et al ., 1997). Tracking changesover time promotes accountability
for filling performance gaps identified in development plans (Tornow et al., 1998).
In addition, comparison of ratings across years emphasi zes sel f-improvement
(Pollack and Pollack, 1996).

Multirater systemsshould also provide rewards for continuous improvement

(Walker and Smither, 1999). Organizations could implement a variety of rewards



for employees who continuously meet goals devel oped through action plans. Some
examplesinclude salary increases, conferences, banquets, plagues, or ticketsto local
events. Positivereinforcement helps shape new behaviors. By the same token,
recognition is necessary to reinforce new behaviors. To connect organizational
expectationsand employee behaviors, rewards and positive reinforcement should be
linked to desired behaviors (Antonioni, 1996). In addition, supervisors, who are
expected to support employees improvement efforts, should be rewarded for
providing adequate resources for subordinate development (London et al., 1997).

In terms of participants, accountability for raters will improve asresponsibility for
providing factual and meaningful information increases. When organizations
increase accountability for ratees, the expectation is that feedback will be utilized to
improve performance (Walker and Srnither, 1999). There are several meansto
increase cul pability for ratees: clear measurementsof improvement by comparing
feedback data acrossadministrations of evaluations, consequencesfor lack of
Improvement, the requirement to communicate goals and discussresultswith a
skilled facilitator, participating in training linked to feedback results, and creating

individual development plans(London et al., 1997; Walker and Smither, 1999).

Resources

Positivereinforcement, discussed as one means to promote behavior change in
the previous section, provides motivation for employeesto adapt behavior to
organizational goalsand requirements. Although motivation can be enhanced
through positive reinforcement, some goals require additional toolsto assist

employeesin reaching performancegoals. For example, agoal of arriving towork in
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atimely manner may be easily sustained with positive reinforcement, but a goal of
increasing knowledge in a particular area will not be met through simple
encouragement. Developing new skillsand behaviors requires adequate resources;
otherwise change is unlikely to occur. To the point, behavior modification is more
likely to occur if it is encouraged and supported by the organization (Waldman et al .,
1998).

By the same token, the benefits of multisource feedback are more apt to occur if
follow-up activitiessupport the process through training and mentoring programs.
Y et many organizations do not require participation in developmental or training
interventions in response to feedback (Walker and Smither, 1999). On the one hand
organi zations provide employees with evidence of developmental needs. On the
other hand, organizations do not provide employeeswith the tools to improve.
Pollack and Pollack, maintain that "[ilt isworse to provide feedback and no support
than to provide no feedback at all"* (1996). Feedback should be linked to
developmental planning, goal setting and organizational support. When
organi zations devote resources to support feedback, ratees are more inclined to use
the feedback to improve performance (Walker and Smither, 1999).

Organizational encouragement and support include resources for improvement,
which target specific developmental areas, and support for interpreting feedback.
Resources include guidelines, books, training programs, self-study, formal job

opportunities, job rotation, on-the-job training, or changes in work conditions to



develop needed skills.4 Assistancewith the interpretation of feedback is especially
important because "[p]eople don't know what to do with the feedback they receive"”
(Wimer and Nowack, 1998). Support may be derived from coaches or colleagues
who can offer assistance in setting goals and linking the processto developmental
activities (Tornow et al., 1998, p. 27). Mentoring programs, shadowing, individual
or one-on-one coaching with a trained facilitator or internal support groups are also

helpful®.

Training

Training, briefly discussed as a resourcefor ratees, warrants more detailed
attention becausethe utility of the 360-degree process may suffer if inexperienced
employees participate in the provision and receipt of feedback. Asaresult,
employees need help in learning how to provide, receive, understand and use 360°
degree feedback (Edwardsand Ewen, 1996, p. 157). This section focuses on training
for all participants and discusses participation ratesin the 360° performance
evaluation processin light of expectancy theory.

According to expectancy theory, an individual will actin a particular
situation and will base the effort exerted on a particular task on the probability of a
desired outcome and on the attractivenessof that outcome. People assessthe task,

the ability to successfully complete the task and the outcome of the task. In other

¢ Sec for example, Vel ker and Smither, 1999, Wi mend Nowack, 1998; and Edwardsand Ewen,
1996.

3 Seefor example, Wimer and Nowack, 1998; Edwar dsand Ewen, 1996; Hayworth, 1998; Pollack
and Pollack, 1996.

23



words, raters consider their ability to rate effectively as one factor in deciding
whether or not to participate in the 360-degree eval uation process (Westerman and
Rosse, 1997). Consequently, rater training isimportant because, according to
expectancy theory, participation may hinge on raters comfort with conducting
performanceappraisals. When participation rates decline, feedback becomesless
useful for both developmental and evaluative purposes (Atwater and Waldman,
1998). Expectancy theory also predictsthat an individual's effort on a specific task is
directly correlated to hisor her ability to perform the task effectively. Since people
will do what iswithin their abilities, training isimperative (Westerman and Rosse,
1997).

Initial training for raters should introduce employeesto the 360-feedback process,
outline stepsand instruct respondents on how to complete behavior feedback surveys
and provide feedback (Edwards and Ewen, 1996, pp. 103-104). Information
pertaining to anonymity and confidentiality should be included to ease participants
concernsabout retaliation (Edwards and Ewen, 1996). |In addition, an explanation
of the purpose of the ratings as well as roles, responsibilitiesand accountabilities
should also be included (Westerman and Rosse, 1997; Waldman et al, 1998). The
more information raters have about their roles and responsibilities, the more
comfortablethey will be with the processas well as their participation in the process.
Training also facilitatesthe devel opment of a common frame of referencefor all
raters (Antonioni, 1996). Assuch, raters should develop an understanding of the
intricaciesof the rating process. 1n addition, the potential for inconsistent ratingsis

always present therefore training cannot be overemphasized (Tornow et al ., 1998).



Whileratersare providing 360 feedback, ratees are receiving feedback. Ratees
should also participate in training so that they will understand and use feedback data
to improve performance. For ratees, training should review the process, instruct
employeeson how to interpret multirater feedback and help them develop an
understanding of theinformation they are receiving. Inaddition, ratees should know
how to receivetheinformation and how to use it constructively (Edwards and Ewen,
1996, p. 121). Human Resources staff may facilitate the receipt of appraisees first
feedback and may also conduct training pertaining to analyzing data, selecting
improvement targets and setting specificgoalsand action plans. In fact, ratees may
practi ce setting goal swith hypothetical feedback data (Antonioni, 1996).

Training for both raters and ratees should include

an understanding of the system, discussion on instrument development, how
information is collected and used, administration method and time lines,
confidentiality, how to complete the questionnaire and examples of rating
errors (Westerman and Rosse, 1997).

Finally, to increase accountability for feedback results, training programs should
be linked to performance measures (London et al., 1997). Antonioni recommends
providing training based on action plans within four months. " Immediate training
improves the chance of making improvementssalient enough for appraisersto notice
and provide positive recognition” (Antonioni, 1996). By looking at trends of
feedback data across the organi zation, the need for new training programs may
become apparent. It ispossibleto tie both training and development programs to
individual needs and specifickey organizational competencies(Walker and Smither,

1999).



Rater Variance

The final issue associated with 360 feedback israter variance. The 360-degree
process derives much of its strength through the incorporation of feedback datafrom
many sources. Collectively participants possess knowledge about most aspects of the
ratee's performance. With multiple raters participating in the process, the potential
for variance among raters within and between groups exists. For example, an
employee's superiors may findhis performance exceptionally commendable. On the
other hand, an employee's peers may believethat his performance is abominable.
The employee will potentially receive conflicting views of his performance based on
the variance in ratings between groups. Raters within a rating group may also
produce opposing eval uations creating rater variance within a rating group.

Jackson and Greller believethat since the purpose of 360 is to capture differing
information, "differences may reflect legitimate differencesin expectations by parties
in very different positions in the work environment™ (1998). For thisreason, rater
variance among different groups of appraisers is to be expected. According to
Jackson and Greller, variance among raters is acceptable aslong as evaluations are
utilized for purely developmental purposes. When evaluations are used for
discipline, promotion, pay decisions, or other consequential action, rater variance
becomesa greater concern. Thus, consequential action based on feedback data may
create difficulties (Jackson and Greller, 1998). Conversely, Mount et all -found that
rater variance was more strongly associated with individual ratersin the same group
than with raters between groups. These authors believe that "[b]ecause ratings from
each rater appear to Capture unique rating variance, it isimportant to include

multiple ratersin the process rather than relying on the results of a single rater”
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(Mount et al., 1998). Despite the potential difficulties noted above, rater variance
can provide guidance in the interpretation and use of the findings.

The solution to rater variance isto consistently apply rater standards, especially if
the feedback will be used for administrative purposes (Jackson and Greller, 1998).
Computer analysis can identify and eliminate invalid respondents through scientific
principlesthat reveal "judgmentsthat differ from all others beyond a reasonable
chance" (Edwards and Ewen, 1996, p. 110). With the small number of raters in each
group, one outlier can skew the average scores. |If the outlier isnot eliminated, the
average score would not represent the collectiveintent of the multiple respondents
within the group and employeeswill receive inaccurate results. Outliers have the
largest affect on the highest and lowest performers, yet these are the employeeswho
need the most accurate measurement for administrative purposes and motivation to
change (Edwards and Ewen, 1996, p. 111-115).

Organizations utilizing 360 feedback may consider utilizing trimmed mean
scoring that discounts extreme high and low responses and removes nearly all
outliers. Parameters for trimmed mean scoring can be set at any level but 20% - 30%
istypical. The result isthat responses more than 20-30% different from others are
removed. Trimmed mean scoring provides a more stable mean for a small sample
than a ssmple mean or average. It also provides better respondent anonymity. Since
everyone's score could have been eliminated, no one person can be responsible for
providing low ratings (Edwards and Ewen, 1996). Therefore, ratees receivecritical

feedback only when a number of people fed the sameway.



Conceptual Framework

This research utilizes a conceptual framework, a tool used to organize the
empirical portion of thisstudy. Theframework emerged from the literature as
recurring themes, issues and considerations associated with 360° systems. Through
the literature review, key aspects of 360° performance evaluation systemswere
classified into seven conceptual categories. organizational culture, anonymity,
utilization, accountability, resources, training and rater variance (See Table 2.1).
Categoriesare utilized when the research purposeis to describea particular subject-
in this case, 360° performance evaluation processes. The categoriesprovide a basis
for identifyingand describing the attitudes of Texas State Human Resource directors
about key aspectsof the 360-degree process. In essence, the categories derived from
theliterature provide the foundation for the conceptual framework, which isthen
linked to questionson the survey instrument. The next section briefly reviews and

judtifies the conceptual categories.



Conceptad Framework Linkedto Literature

Table2.1

Descriptive Categories

Scholarly Support

Organizational culture
| Predictorsuccess/failure

Bookmarh999
TOrmnow et al.,1996,p. %6 & p.99

2 Trust Prewitt, 1999
3 Open communication Hayworth,1998
Tornow et al.,1998, [l25-126 & p.143

Anonymity Wimer and Nowack, 1998

4, For ElES Pollack and Pallack, 1996

5. FRmfed sofe Edwardsand Ewen, 1996, p. M

6. L essengearsof retaliation Westerman and Rosse, 1997

7. Distortsscores Antonioni, 1996

8. Inflatesratings Edwardsand Ewen, 19%

9. Impactsreliability Edwardsand Ewen, 1996, p. 157-158

10. Impeds  validity
11 Safeguardstopmtect

Utilization:

Devedopment
12. Do not sharefeedback dam with supervisor
3 Do not include data during Performanceevaluation
14 Acceptaence if used dnly for development

15. Lesslikeltp useif solely for development

16. Supervisor will usedam during performance appraisals
17.  Moreapt to usewhenincluded in performanceappraisal
18.  Innateraingswhen included in performance appraisals

Edwardsand Ewen, 1996
Edwardsand Ewen, 1996, p. 46-47
Atwaterand Waldman. 1998
Pollack and Pollack, 1996

Edwardsand Ewen, 1996,p. 12& p.50
Prewitt, 1999

Walker and Smither, 1999

London et al., 1997

Tornowd al., 1998, p. 97

Antonioni, 1996

Accountability
19. Ensuredutilization
20. Accurate/fair evauations
21. Set goals
22 Riwers weigh participaiion
23, alasagEtomething in retirn for input
24. Trainingto s goals
25. Trainingto develop action plans
26. Action planssoorafterfeedback
27. Repeated measures
28. Positive reinforcement/ recognition
29, Rewards linked to desired behaviors
30. Rewardslinked toorgani zati onaleyetHos
31, Reward supervisors
3z Communicating goals
33.  Dismussimigtgsults

Waldman et ., 1998
Jcksan and Greller, 1998
Tornow et al., 1998, p. 26
London et al., 1997

Walker and Smither, 1999
Westermanand Rosse, 1997
Antonioni, 1996

Pollack and Pollack, 1996

Resources
34. Behavior modification through encouragement
35. Behavior modification through support
36. Usefeedback with resources
37. Do not h o w what to do withfeedback
38. Provideassistancewithinterpretationof feedback

Waldman, 1998

Pollack and Pollack,1996
Waker and Smither, 1999
Wimer and Nowack, 1998
Tornowetal. 1998, 27
Edwards and EWE,i996
Hayworth, 1998

Training
30. Touse3M process
40. Ability to rate
41. Impacts usefor development
42, Impacts usefor evaluative purposes

43. Effortexertedby raters

44. To completesurveys

45, To undestand feedback

46. To usefeedback

47. Assistancefor interpretingfeedback

Edwards and Ewen, 1996, p. 121& p.157
Westerman and Ros=1997

Atwater and Waldman,1998

Edwards and Ewen, 1996

Wadmanet al., 1998

Antonioni, 1996

Tornow d al., 1998, p. 15

Walker and Smithcr. 1999

Rater Variance
48. Conflictingview of performance
49. Trimmed mean scoring

Jackson and Greller. 1998
Mount et al., 1998
Edwardsand Ewen, 1996, pl10- 115




Several authors assert that organizational culture predicts the successor failure of
360-degreeevaluation systems (Tornow et al. 1998, p. 99; Prewitt, 1999). Asa
result, organizational cultureis the most important factor to consider before
implementing any 360-degree feedback process (Tornow et al., 1998, p 143).

Another key aspect of 360 systemsis anonymity for raters. The presence or absence
of anonymity impactsimplementation issuesincluding fear of retaliation for low
ratings, feedback scores and participation rates (Antonioni, 1996, Westerman and
Rosse, 1997). When anonymity is assured in 360-degree processes, raters can
provide honest feedback in a safe environment (Antonioni, 1996; Pollack and
Pollack, 1996; Wimer and Nowack, 1998). Honest feedback is paramount to an
effectivefeedback system.

Utilization of 360-degreefeedback data also has a profound effect on key
participantsin the process because the use of 360-degree feedback data, either for
development or performance, affects who has access to, and control of, feedback
data (Edwardsand Ewen, 1996; Atwater and Waldman, 1998). In addition,
utilization potentially affects ratings and whether rateeswill use feedback data to
improve performance®. The question of whether ratees use feedback data to improve
performanceis a topic of considerablediscussion by expertsin the field who question
accountability for both raters and rateesin 360-degree processes’. The very
credibility of the 360-degree performance eval uation system rests on whether raters

provide accurate and honest information and on whether ratees utilize feedback data

$ See Pollack and Pollack, 1996; Antonioni, 1996; Atwater and Waldman, 1998; London et al ., 1997.
7 For additional information see, London et a., 1997; Jacksonand Greller, 1998; Antonioni, 1996.
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to improve performance. Accountability may be improved by various systemic
mechanismswithin the 360-degree process and by responses to rater input via action
plans and improvement goals®. Unfortunately, one of the criticisms of 360-degree
processesis thelack of procedural measures to ensure accountability.

Merely implementinga multirater system and simply providing feedback data to
rateeswill not ensure improved performance. To support the 360-degree process, the
provision of resourcesand training areimperative’. Resources support behavior
modification and also assist ratees with the interpretation and use of feedback data
(Waker and Smither, 1999; Wimer and Nowack, 1998; Edwards and Ewen, 1996).
Similarly, training teachesboth raters and ratees how to utilize the process (Edwards
and Ewen, 1996; Westerman and Rosse, 1997). Training, or the lack thereof, can
also affect the level and quality of participation.

Finally, rater variance is expected in 360-degree systems because many different
peopleare providing feedback on an individual's performance (Jackson and Greller,
1998). Although varianceis unavoidable, the effect must be controlled
systematically in order to provideguidance in the interpretation and use of the

findings(Edwards and Ewen, 1996).

8 SeeLLondon et d., 1997; Westerman and Rosse, 1997; Walker and Smither, 1999; Pollack and
Pollack 1996; Tornowet al., 1998.

® For additional informationsee, Waldman et al, 1998; Pollack and Pollack, 1996; Edwardsand
Ewen, 1996.

9 See Atwater and Waldman, 1998; Westerman and Rosse, 1997: Edwards and Ewen, 1996.



Incdluded in the next chapter, Resear ch Setting, is a description of the360°
performanceevaluation processin public sector organizations. Specifically, the
chapter examines the implementation and use of 360° performanceevaluation

sysemswithin ingitutions of higher learning and agenciesin the sate of Texas.



Chapter Three

Setting

I ntroduction

The purpose of this chapter isto providean understanding of the 360°
performanceevaluation process in state government. In order to gain a perspective
sengitive to potential differencesbetween publicand private sectors, an interview was
conducted with Dr. Kay Betz, PhD., who has implemented 360° performance
evaluation systemsin both sectors. Dr. Betz currently servesas the Director of
Organizational Development and Employee Learning at the University of Texas at
Austin. (See Appendix A1-A5 for a completetranscript of theinterview.)

This brief discussion appliesthe seven conceptual categories of 360° systems,
derived from the literature review, to Texasstate agenciesby incorporating expert
opinion. Conceptual categoriesinclude: organizational culture, anonymity,
utilization, accountability, resources, training and rater variance. Asthe application
of categoriescontains opinions based on individual experience, itis alimited
perspective providing a re-examination of the categories taking expert experience
into account. Specific examples of 360° performanceevaluation systemsin state

agenciesare also examined.



Organizational Culture

Dr. Betz stated that the public sector is characterized by a more traditional
culture which reflects attitudes that do not support interactive management, such as 360°
performance evaluations. For example, higher education and state agencies
are not supportive of 360 because they do not include employeesin problem solving
or decision-making. A traditional culture emerged because the public sector grew
out of civil service, which wasrigidin terms of how people were treated. Moreover,
bureaucracy in public sector organizations is structured so that individuals cannot
make decisions because agencies must strictly follow policiesand procedures.

Organizational cultureisalso important because the strong chain of command in
the public sector impacts organizational processes. Dr. Betz believes that public
organizations, especially health care organizations, have a strong military medical
model and require approval at every step for every process. In Texas, thereare alot
of ex-military employeesin public organizationsthat do not promote participative
management. Consequently, the public sector is not as participatory asthe private
sector, ismore authoritarian, is unidirectional (top-down), and is typically behind the
curvein terms of management practices.

Dr. Betz believesthat there may be a disincentivefor 360° performance
evaluation systemsin the public sector because, it has historically not been driven by
market forces, did not need to be competitive, was not team driven, and did not
utiliie peer evaluation. In addition, "thereis no notion of career progression and
there are no career ladders unless the employee isfollowing the civil servicetrack®.

For the most part, drivesto improve performance in the public sector are " sporadic



attempts that usually occur when someone from the private sector is elected to public
office”. In short, 360 systems are harder to implement in the public sector because
the culture is less supportive and hampers experimentation and performance
improvement.

The differencebetween public and private sectorsisthat in the private sector, the
person at the top controls the culture and the culture is often a "' performance-driven
culture with accountability based on goals, teamwork and collaboration.” Thus,
performance is developed, measured, reinforced and rewarded. Executivesdrive
private sector organizations and 360° systemsare implemented for profit purposes.

On the other hand, public sector culture is not performance driven perhaps
because performance measurement is more difficult " due to the lack of one of the
public sector's common measures — profit” (Straight, 2000). The American Society
for Public Administration found that the "use of performance measurement is il
the exception rather than the norm in American government organizations...[T]here
isgreat potential to improve performance, accountability, and reporting by
integrating performance information into regular policy and management processes"
(ASPA, 1992).

In any organization implementing 360 systems, the culture should promote
accountability at the individual, group and organizational levels, accordingto Dr.
Betz. In addition, "management controls, checks, monitoring devices and support
are necessary.” Barriers must be removed and there should also be some sort of
protection for those experimenting with 360 if it isimplemented only in selected
segments of the organization. To successfully implement 360 in the public sector, it
IS hecessary to "avoid, or work around", the bureaucracy.
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Anonymity

In the public sector, "employees would have more of a sense of safety in
providing feedback because they have a perception of not being fired", Dr. Betz
stated. The public sector providesa "safer” culture in terms of actual protection
from termination or adverse disciplinary action because of laws that protect public
sector employees including the Whistleblower's Act and other laws providing
protection from retaliation. While laws protecting public sector employees may
make employeesfeel safe, public organizations adopt a more strict adherence to
polices and procedures than the private sector. In the private sector, often there isan
"opening up" of policiesand procedures, including guarantees of confidentiality and
anonymity thereby creating an environment that allows employeesto fed

comfortable providing feedback.

Utilization

For employees to be more accepting of the 360 ° performance evaluation
process, Dr. Betz recommends utilizing 360 only for development initially. Her
experience has been that thereisalot of fear that 360 will be tied to merit increases
or raises. Tocombat thisfear, the process should begin by focusing only on
development. Then, once employees are comfortable with the process, it can betied
toreward. The most important point is to clearly establish how 360 feedback data
will be utilized. Dr. Betz stated that the problem with implementing any new
performance evaluation system in the public sector isthat there areal ot of politics
involved caused by conflicting desires among diversefactions within public sector
organizations.
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Accountability
Dr. Betz stated that there is no accountability in the public sector to improve

in terms of personal development. Performance evaluations conducted for
development indicate directionsfor futuregrowth of organizational progressand
focuson an individual's potential rather than on the current level of skillsand
capabilities(Crane and Crane, 2000). In the public sector, goalsfor organizations
may contain deliverablesfor budgetary purposes but objectivesare not necessarily
"driven down" to theindividual level. Thelack of accountability in the public sector
makes it easier for employeesat all levelsto beresistant to the implementation of
new practices, including performance evaluation systems. In the private sector,
accountability " cascadesdown through information, communication and training."

Although the literature supports communicating goals with a skilled facilitator as
a mechanism to increase accountability, Dr. Betz disagrees. She stated that repeated
applications of the 360 survey instrument may increase the salience of resultsto a
certain extent. And, contrary to expectancy theory, Dr. Betz disagreesthat peoplein

the public sector expect something in return for their input into the 360 process.

Resources/Training

Dr. Betz fees that the public sector hasinsufficient resourcesto support a
thorough implementation of the 360° performance evaluation process. In private
industry, resourcesare morereadily available. The private sector has more money to
implement 360 systemsand managerial level employees at least "'go through the

motions" becausethere isa directivefrom thetop.



Thelack of resourcesand accountability in the public sector may explain the
nature of performance evaluationsin the public sector. For example, public sector
organizations often fail to track performance evaluations and performance
evaluations are conducted sporadically. When evaluations are conducted, Dr. Betz
feelsthat there is more concern surrounding the utilization of the correct form than
with the quality of the evaluation. She cited some exceptionsincluding the
Department of Human Servicesand the Texas Department of Transportation where
"gpecific types of quality, including performance evaluations, are written into
funding requirements.” In these organizations, performance appraisals are required
to ensure accountability and deliverables.

Additionally, the public sector lacks resourcesto purchase 360 systemsoff the
shelf. Off the shelf systems, which could be purchased and implemented without
extensivetime and resource commitmentsfrom staff, are expensive. Asa result,
public sector organizations often require 360° systemsto be created in-house while
private sector organizations buy standardized systemsthat have been statistically
validated. The creation of 360° performance evaluation systemsin-house requires
huge time and resource commitments from employeesin various areas of the
organization. On a related note, Dr. Betz believes that the 360° process " works best
when an external expert worksto systematically integrate it into the organization."
Hiring external consultants createsadditional costs that public sector organizations

may not be able to afford.



Rater variance
Dr. Betz stated that rater variance is to be expected in any 360° performance
evaluation system. Shefelt that, in terms of rater variance, there "would not bea

difference between public and private sectors.”

Individual leaders

Theliterature revealed that organizational cultureis the most important factor
affecting the successor failure of any 360 degree process. Dr. Betz maintains that
"individual leaders are the strongest variablein terms of the successor failure of the 360°

process, even more than culture.” In her experience, leaders who request the
360° process " want to develop individuals or have had some failuresand want to
learn and try new things.”

According to Dr. Betz, because the public sector is more political than the private
sector, leaders are "attempting either to surviveor make a name for themselves'. In
other words, "'they either make a big splash or makesnowavesat al." If survival is
of paramount importance, leaders do not want to leave an imprint and will not try
anything new because of competing factions within the organization.

For both public and private organizations, she believesthat the top leader should
participate in the process, model appropriate behavior and tie rewards to behaviors
that the organization values. This meansrewarding a wide array of behaviors, not
just technical expertise. She asserted, "Doing the right thing should betied to

rewards."



360° Performance Eval uation Systemsin the Public Sector

In Dr. Betz' experience, public sector organizations that have implemented 360
systems attempt to integrate the 360° performance evaluation systeminto the current
system, while private sector organizations completely replace the old performance
evaluation system with the new 360 system. Successful implementation of 360°
performance evaluation systemsin the public sector requiresa revision of theold
performance evaluation system to include 360 concepts. Dr. Betz maintainsthat
paralel systemsare ineffectiveand that neither system will be successful if one
systemis utilized for merit and another for development. Thus, the 360°
performance evaluation process must be integrated into the legacy system.

In addition, traditional performance evaluation systems, lack developmental
sections. As public sector organizationsemploy traditional management practices,
performance evaluation systemsare rarely used for development; instead they are
used to justify merit increases. Asaresult, performance evaluations are not tied to
reward or development. Dr. Betz contendsthat devel opment, performance and
reward should all be tied together. Straight supports her contention by stating "itis
important to align performance measurement and the reward and recognition
systemswith the goals and & sired resultsof the organization™ (2000). Yet Dr. Betz
fedsthat "most people do not like development just for the sake of development.
They likeit because it promotes reward and recognition.”" She believesthat most
people are extrinsically, rather than intrinsically, motivated. Moreover, linkages

among work ethic, achievement and motivation are absent, but she finds that these



areflaws of organizational life, not necessarily characteristicsof either the publicor

the private sector.

Examples of 360° Performance Evaluation Systems

Dr. Betz implemented the 360° performance evaluation processat Beverly, a
private sector health care organization, the Texas Department of Health and at the
University of Texasat Austin. She also provided some insight on the 360 process at
the City of Austin.

Beverly incorporated the 360° performance evaluation process throughout the
organization whereas the Texas Department of Health and the University of Texas
only implemented 360 in portions of the organization. In addition, at Beverly, Dr.
Betz was able to purchase a system off of the shelf while she had to develop the
system at the University of Texas.

At the Texas Department of Health, 360° performance evaluations were
implemented in five or six large departments with about 1500 - 2000 employeesand
wereincorporated into Quality and Organizational Development work. In thiscase,
successful implementation of the process was dependent upon the leadership of the
individual experimenting with the process. Dr. Betz stated that, "it was a constant
education process with the Human Resources staff to ensure that they remained
supportive of the process."

She recalled that in the beginning, people were concerned about the 360°
performance eval uation measuresbeing tied to rewards. For thisreason, she strongly

believesthat it is "best to take one step at atime and not to tie 360° feedback to



reward at first." Once employees have become comfortable with the process, a
second phase may incorporate peer feedback in the reward structure (e.g. at theend
of aproject). Dr. Betz maintains there should be clear performance expectations
delineated at the beginning of a project. There should also be a specific percentageor
weight attached to peer feedback and a certain percentagetied to supervisor input.
For example, the supenisor may still account for 50% of the input that will be
incorporated into rewards. Peer feedback may account for another 50%.
Interestingly, her experience has been that employeesfind customer feedback less
threatening than peer feedback.

At the University of Texas, Dr. Betz discovered that 360° performance
evaluations work best in auxiliary departments such as Printing, the Dana Center
and sections of Housing and Food and the Physical Plant, becausethey have semi-
private characteristics. In her experience, academic departments have not been
successful with 360. One exception would be the Office of Accounting, which was
successful because of external variablesimpacting business, which allowed
employeesto build aiteria for performance measurement and improvement. |f
departments are driven by external factors (e.g.profit) they have a greater chance for
success with 360.

Dr. Betz found that to successfully implement 360 at the University of Texas, a
strong leader, "'who is teachable, who wants good management in his’her
department, and who wants good performance in spite of the bureaucracy”, is
essential. Working in spite of bureauaatic barriersrequires extensive groundwork,

for example, memos requesting approval at every level and additional pre-work to



""get the bureaucracy out of theway." She believesthat polices and procedures
supporting bureaucracy obstruct interactive management.

Therewere "a muddling of resistant peopl€e” in the various UT departments in
which she hasimplemented 360. Shefound that most unwilling individuals arelong-
term employees, but are not necessarily good employees. People who resist are those
who are reluctant to ""rock the boat" and/or change what they are doing on a daily
basis.

Although Dr. Betz did not implement the 360 system at the City of Austin, she
provided her thoughts with regard to the process. She stated, "When Camille
Barnett was at the City, she made it seem like they were doing 360, but the basic
premise of the system never ran deep.”*" The impetus to implement 360°
performance evaluations lacked a directivefrom the City Council or customers, so
the entire initiative had "the superficial trappings of doing 360° but the management
system was unsupportive of it and controls to make the process successful were
absent.

Private sector organizations create systems and processesto ensure success of the 360°

performance evaluation process. For example, teams meet to look at figures

like market share, gross profit, net earnings, return on investment and shrink. The
private sector also utilizesrotational leadership. Asaresult, there are data that can
be tracked and tied to feedback. She stated,

In the private sector, the 360° performance eval uation system becomes a part of

management practices. It isan attempt to change the culture to put specific

behaviorsin place and the feedback scoresfrom 360 measure how well
employees are embracing the change.

"' Camille Barnett served as City Manager in Austin, Texas from 1987 - 1988.



Despite the fact that 360° performance evaluation systemsare more difficult to
implement in the public sector, Dr. Betz believesthat public sector organizations can
successfully implement 360. In the public sector, the processwould require
additional groundwork and approvals, a strong leader, accountability, clear
performance measures, establishing how feedback data will be utilized and an
integration of 360 into the current performance evaluation system.

Chapter Four, the next chapter, providesan explanation of research
methodology, an assessment of surveysas a method for performing this research and

a description of the research population.



Chapter | V

M ethodology

I ntroduction

Thischapter explains the research methodol ogy utilized for the empirical portion
of thestudy. The purposesof this paper are two fold. Thefirgt, to definethe
implementation and utilization of 360° feedback systems, is accomplished in the
Literature Review chapter. The secondis to ascertain the attitudes of public sector
Human Resource directors on conceptual categories associated with the 360°
process. This chapter begins addressingthe second research question through an
assessment of survey research as a method for performingresearch. Concluding the

chapter is a description of the research population.

Research Design
Survey research is the method utilized to identlfy the attitudes of public sector

Human Resourcedirectors with regard to the seven conceptual categories associated
with 360°evaluations. The survey designis tied to the literature through the
conceptual framework. Thus, the conceptual framework providesa link between the
research question and the data collected because the survey instrument is devel oped
through, and linked to, the conceptual framework (Shields, 1998).

Surveys, often used for descriptive, explanatory and exploratory research
purposes whereindividual personsare typically the unit of analysis, providea means

for measuring attitudesin alarge population. According to Babbie, " Survey research



Is probably the best method available to the social scientist interested in collecting
original data for describing a population too large to observedirectly” (Babbie, 1998,
p. 256). The standardized survey, which ensures that exactly the same observation
technique is used with each and every respondent in the study, isan integral part of
survey research (Babbie, 1998). This study seeks to identifyattitudes of Human
Resource directors in Texas state agencies. The purpose and uses of survey research
suggests that this method is appropriate for the research questions under
consideration.

To further illustrate the suitability of survey research for this study, it isimportant
to summarize associated strengths and weaknesses. Becausethe researcher is able to
examine and describelarge populations, economy is one strength of survey research;
flexibility is another strength. A given topic may be investigated through numerous
guestions on standardized questionnaires providing versatility when analyzing data
and developing operational definitions. Standardized questionnaires are also
important in terms of measurement as the researcher asksexactly the same questions
of all subjects and attributes the same intent to all respondentsgiving a particular
response.

Weaknesses include: theinability to adapt the design to what is most appropriate
to most respondents, the creation of artificial or superficial responses through limited
choices on the survey instrument and the ability to measure only recalled past action
or hypothetical action, not social processes. |n general, survey research isstrongon
reliability but weak on validity. Reliability refersto the ability of a research
techniqueto yield the same result with repeated applications (Babbie, 1998).

Standardized questionnaires promotereliability. Validity "refersto the extent to



which an empirical measure adequately reflects the real meaning of the concept
under consideration™ (Babbie, 1998, p. 133). Survey questions may not adequately
capture common agreements or images of a particular subject. In thiscase, concerns
about validity are taken into account and minimized because the survey instrument
istied to strong rationale and theliterature review. Although it may be impossibleto
completely eradicate validity issues, the approach to survey construction in thisstudy
addresses and improves validity because the survey instrument islinked to the
literaturevia the conceptual framework. Taking both strengths and weaknesses of
survey research into account, itisappropriate for thisstudy aslong asinherent
weaknesses are understood.™

Thequestionnaire is organized according to the seven categoriesin the
conceptual framework including organizational culture, anonymity, utilization,
accountability, resources, training and rater variance. Beforemailing, the survey was
pre-tested by asmall group of Human Resource professionalsfrom both public and
private sectors. A revised version of the survey instrument was then devel oped based

on feedback from the pretest.

12 For additional informationon survey research, see Bernard, Russdll H ., Social Research Methods
Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches, 1999.



Population

The population for this study consisted of Human Resource directors of the 36
largest Texas state agencies. State agenciesincludethe Attorney General, severd
institutions of higher education and various state departments, offices, boardsand
commissions. It wasimperativethat Human Resourcedirectors respond to the
survey. Asaresult, thelargest 36 state agencies, according to operating budget, were
includedin the population under the assumption that larger agencies would employ
Human Resourcedirectors. In addition, the largest agencies account for the majority
of operating expendituresfor the state of Texas. Originaly, thelargest 25 state
agencies were requested from the Attorney General's office. The information
provided by the Attorney General contained the largest 40 expenditures. Four of the
expenditureslisted were not organizations, leaving a population of 36 state agencies.

A cover letter, the survey questionnaireand a self-addressed stamped envel ope
were mailed to Human Resource directors of thelargest 36 state agencies, according
to state of Texas operating budget for fisca year 2001. (See page49for alist of the
36 agenciessurveyed). The cover letter included information about the study and
informed potential participantsof the option of faxing responses. By theend of the
time allotted, 56% of the survey instruments were completed and returned. The
responserate raisesissues with regard to generalizability,or external validity, in that
the survey may provideinformation only about Texas state agencieswith operating

budgets over $80,837,000.



36 Largest State Agenciesby Total Appropriations

for Fiscal Year 2001"

Central Education Agency

Health, Texas Department of

Transportation, Texas Department of

Human Services, Department of

Criminal Justice, Texas Department of

Mental Health and Mental Retardation, Texas Department of
Teacher Retirement System of Texas
WorkforceCommission, Texas

Protective and Regulatory Services, Depamnent of

10 UT M.D. Anderson Cancer Center

11. UT Medica Branch at Galveston

12. Natural Resources Conservation Commission, Texas

13. University of Texasat Austin

14.Public Safety, Texas Department of

15. Attorney General, Officeof the

16. Rehabilitation Commission, The

17.Higher Education Coordinating Board, Texas

18. TexasA & M University - Main

19. Y outh Comrnission, Texas

20. Lottery Comrnission, Texas

21. Housing and Community Affairs, Texas Dept. of

22. Parksand Wildlife Department, Texas

23. Comptroller of Public Accounts, State

24. University of Houston

25. Alcohol and Drug Abuse, Texas Comrnissionon

26. Texas Tech University

27. University of TexasHealth Science Center - Houston

28. University of Texas Health Science Center - San Antonio
29. University of Texas Southwestern Medical Center at Dallas
30. University of North Texas

31. JuvenileProbation Commission, Texas

32. University of Texas at Arlington

33. Southwest Texas State University

34. Texas Interagency Council on Early Childhood I ntervention
35. Texas Tech University Health Science Center

36. University of Texasat San Antonio

OCO~NOU~WNE

2 Information provided by the Texas State Auditor's OfficeABEST Rankings.



Operationalization of the Conceptual Framework

The questionnaireis organized according to the seven conceptual categoriesin
the conceptual framework: organizational culture, anonymity, utilization,
accountability, resources, training and rater variance. Table4.1 demonstrates the
operationalization of the conceptual framework by illustratingsurvey items
corresponding to each conceptual category. See Appendix A-7to A-11for an
exampledf the questionnaire. Answers to questionsare based on a scaleranging
fromstrongly agree, agree, neutral, disagreeto strongly disagree and coding ranges

from +2 to-2.

Statistics

Percent distributions and means derived from survey response data allow a
smple analysis of agreement versus disagreement based on the positive or negative
valuedf each average. The presentation of the research results is comprised of tables
reflecting the distribution of the responses made by respondents. Categoriesare aso
summarized through arithmetic meansfor each category. Numbers below zero
represent disagreement while positive numbersrepresent agreement.

Collapsing averagesfor questions within a particular category provides a mean
for theentire category. Thus, a summary scale by which to gauge each category, is
developed. For thesummary scale, means greater than 1.5 indicatestrong
agreement, means between 1land 1.5 denote agreement and meansbelow 1 signlfy

weak agreement. As noted above, negative numbers correspond to disagreement.




Means below —1.5 suggest strong disagreement, means between -1 and -1.5 imply

disagreement and means greater than -1 but less than O indicate weak disagreement.
This chapter begins addressing the second research purpose of this study.

Chapter Fiveisalso focused on the second research question and reports the findings

associated with the attitudes of Human Resource directorsin the Texas state

agencieswith regard to the 360° feedback process.



Table4.1 Operationalizationof the Conceptual Framework

Descriptive Categories

Survey Question

Organizational Culture
Predictor success/failure

Trust

Open communication

Organizational cultureis a strong predictor of the success or failure of the
implementationof 360° feedback systems.

Organi zations possessingtrust are morelikely to support 360° processes than
organizationscharacterized by distrust.

Organi zati ons possessing open communication are morelikely to support 360°
processes than organizations characterized by fear.

Anonymity
For raters 4.  Successful 360 systemns require anonymity for those providing feedback.
Ratersfed sofe 5. Anonymity allowsrespondentstofeel safe in providing feedback.
Lessensfear of retaliation 6. Anonymity lessens fears of retaliation for providing low ratings.
Distort feedback scores 7.  The absence of anonymity may distart the feedback somesmplopesgrovidie
Inflates ratings 8. Appraisersmay gvehighe  ratingsif they can beidentified.
Impactsreliability 9.  Low rater participation impacts thereliability of 360° feedback.
Impactsvalidity 10. Low rater participationimpacts the validity of 360° feedback.
Safeguardsto protect 11. Organizationsutilizing 38 feedback should implement safe guardsto protect the
anonymity of raters
Utilization
Deve opment
Not sharewith supervisor 12.  If feedback datais used only for development, it should not be shared with the
supervisor.
Not includefor evaluation 13.  If feedback datais used only for devel opment, ratings should not be indudedin
performance appraisals.
Accept if used only for 14.  Employees will be more acoepting of 380 feedback data if ratings are used solely for
) ) development.
Lesslikely to useif only for 15. Employeesarcis likely touse 360° feedback datawhen it is used only for
development.
Performance
U datafor evaluation 16.  If 360° feedback dataiis shared with the supervisor, the supervisorwill usethe data
during the performance appraisal process.
More gpt to use 17. Employeesaremore likely to use 360° feedback datawhen it will beincludedin the
il . performanceappraisa process.
Inflatetings 18. Employeesmay inflateratings when 360° feedback is included in the performance
appraisal process becausethey fear retaliationfor low ratings.
Accountability
Ensure utilization 19. The 360° process should contain mechanisms to ensure that those receiving feedback
data usethedat a to improve performance.
Accurate/fair evaluations 20. The 360° process should include mechanismsto ensur e that raters provide accurate
and fair evaluations.
Set goals 21. Employees will be morelikely to usefeedback data if they are required to set
. o performance improvement goals.
Ratersweigh participation 22. Raters, those providing feedback data, will wei gh participation in the 360° processin
terms of the probability of their participationleading to desired outcomes.
. 23. Raters, those providing feedback data, expect responses, or somethingin return, for
Returnfor input their input.
o 24. Rateesthe employeeswho arereceivingfeedback data, should participatein training
Training to set goals that teaches them how to set specificimprovement goals.
L . 25. Ratees,theemployeeswho are receiving feedback data, should participatein training
Training to develop action plans that teaches them how to developformal action plans.
. 26. Action plansdevel oped soon &ftexfeedback reportsare received increasethe
Action plans soon af terfeedback likelihood that those receiving the feedback will use the feedback to improve.
27. Repeatingthe 360° process@ a regular basi s promotes accountabilityfor closing
Repeated measures performancegaps.
28. Positivereinforcement or recognition is necessaryto reinforce new behaviors.




Postiverei nf or cenent/ recogni tion
Rewards ke to desired behaviors

Rewards| i nked to expectations

Reward supervisors

Communicatinggods

29.

30.

3L

32

360" systems should includerewardsfor continuousimprovementlinkedto desired
behaviors.

360" systems should includerewardsfor continuousimprovement linked to
organizational expedaions

Supervisors,who areexpected M support employees improvement efforts, should be
rewarded for providing adequate resources for subordinatedevel opment.

Communi catinggoal swith a skilled facilitatoror mentor increasesthe likelihood that
feedback data will be used to improve performance.

Behavior change through support

33. Discussngresults with askilled facilitator or mentor increasesthelikelihood that
. . feedback data will be usad to improve performance.
Discussing results |
Resources |
Behavior change through 34. Behavior mdification is morelikely to occurif it is encouraged by the organization.
encouragement 35. Behaviormdification ismorelikey to occur if it is supported by the organization.
36.

When organi zationsdevote resources  to support feedback, rateesare more inclined
to use feedback to improve performance.

) 37. Peopledonat general |y know what to do with the 360° feedback they receive. |
Use feedback with resources 38.  Organizationsutilizing 360° feedback should provideassi st ance with the
) interpretation of feedback.

Do not know what to do with |

feedback

Provide assistance with feedback ‘

Training ,

To use 360 process 39. Employees need help in learning how to use the 360" process.

Ability m rate 40. Ratersconsidertheir abilityto rate effectively as onefactor in deciding whether to
participate in the 360-eval uati oo process.

Impacts use for development 41.  When pamcipation rates decline, feedback becomeslessuseful for development

Impacts usefor evaluation 4. [hen participationrates dedline, feedback becomes| ess useful for evaluative

urposes.

Effort exerted by raters 43. Pheamountof effart raters exart in providing feedback data is directly correlated to
their ability to perform the task effectively.

To completesurveys 44. Raters, theemployee providing feedback, should participatein training that teaches
them how to completefeedback surveys.

To understand feedback 45. Ratees, the employeesr ecei vi ng feedback, should participatein trainingthat hel ps
them understand feedback dat a.

To usefeedoack 46. Rateesshould participatein training that helps them use feedback datato improve

. L . performance.
Assistancevith interpretingfeedback | 47, Rateesneed assistance interpreting feedback data.
| Rater Variance
Conflicting views of performance 48. Because 360° feedback incorporatesdata from many different perspectives, it is
_ _ possible that employees may receive conflicting views of their performance.
Trimmed mean scoring 49.  Organizations utilizing 360° feedback should use trimmed nean scor i ng, which

discountsextremehigh and low responses.




I ntroduction

The previous chapter explained the research design and the process followed

Chapter V

Results

through data collection and analysis. Thischapter discussesthe results of the survey

distributed to Human Resource directors in the 36 largest Texas state agencies and

reports the results of thedata analyses. Resultsfor each conceptual category will be

presented and discussed separately. (See Tables5.1 - 5.8). A summary of the survey

results and suggestions for additional research will be provided in the concluding

chapter.

Organizational Culture

Per cent responses regar di ng Organizational culture
Table5.1

SA=StronglyAgree(2) A=Agree(1)

N=Neutral (0) D=Disagree(-1)

SD=Snonglydisagree(-2)

Question SA A N D | SD No. of Mean
responses
Predictor of successor 5% 25% 100% 175
falure
15 5 20
Trugt % D% 100% 1.70
14 6 20
Open communication 5% 15% 10% 100% 1.65
15 3 2 2
Sommation of category | 73.33% | 23.33% | 3.33% | 0% | 0% 100%
1.70
14.67 4.67 .67 0 0 20




Table 5.1 reveals Human Resource directors beliefsthat organizational
culture isa strong predictor of the successor failure of 360° performance evaluations
systems. Organizations possessing trust are also believed to be morelikely to support
360 systems by 100% of respondents. A small number of respondents are neutral
with regard to open communication, although the majority strongly agree that
organi zations possessing open communication are morelikely to support 360 than
those characterized by fear. With a summary score of 1.70, by and large, thereis
strong agreement with regard to the survey items comprising Organizational

Culture.

Anonymity

Percent responses regarding Anonymity
Table52

| SA=Strongly Agree (2) A=Agree (1) N=Neutral () D=Disagree (-1) SD=Strongly dis_agree -2

Question SA A N D D No. of Mean
_ responses
For raters 0% | B 5% 20% 10% 100% 55
6 7 1 4 2 20 |
Ratersfed saofe 3% | 40% 20% 5% | 5% 100%0 85
6 8 4 1 1 20
Lessensfear of retdiation | 35% 50% 5% 5% 5% 100% 1.05
7 10 1 1 1 20
Distort feedback scores IH 40% 15% S0 S0) 100% 95
7 |8 3 1 1 20
Inflates ratings 10% | 70% | 10% 5% 5% 100% .75
2 14 2 1 1 20
Impactsreiability D% |6% 10% % 100% 1.00
4 13 2 1 20




Impacts vaidity 16% 158% 21% 5% 100% 84
3 11 4 1 19
Safeguarddo protect | 40% 40% 15% F% 1.10
3 3 3 1 20
Summation of category | 27% 49.75% | 12.63% | 6.25% | 4.38% 100%
.89
|53 |9s8 |25 125 | .88 19.89

Asdisplayedin Table 5.2, over haf (65%) of thedirectorsagreethat

successful 360 systems require anonymity for raters, although 20% disagree and 10%

strongly disagree. A solid majority believe that respondents require anonymity to

fed safein providing feedback and that anonymity lessensfears of retaliation.

Human Resourcedirectorsbelieve that the absence of anonymity will impact ratings:

75%think that the absence of anonymity would distort ratings and 80% fed that a

lack of anonymity would inflate ratings. There is agreement that |ow participation

ratesimpact the reliability (85%) and validity (74%) of 360° feedback. A vast

majority also agree that safeguardsshould be implemented to protect the anonymity

of raters. In general, Human Resource directors agree with the itemsin the

Anonymity category based on a summary score of .89.




Utilization

Per cent responsesr egar dingUtilization: Development only
Table5.3

SA=Suongly Agree (2) A=Agree (1) N=Neutral (0) D=Disagree (-1) SD=Strongly disagree (-2)

Question SA A N D SD No. of Mean
responses

Not share with supervisor 5% 25% 5% 40% | 25% 100% -.55
1 5 l 8 5 20

Not include for evaluation | 25% 45% 15% 15% 100% .80
S 9 3 3 y0)

Accept if used only for 2% 55% 20% F 100% 0
4 11 4 1 D

Lesslikdy to useif only for | 10% 2% 60% | 10% 100% -.60
2 4 12 2 20

Summation of category 15% 31.25% 15% 30% | 8.75% 100%

14

3 6.25 3 6 1.75 20

Table 5.3 presents the attitudes of Human Resourcedirectors with regard to

utilizing 360° performance evaluations only for employeedevelopment. The

majority indicate that feedback used only for devel opment should be shared with the

supervisor although 70% fed that feedback data for devel opment should not be

included in performance appraisals. Seventy-fivepercent fed that employeeswould

be more likely to accept 360 feedback if it were used only for development with 20%

remaining neutral and one respondent disagreeing. A smaller majority disagreethat

employeeswould beless likely to use 38> feedback if it were only used for

development. Overall, Human Resource directors agree with the itemsin the

Utilization: Development Only category although the mean is closeto zero (R=

14).

57




Per cent regponsesregar ding Utilization: Performance
Table5.4

SA=StronglyAgree(2) A=Agree(1) N=Neutral (0)

D=Disagree(-1) SD=Shonglydisagree(-2)

Question SA A N D D No. of Mean
responses
Use data for evaluation 5% 35% 30% 30% 100% 15 |
1 7 6 6 2
More gpt to use 30% | 35% RS 100% -.05
6 7 7 20
Inflate ratings 15% | 60% 15% 10% 100% 80
3 12 (3 2 2
Summation of category 6.67% | 41.67% | 26.67% | 25% | 0% 100%
.30
133 8.33 5.33 5 0 20

Responses for questionnaire items in the Utilization: Performance category

show a large dispersion across response categories. For example, 30% of

respondents believe that supervisors would use 360° feedback data during

performance appraisals, 30% are neutral, 5% strongly agree and 35% agree. A

considerable number of Human Resource directors remain neutral in terms of

employees being morelikely to use 360 feedback dat a when it would beincluded in

the performance appraisal process. The mgority of Human Resource directors

(75%) believethat employees would inflate ratings if feedback dat a would be used for

performance eval uations due to fear of relation for providing low feedback ratings.

Based on the overall distribution of scores, the mean demonstrates agreement for the

category as a whole although the mean islow (R = .30).



Accountability

Per cent r esponsesr egar ding Accountability
Table5.5

SA=Strongly Agree (2) A=Agree (1} N=Neutral (0) D=Disagree (-1) SD=Strongly

disagree (-2)
Question SA A N D SD No. of Mean
responses
Ensure utilization 30% | 55% 10% | 5% 100% 1.10
6 11 2 1 20
Accurate/fair evaluations | 35% | 45% 20% 100% 1.15
7 9 4 20
Set goals 15% | 75% 10% 100% 1.05
3 15 2 20
Raters weigh participation | 5% | 80% 15% 100% .90
1 16 3 20
Retumn for input 20% | 55% 15% 10% 100% .85
4 11 3 2 20
Training to set goals 25% | 70% 3% 100% 1.20
5 14 1 20
Training to develop action | 25% | 70% 5% 100% 1.20
plans
5 14 1 20
Action plans soon after 30% | 70% 100% 1.30
feedback
6 14 20
Repeated measures 25% | 75% 100% 1.25
b] 15 20
Positive 58% | 45% 100% 1.55
reinforcement/recognition
11 g 20
Rewards linked to desired | 20% | 65% 15% 100% 1.05
behaviors
4 13 3 20
Rewards linked to 20% | 55% 15% 10% 100% .85
organizational expectations
4 11 3 2 20
Reward supervisors 15% | 45% 25% 15% 100% .60
3 9 5 3 20




Communicating gods 20% | 75% 5% 100% 115

4 15 1 20
Discussngresults 20% | ™% P 100% 115
4 15 1 20

Summation of category | 24% | 63.67% | 967% | 267% | 0% 100%
109

48 1273 193 | 53 0 20

Table 5.5 revealsHuman Resourcedirectors strong beliefsthat measures
should be implemented to ensure accountability in the 360° performanceevaluation
process. Some 85% of respondents agree that the 360° process should include
mechanismsto ensure utilization of feedback data to improve performance. A vast
majority (80%) of directors believe that the 360° processshould include measuresto
ensure that raters provide accurate and fair evaluations. An even stronger majority
(90%) support goal setting theory by reasoning that employeeswould be more likely
to use feedback data if they are required to set performance improvement goals.
Human Resource directorsal so support expectancy theory, which maintains that an
individual will act in a certain way based on the strength and attractivenessof the
expected outcome, with 85% agreeing that raters weigh participation in the 360°
processin terms of the probability of their participation leading to desired outcomes.
A somewhat less strong number (65%) believethat raters expect something in return
for their input.

Human Resource directors agree by a solid majority (95%) that rateesshould
participate in training that teaches them to set specific performance goals and
develop formal action plans. Interestingly, 100% of respondents agree that action

plans devel oped soon after receiving feedback increasethe likelihood that those




receiving feedback would use the feedback to improve. All Human Resource
directorsagree that repeating the 360 processon a regular basis promotes
accountability for closing performancegaps. Respondents also believethat positive
reinforcement or recognition is necessary to reinforce new behaviors.

Directorsfed that 360° performance evaluation systemsshould include
rewards for continuous improvement linked to desired behaviors. A small number of
respondents remain neutral on thisquestion. Therange of responsesfor including
rewards for continuousimprovement linked to organizational expectationsvaries:
20% strongly agree, 55% agree, 15% neutral and 10% disagree. Responsesalso vary
in tarms of rewarding supervisorsfor providing adequate resourcesfor subordinate
development with 15% strongly agreeing, 45% agreeing, 25% neutral and 15%
disagreeing. Asdemonstrated by Table 5.5, directorsbelieve that communicating
goas and discussing feedback resultswith a skilled facilitator increasesthe likelihood
that feedback will be used to improve performance. Human Resource directors

generally agree with the itemsin the Accountability category (X = 1.1).



Resources

Percent responses regarding Resources
Table 56

SA=Strongly Agree (2) A=Agree (1) N=Neutral (0) D=Disagree (-1) SD=Strongly disagree (-2)

Question SA A N D SD No. of Mean
responses

Behavior change through | 40% | 55% | 5% 100% 1.35
encouragement

8 11 1 20
Behavior change through | 35% | 65% 100% 1.35
support

7 13 20
Use feedback with 25% | 70% | 5% 100% 1.20
resources

S 14 1 g
Donotknowwhattodo [5% |58% |26% | 11% 100% .58
with feedback

1 11 5 2 19
Provide assstancewith 40% | 50% | 10% 100% 130
feedback

8 10 2 o)
Summationof category | 29% | 59.6% | 92% | 22% | 0% 100%

116
58 118 |18 4 0 198

Table 5.6 reveals Human Resource directors' thoughts regarding Resources.
A vast mgjority believe that behavior modification is more likely to occur if it is
encouraged by the organization. 100% regard behavior change as morelikely to
occur if supported by the organization. A dightly smaller number (95%) reason that
when organizations devote resources to support feedback, ratees are more inclined to
use feedback to improve performance. The range of responsesvary in terms of
people not knowing what to do with 360° feedback: 5% strongly agree, 58% agree,

26% neutral and 11%odisagree. A large maority (90%) agree that organizations




utilizing 360° should provide assistancewith the interpretation of feedback. For

guestions comprising the Resour cescategory, respondents agree (X = 1.16).

Training

Per cent responsesregarding Training
Table5.7

SA=Strongly Agree (2) A=Agree (1) N=Neutral (0) D=Disagree (-1) SD=Surongly disagree (-2)

Question SA A N D SD No. of Means
responses

To use 360 process 40% 60% 100% 1.40
8 12 20

Ability to rate 15% 65% 5% 15% 100% .80
3 13 1 3 20

Impacts use for 25% 55% 10% 10% 100% .95

development
5 11 2 2 20

Impacts use for 25% 60% 5% 10% 100% 1.00

evaluation
5 12 1 2 20

Effort exerted by raters | 10% 35% 40% 15% 100% 40
2 7 8 3 20

To complete surveys 40% 55% 3% 100% 1.35
8 11 1 20

To undergand 45% 50% 5% 100% 1.40

feedback
9 10 1 20

To use feedback 50% 45% 5% 100% 1.45
10 9 1 20

Assistance with 50% 40% 10% 100% 1.40

interpreting feedback
10 8 2 20

Summation of 33.33% | 51.67% | 9.44% | 556% | 0% 100

category 1.13
6.66 10.33 1.89 1.11 0 20




Table 5.7 reflects the opinions of Human Resource directors regarding
training in the 360° performance evaluation process. The mgjority of the opinions
arefavorable. 100% of respondents agree that employees need help inlearning how
to use the 360° performance evaluation process. A strong majority (80%) think that
raters consider their ability to rate effectively when deciding whether to participate in
the 360° evaluation process, although a small number disagree. Human Resource
directors agree that feedback becomesless useful for development (80%) and
evaluative (85%) purposes when participation rates decline. Lessthan half (45%)
agree that the amount of effort exerted by raters in providing feedback data isdirectly
correlated to their ability to perform the task effectively while 40% are neutral and
15% disagree. Ninety five percent fed that ratees should participate in training that
helps them understand feedback data. Similarly, a strong mgjority believethat raters
should participate in training that helpsthem use feedback data to improve
performance. A somewhat lessstrong number sense that ratees need assistance
interpreting feedback data. Human Resource directors agree with the components of

the Training category (X = 1.13).



Rater Variance

Per cent responsesregar dingRater Variance
Table5.8

SA=5trongly Agree (2) A=Agree (I} N=Neutral (0) D=Disagree (-1) SD=Strongly disagree (-2)

Question SA A N D SD No. of Means
responses
Conflicting views of 35% | 55% | 5% 5% 100% 1.20
performance
7 11 1 1 20
Trimmed mean scoring 10% | 55% |[30% | 5% 100% .70
2 11 6 1 20
Summation of category | 22.5% | 55% | 17.5% | 5% | 0% 100%
95
45 |11 |35 |1 0 20

Interms of rater variance, Human Resourcedirectorsbelievethat employees
should expect conflicting views of performance. Although no responsesreflect
strong disagreement, one respondent disagreesand another remains neutral. While
the majority of respondentsbelieve that organizations utilizing 360° systems should
incorporate trimmed mean scoring, 30% are neutral and one respondent disagrees.
For itemsin the Rater Variance category, respondentsgenerally agree (X = .95).

Chapter Six will conclude thisstudy by presenting a summary of the results,
insights asto the interpretation of the resultsand recommendations for future

research.




Chapter VI

Conclusion

I ntroduction

The purpose of this chapter is to review summariesof the resultsand offer a
brief discussion with regard to the interpretation of the findings. Summary tables
are organized according to the seven conceptual categoriesin the conceptual
framework: organizational culture, anonymity, utilization, accountability,
resources, training and rater variance. Table 6.1 providesa summary for every
question within the appropriate category while Table 6.2 displays the arithmetic
means for each category created by collapsing the means for questionswithin
each category. The scaleis constructed so that summary scores exceeding 1.5
signify strong agreement, means between 1 and 1.5 indicate agreement and
positive means below 1 imply weak agreement. Negative numbersdenote
disagreement. Means below -1.5 imply strong disagreement, means between -1
and -1.5 signify disagreement and negative means greater than -1 but lessthan 0
suggest weak disagreement. Recommendationsfor future research and final

remarks concludethe chapter and the study.



Summary of Survey Resultsfor each question within each Category

Table6.1
Question Mean Results

Organizational culture

1 Predictor success/failure 1.75 strong Agreement

2. Trust 1.70 Strong Agreement

3. Open communication 1.65 Strong Agreement
Anonymity

4, For raters .55 Weak Agreement

5. Ratersfed safe .85 Weak Agreement

6. Lessensfears of retaliation 1.05 Agreement

7. Distortsscores .95 Weak Agreement

8. Inflatesratings .75 Weak Agreement

9. Impactsrdiability 1.00 Agreement

10. . Impactsvalidity .84 Weak Agreement

11. Safeguardsto protect 1.10 Agreement
Utilization:
Deve opment

12. Do not sharefeedback data with supervisor -55 Weak Disagreement

13. Do notincludedataduring Performance evaluation .80 Weak Agreement

14.  Acceptanceif used only for development 80 Wesak Disagreement

15. Lesslikey to useif solely for devel opment -.60 Weak Disagreement
Performance

16. Supervisor will usedata during performance appraisals .15 Weak Agreement

17.  Moreapt to use when included in performance appraisal -.05 Wesak Disagreement

18. Inflateratingswhen included in performanceappraisals .80 Weak Agreement
Accountability

19.  Ensure utilization 1.10 Agreement

20. Aquda evaluations 1.15 Agreement

21. Setgods 1.05 Agreement

22. Ratersweigh participation 80 Weak Agreement

23. Ratersexpect somethingin return for input .85 Weak Agreement

. Training to set goals 1.20 Agreement

25. Training to developaction plans 1.20 Agreement

26. Action planssoon after feedback 1.30 Agreement

27. Repeated measures 1.25 Agreement

28.  Poditivereinforcement/recognition 1.55 Strong Agreement

29. Rewardslinked to desired behaviors 1.05 Agree

30. Rewardslinkedto organizational expeaations .85 Weak Agreement

31. Rewardsupervisors .60 Weak Agreement

32. Communicating goas 1.15 Agreement

33.  Discussing results 1.15 Agreement
Resour ces

34. Behavior madificationthrough encouragement 1.35 Agreement

35. Behavior madification through support 1.35 Agreement

36. Usefeedback with resources 1.20 Agreement

37. Do not know what to do with feedback .58 Weak Agreement

38. Provideassistance with interpretation of feedback 1.30 Agreement




Training

39.  Touse360 process 1.40 Agreement
40. Abilitytorate .80 Weak Agreement
41.  Impacts usefor development .85 Weak Agreement
42.  Impacts usefor evaluative purposes 1.00 Agreement
43. Effortexerted by raters 40 Weak Agreement
44. Tocompletesurveys 1.35 Agreement
45.  To understand feedback 1.40 Agreement
46. To usefeedback 1.45 Agreement
Assistancefor interpretingfeedback 1.40 Agreement
Rater Variance
47.  Conflicting viewsof performance 120 Agreement
48. Trimmed mean scoring .70 Weak Agreement

Thefindingssuggest that, for the most part, the attitudes of Human Resource

directorsare consistent with those derived from the literature review with regard

to organizational culture, anonymity, utilization, accountability, resources,

training and rater variance. Asdisplayedin Table 6.1, one area of disagreement

surfaces because respondents feel that feedback data should be shared with

supervisorswhile experts in the field recommend the contrary, if the purpose of

assessment is purely developmental. Interestingly, respondents also concede that

supervisorswould use developmental 360° feedback information during

performance appraisals. Utilizing feedback intended only for development

changes the nature of feedback from developmental to evaluative. The feedback

ceases to remain purely developmental since employeeswould be evaluated

based on feedback they believed to be only for development. In addition,

supervisors may not have the ability to use the information for development and

then ignore the information during performance appraisals.

Another area of disagreement stemsfrom the probability of ratees using 360

feedback. Directorsfed that using feedback data solely for development would

not lessen the likelihood that employeeswould use the information. Similarly,



respondents disagreed that employees would be more apt to use feedback data if
it wereincluded in performance appraisals. Contrary to the directors beliefs, the
literature revealed a fear that employees may not utilize 360° feedback if it is
intended for purely developmental purposes. For thisreason, some scholars
recommend incorporating 360 feedback data into the performance appraisal

process.



Summary of Survey Resultsfor each Category

Table 6.2
Category Mean Results

Organizational culture 170 Strong Agreement
Anonymity .89 Wesk Agreement
Utilization:

| Devel opnent 14 Wesk Agreement
Rer f or nance 30 Wesk Agreement
Accountability 1.09 Agreament
Resources 116 Agreement
Training 113 Agreament
Rater Variance 95 Wesk Agreement

Although respondentsgenerally agree with the itemsin each category, the
meansfor each category reveal additional information. Table 6.2 displaysthe
range of means for each category. The strongest agreement was generated by the
organizational culture category. Human Resource directors also demonstrated
support for theincorporation of accountability mechanismsand for the provision
of resources andtrai ning in the 360° performanceeval uation process.

Agreement drops significantly in the utilization category with utilization for
purely developmental purposesreceiving the lowest mean for all categories.
Agreement surrounding utilization for performanceis only dlightly higher. As
noted in the literature review, utilization of feedback data is a highly debated
topic. Some experts maintain that 360° feedback should be utilized for purely

developmental purposeswhile others argue that feedback data will not be utilized



to improve performance unless the data is incorporated into the performance
evaluation process. Thus, conflicting results are to be expected.

The anonymity and rater variance categories show means of less than one.
Inthe anonymity category, fiveindividual questions received responses below
one. Thefirst maintains that successfull 360systems require anonymity for raters
and the second assertsthat anonymity allows respondentsto fed safein
providing feedback. Responses to these survey questions are surprising given that
the literature review found a large number of strong advocates for anonymity to
ensure a safe environment in which to provide feedback. Although respondents
generaly agreed, the results are lower than anticipated.

Thethird question contends that the absence of anonymity may distort
feedback scores employees provide and the fourth asserts that employees may
give higher ratingsif anonymity isnot ensured. Asanonymity servesto ensure
accurate feedback, the responses are somewhat perplexing. Thefifth question
maintains that low rater participation impacts the validity of 360° feedback.
Interestingly, the same question with regard to reliability received a score of
exactly one. These results are understandable given that small sample sues
impact the generalizability of results. Also, 380° performance evaluations are
typically structured as behavioral based performance assessment tools anal ogous
to surveys. Asnoted previously, surveystend to be reliable but are relatively
weak on validity.

TheRater variance category also hasa mean of lessthan one. Asthereare

only two question itemsin this category, each score has a greater impact on the



mean than those categorieswhich are comprised of a larger number of survey
items. The question addressing trimmed mean scoring produced a mean of .70
causing the overall mean todrop to . 95. Plausible explanations include the
definition of trimmed mean scoring was not clearly explained in the survey and

Human Resource directorsare not familiar with its meaning or use.

Recommendationsfor futureresearch
This study focused on assessing the attitudes of Human Resource directorsin

Texas state agencieswith regard to the 360° performance evaluation process.
Future research could focuson organizations actually utilizing the 360°
performance evaluation process. There may be organizations using some, but
not all, elementsof the process. For example, agenciesmay employ peer review
processes but not subordinate or sdf evaluations. For thisreason, it would be
important to determine which elementsor portions of the 360° process state
agenciesutilize. Also, a subsequent study may focuson a sample representative
of all state agenciesor may compare and contrast 360° systemsin public and
private sectors. To summarize, recommendations for additional research include:

e Focus on state agencies utilizing the 360° performance evaluation

process
e |dentify components of the 360° process agenciesutilize
e Utilize population representative of all state agencies

e Compare and contrast the 360° processin public and private sectors



Conclusion

360-degree feedback systems have the potential to improve organizational
evaluations by expanding the amount and quality of information included in the
performance evaluation process, providing realistic pictures of employees
strengths and weaknesses, and increasing perceptions of fairnessassociated with
the evaluation system. Moreover, 360 systemslirk individual behavior to
organizational valuesand strategiesthrough the identification of core
competencies, provide a mechanism to communicate organizational standards to
all employees and providea means to conduct devel opmental assessmentsat both
individual and organizational levels. Y et, the potential benefits of 360 systems
will not be realized unless several issuesare addressed.

First, the culture of the organization must support honest feedback.
Assurances of anonymity assist in developing a safe environment in which to
provide accurate and factual feedback. Second, utilization, either for
performance or development, must be clearly communicated. Third, because
accountability is absent in many 360 systems, mechanismsto create an
accountable environment buttress raters responsibility to provide correct
feedback and ratees motivation to take action based on feedback. Fourth, the
potential for behavioral change is clearly enhanced by the provision of
organizational support and resources, which includes training for both raters and
ratees. Finally, asthe potential for rater variance is great, controls to mitigateits
impact must be implemented or the feedback will not represent the true

consensus of thegroup and has the potential to confound recipients.
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Interview with Kay Betz, PhD
Director of Organizational Development and Employee L earning
University of Texas a Audin

Culture:

The public sector is not customer driven so they typically do not solicit feedback.. In
addition, the public sector is not as participatory, is more authoritarian, is
unidirectional (top-down) and is, more often than not, behind the curvein terms of
management practices. The more traditional cultures will reflect attitudes not
supportive of interactive management. Higher education and state agencies are not
supportive of 360 becausethey don't include employeesin problem solving or
decision-malung.

The public sector grew out of civil service, which wasrigid in terms of how people
aretreated. The public sector is not driven by market forces and does not need to be
competitive. There is not much dataon TQM in the publicsector and drivesto
improve performanceare sporadic attempts at being customer driven that usually
occur when someone from the private sector is elected to public office.

The bureaucracy in public sector organizations is structured so that individuals
cannot make decisions because the agenciesmust strictly follow polities and
procedures. In the publicsector, there may be a dsincentive for 360° performance
evaluations becausethereis not peer evaluation process and becausethe public sector
isnot team driven. In addition, thereis no notion of career progressionand there are
no career ladders unless the employeeisfollowing the civil service track.

One example of theintroduction of a new performance management systemin the
public sector that may be somewhat similar to the implementation of 360° systems
would be the 10-20 years of experimentation with MBO. However, MBO is not
necessarily associated with Performance Evaluations in that they are not driven
down to theindividual level.

Cultureisimportant because of the strong chain of command in the public sector.
Public organizations, especially health care organizations have a strong military
medical model and require approval at every step. In Texas, there are alot of ex-
military employeesthat do not promote participative management.

In the private sector, the person at the top controlsthe culture, which is often a
"performancedriven culture™ with accountability based on goals, teamwork and
collaboration. Performanceis develgoed.reinforced and rewarded. Accountabilitv
cascades down through information, communication and training. Often thereisan
"opening up of" polities and procedures, including guarantees of confidentiality and
anonymity.
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Anonymity:

In the public sector, employeeswould have more of a sense of protection because
they have a perception of not beingfired. The public sector is safer in termsof actual
protection from termination or disciplinary action because of laws including the
Whistleblowers Act and protection from retaliation. Therefore, employeeswould
fed safer providing feedback.

Traning:
The public sector does not usually have the resources to purchase systems off the
shelf. Off-the-shelf systemsare expensive.

Accountability:

There isno accountability in the public sector to improvein terms of personal
development. The goals for organizations may contain deliverablesfor budgetary
purposes but not necessarily at the individual level. Communicating goals with a
skilled facilitator would not increase accountability. Repeated measures may
increase salience of resultsto a certain extent.

Expectancy theory:
People in the public sector do not necessarily expect something for their input.

Rater variance:
It isto be expected. Therewould not be a differencebetween public and private with
regard to rater variance.

Resour ces:

The public sector does not have enough resources. In the private industry, resources
are morereadily available. Executivesdrive private sector organizations and 360°
systems are implemented for profit purposes. It isironic becausethereisan
authoritarian directive that quality, team-based work functions and 360 will be
implemented. |n addition, there are more controls on management practicesin the
private sector from thetop.

The private sector has more money to implement 360 systemsand managerial level
employeesat least "'go through the motions” because thereis a directivefrom the
top. In the public sector, thereis no accountability and it is easier to be resistant.

Public sector organizations do not track performance evaluations. Often,
performance evaluations are conducted sporadically and not according to a
particular timeframe. There seems to be more of a concern with using thewrong
form than with the quality of the evaluation and performance evaluationsare not tied
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to reward or development. There are some exceptionssuch asDHS and TxDOT
where specifictypes of quality, including performance evaluations, are written into
funding requirements. In these organizations, performanceappraisals are required to
ensure accountability and deliverables.

The new trend in the public sector is the Balances Score Card. This systemis
supposed to create accountability and performance. It is more business oriented
becausethere is more emphasis on performance. The money spent on bureaucracies
is measured against their performance. The State Auditor's Officeisusingit.

The problem with implementing any new performance evaluation system in the
public sector isthat there are alot of politicsinvolved caused by conflicting desires.

Individual leaders:

Individual |eaders are the strongest variablein terms of the successor failure of the
360° process, even more than culture. Leaders who request the 360° processwant to
develop individuals or have had somefailure and want to learn and try new things.

The processis harder to implement in the public sector because the culture isless
supportive and hampers experimentation and performanceimprovement.

To successfully implement the processin the public sector, it is necessary to avoid, or
work around, the bureaucracy.

The public sector is also more political. People are attempting either to surviveor
makea namefor themselves. They either make a big splash or make no wavesat all.
If they are interested merely in surviving, they don't want to leave an imprint so they
will not try anything new because of the competing factions within the organization.
It has been my experience that there are more peoplein the public sector who are
self-serving.

Per sonal experience:

Public sector organizations that have attempted 360try to integrate the 360 system
into the current system, while private sector organizations completely replace the old
system with the new 360 system. Successful implementation of 360 in the public
sector requiresa revision of the current performance eval uation system and form to
include 360. Parallel systemsdo not work. Neither system will be successful if one
systemis utilized for merit and another for development. 360 must be integrated into
the legacy system. Performance evaluations in the public sector are rarely used for
development. Instead they are used to justify merit increases. In traditiona
performance evaluation systems, there is not a developmental section on
performance evaluation forms. The 360° processwill work best when an external
expert worksto systematically integrate it into the organization.




The top leader should participate in the process, model appropriate behavior and tie
rewardsto behaviorsthe organization values, and not just technical expertise. Doing
the right thing should be tied to rewards.

Development, performance and reward should all be tied together. However, most
people do not like development just for the sake of development. They like it
becauseit promotes reward and recognition. Most people are extrinsically, not
intrinsically motivated. Work ethic and achievement motivation are not tied
together. But, theseare flaws of organizational life.

The culture should promote accountability at individual, group and organizational
levels. In addition, management controls, checks and monitoring devicesand
support are necessary. Barriersmust also be removed. There should also be some
sort of protection for those experimenting with 360 if it is not implemented
throughout the organization. Implementing 360° only in some portionsof the
organization ismorelikely to occur in the public sector.

My observation has been that there is alot more positive morale in the private sector.
In the public sector, there isalot more depression because it has a punishing rather
than a reinforcing culture.

TDH

We implemented 360° in 5 or 6large departments with about 1500 - 2000
employees. It wasincorporated into quality and Organizational Development work.
The successful departments were successful based on the leadership of the individual
experimenting with it.

It was a constant process of educating the Human Resourcesstaff to keep them out
of theway.

I n the beginning, people were concerned about the measuresbeing tied to rewards.
It isbest to take one step at a time and to not tie 360° feedback to rewards at first.
Then, peer feedback may beincluded in the reward structureat the end of a project
but there should be clear performance expectationsdelineated at the beginning of a
project and there should also be a specific percentage or weight attached to peer
feedback and a certain percent tied to supervisor input. For example, the supervisor
may still account for 50% of theinput that will be incorporated into rewards. In
addition, cost and peer feedback should be tied together. Interestingly, heavy
customer feedback has been |ess threatening than peer feedback.

UT:
At UT, 360° performance evaluations work best in auxiliary departments, such as
printing, the Dana center, House and Food, portions of the Physical Plant, that have
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semi-private sector characteristics. Academic departments are not typically
successful with 360. One exception would be the Office of Accounting, which was
successful because it has external variablesimpacting its businessso they wereableto
build criteriafor performance measurement and improvement.

Again, for UT departments to be successful, they need a strong leader who is
teachable and who wants good management in their department or who wants good
performancein spite of the bureaucracy. The department should be driven by
external factors, for example, customers.

Working in spite of bureaucratic barriersrequires memos requesting the approval of
departmental reorganizations and additional groundwork " get the bureaucracy out of
theway". Policiesand proceduressupporting bureaucracy do not support interactive
management.

I n some departments thereare a muddling of resistant people. Most are long-term
employees but they are not necessarily the good employees. They are employees
who do not want to "rock the boat™" and/or those who do not want to change what
they are doing on a daily basis.

Customer feedback systemsshould be tied to performanceindicators. Public sector
organizations often require 360° systemsto be created in-house while private sector
organizations can buy standardized systemsthat have been validated. For example,
at Beverly, a Health Care Organization, | used to work for, we were able to purchase
an intact system.

City of Augtin

When Camille Barnett was at the City, she made it seem like they were doing 360,
but the basic premise of the system "never ran deep”. The directivedid not come
from City Council or customersso the entire initiative had the superficial trappings
of doing 360. The management system did not support it and did not have controls
in placeto make the process successful.

In the private sector, teams meet tolook at figureslikeloss prevention and
departmental shrink. In addition, privatesector utilizesrotational leadership. Asa
result, there isdata that can be tracked and tied to feedback. The 360 system
becomes a part of management practices. It isan attempt to change the culture to
put specific behaviorsin place and the feedback scoresfrom 360 measure how well
employeesare embracing the change.
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Example of Organizational Climate Survey

1 Theorganization valuesinput and 1 2 3 4 5
participationin decision-making. SA A N D SD
2. Cooperation isevident among 1 2 3 4 5
employeesfrom different unitsor SA A N D SD
departments.
3. Thereislittlefear of speaking up. 1 2 3 4 5
SA A N D sD
4. Employee attitudes are quite positive 1 2 3 4 5
about working here. SA A N D SD
5. High ethical standards are evident 1 2 3 4 5
among employeesat all levels. SA A N D SD
1. Favoritismin rewardand punishment | 1 2 3 4 5
decisionsisrarely evident. SA A N D SD
2. 1believe my peers have valuable | 2 3 4 5
information about my performance. | SA A N D SD
3. | bdievemy subordinateshave L 2 3 4 5 |
valuableinformation about my SA A N D sD
performance.
' 4. Decisionsin thisorganization are 1 2 3 4 5
rarely based on hearsay. SA A N D SD
5. Employees are trusted to get the job 1 2 3 4 5
done. SA A N D SD
|

Reproduced from " Accountability in 360-degreefeedback: Isit timeto take the

360-degree feedback method to the next step?’ Atwater, Leanne and David

Waldman, 1998.
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Survey

Organlzatlonal 1. Organizational culture isa strong SA AND SD

culture predictor of the successor failure of the oo oo g
implementation of 360° feedback systems.
2. Organizations possessingtrustaremore |SA A N D SD
likely to support 360° processes than oo b o
organizations characterized by distrust.
' 3. Organizations possessing open SA A N D SD
communication are more likely to support 0o o0 o
360° processesthan organizations
characterized by fear.

Anonymity 4. Successful 360 systemsrequire A A ND SD
anonymity for those providing feedback. O 0o o0 4
5. Anonymity allows respondents to fed A N D SD
safe in providing feedback. q U D O O
6. Anonymity lessensfears of retaliation SA AND SD
for providing low ratings. qg 0O U O O
7. The absence of anonymity may distort A AND D
the feedback scores employees provide. o o oo u

— 8. Appraisers may give higher ratings if SA A ND SD
they can be identified. q 0O 0o o0 O

|

| 9. Low rater participation impactsthe A AND SD
reliability of 360° feedback. g U U0 U
10. Low rater participation impactsthe SA AND SD
validity of 360° feedback. O oo o o

|
11 Organizations utilizing 360° feedback | SA A N D SD
should implement safeguards to protectthe | U U [ [
anonymity of raters.

“Utilization: 12. I feedback data is used only for SA AND SD
development, it should not beshared with | g g U U

Development the supervisor.
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| 13. If feedback data is used only for SA A N D SD
devel opment, ratingsshould not be [ A S I
included in performanceappraisals.

14. Employeeswill be more accepting of SA AN D SD
360° feedback dataifratingsareused solely |0 U i G O
for development.

Utilization: 15. Employees are less likely to use 360° SA°A N D SD
feedback data when it is used only for o o u u o

Performance devel opment.

16. If 360° feedback data isshared withthe | SA A N D SD
supervisor, the supervisor will usethedata (U U O q U
during performance appraisals.

17. Employeesare morelikelytouse360° |SA A N D SD
feedback data when it will beincluded in qg q U 0O 0O
the performanceappraisal process.

18. Employees may inflate ratings when SAAND SD
360° feedback isincluded in the u o oo o
performance appraisal process becausethey

fear retaliation for low ratings.

Accountability | 19. The 360° processshould contain SA°A N D 8D
mechanismsto ensure that thoserecelving (U L g q !l
feedback data use the data to improve
performance.
20. The 360° process should include SAA N D SD
mechanismsto ensure that ratersprovide |q Y U g U
accurate and fair evaluations.
21. Employeeswill be morelikely to use SAA ND SD
feedback data if they are required to set I g g U U
performanceimprovement goals.
22. Raters, those providing feedbackdata, |SA A N D SD
will weigh participationinthe 360° process | U 0O o U
in terms of the probability of their
participation leading to desired outcomes.
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| 23. Ratersexpect responses, or something | SA A D SD
in return, for their input. U a o o o

24. Rateesshould participatein training SA A N D SD
that teachesthem how to set specific Lo o oo d

improvement goals.

25. Rateesshould participatein training SA A N D SD
that teaches them how to developformal oo |

action plans.

26. Action plansdevel oped soon after SA A N D SD
feedback reportsarereceivedincreasethe |00 0 0O 3

likelihood that those receiving the feedback

will use the feedback to improve.

B 27. Repeating the 360° processonaregular | SA A N D SD
basis promotesaccountability for closing oou o oou
performancegaps.

28. Pogitive reinforcementor recognitionis | SA A N D SD
necessary to reinforce new behaviors. 0o 0O 0 U o

29. 360° systemsshould includerewardsfor | SA A N D SD
O o u

continuous improvement linked to desired | O [
behaviors.

30. 360° systems should include rewards SA A N D SD
for continuous improvement linked to o oo ud o
organizational expectations.

31. Supervisors, who are expected to SA A N D SD
support employees improvement efforts, o o o o 4

should be rewarded for providing adequate
resources for subordinate devel opment.

32. Communicating goalswith a skilled SA A N D SD
facilitator or mentor increasesthe (I R W R
likelihood that feedback data will be used to

improve performance.
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| 33. Discussing resultswith a skilled SA A N D SD
facilitator or mentor increasesthe ooooooou U
likelihood that feedback data will be used to

Improve performance.

IResources 34. Behavior modificationismorelikelyto [SA A N D SD
occur if it isencouraged by the O 0O 0o o
organi zation.

35. Behavior modificationismorelikelyto | SA A N D SD
occur if it issupported by the organization. |7 01 O [ [
36. When organizations devoteresources |SA A N D SD
to support feedback, ratees are more U U U uU u
inclined to use feedback to improve

performance.

37. Peopledo not generally know whatto |SA A N D SD
do with the 360° feedback they receive. b J o u o
38. Organizations utilizing 360° feedback |SA A N D SD
should provide assistance with the u u U u
interpretation of feedback.

Training 39. Employeesneed helpinlearninghow |SA A N D SD
to usethe 360° process. o o oo u
40. Ratersconsider their ability to rate SA A ND SD
effectively asonefactor indecidingwhether | 0O O O O
to participate in the 360-eval uation process.

41. When participation rates decline, SA AN D SD
feedback becomesless useful for O 00O O
development purposes.

42. When participation rates decline, SA AN D SD
feedback becomeslessuseful for evaluative (O O O O O
pUrposes.
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43. The amount of effort ratersexert in SAA N D SD
providing feedback datais directly o oo o o
correlated to their ability to perform the
task effectively.
44. Ratersshould participatein training SA A N D SD
that teaches them how to complete U oo o
feedback surveys.
45, Ratees should participate in training SA A N D SD
that helpsthem understand feedback data. |0 U O O [
46. Ratees should participate in training SA° A N D §D
that helps them use feedback data to O O b U 0
improve performance.
47. Ratees need assistanceinterpreting SA A N D SD
feedback data. o o0 o gou
Rater Variance | 48. Because 360° feedback incorporates SA A N D SD
data from many different perspectives, itis |Ll 0O 0O O U
possible that employeesmay receive
conflicting views of their performance.
49. Organizations utilizing 360° feedback |SA A N D SD
should used trimmed mean scoring, which (U U 0O 0O O
discountsextreme high and | ow responses.
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