360

4 1
.
2
360 3 4

1

11

(One-way
Appraisal) (Downward Appraisal)

(Herman, 1973; Lewis, 1973; Haris, 1986; West & Bollington, 1990; Lunenburg &
Ornstein, 1991 , 2539; 19-20)

(2529)
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12

13

, 2528: 93-96)

(Self- Improvement)

2



13

4,
5
(Heyel, 1963; Bollinton et al., 1990; , 2523; , 2526
, 2539)

1.4

13( . 2519)

>~ o

45

13(..519) 8



14

15 (Feedback)

360

Harris (1986:186 -187)

1 (Telling)

2 (Asking) P

3 (Probing)

Harris (1986: 190) 4
1



2
3
4
Schoderbek (1990:

(Management by Objective)
1
2
3

37-39)

Schoderbek

(Formal and informal Feedback)
(Form)

(Negative and positive Feedback)

(Clenical Supervision)

15



(.. 2539)

360

21

(Traditional Evaluation)

360

360

16

(McGreal, 1983; Millman, 1990)

(Downward Appraisal)

360

360

1

10

(360 Degree Appraisal)

360

360
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360
1
360
(multirater feedback)
(upward appraisal) (downward appraisal)
(full-circle feedback)
(peers review) 360
(multisource assessment)
( , 2540; Edwards, 1996; Vinson, 1996)
~] o ' 1
(downward
appraisal)
360
360
2.2. £60
(360 Degree Feedback Evolution and Variations)
360 (360 degree feedback)
Edwards Ewen 1980
(multirater systems)
multirater ~ multiraiders ( multiraiders

Raiders of the Lost Ark)
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TEAMS Edwards Ewen
360 degree feedback
' Wall Street Journal 1993

(Edwards and Ewen, 1996)

2.3 360
(Evolution of 360 Degree Feedback)

Edwards and Ewen (1996) 360
(Organization  Surveys)
(Total Quality Management) (Developmental
Feedback) (Performance Appraisals) 1

(Organization Surveys)
1970 1980

American Airlines, UPS,
Houston Lighting & Power  Whirlpool

(Total Quality Management : TQM)

7' (How did we do ?)
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1 360 (The roots of 360 degree feedback)

n19Usziiunuy 360 99A
( 360 ° Feedback)

nsUjiRnu

NISAEIUN
(Performance)

(Development)

.Qrﬂmﬁummm'mwéq

(Service Provided by Employee) (Mulfeource Assessment)

(Curtzler Ser]ice)
]

(TQM)

A manelareatiineu

(Assess "Center)

szuurhsdsy
(Multisource System)

2 ¥ .
2aApMfIRevaN@ES nstlssdiwihuiiy

(Employee (Knowledge (Team-based Appraisals)

Satisfaction with Leadership)  to Avoid Derailment

/

(Employee
Satisfaction with Employment)
4

(Intelligence for (Peers Evaluation)

Personafl Development)

(Organization Surveys) (Performance Appraisals)
(Developmental Feedback)

360 degree feedback; Edwards and Ewen, (1996: 25-26)

(Developmental Feedback)
. .1980
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(Performance Appraisals)

..1800
(man as machine)
..1960 1970 (the management by
objectives : MBO)
2.4
(Multisource Assessment : A Brief History)
(developmental-only
feedback) 1980
360
241 . 1940 (Assessment Center)
. .1940
Douglas

1By AT&T Bill Byham Development Dimension



360
Assessment Center

24.2 .. 1950
(Leadership Assessment and Selection)

(paper and pencil tests)

Edwards
1960 Annapolis

(peer grease)

.. Naval Air
24.3 . .1960 :
244 .. 1970
.. 1970

United Airlines Kaiser Permanente

(Succession Planning)

The Assessment Center

woni; ! 'uJjvd 3 111

I lturn !titnnu J 21

360 degree feedback

N

. 1960

(Military service academies)

the . . Naval Academy

Israeli Air Force
1

(Job Evaluation)
.. 1960

360

(Executive Selection)
Bank of America . Gulf Qil.
3
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24.5 .. 1970 ; (Project Evaluation

and Placement)
/ [ (Think Tanks)

Lawrence Livermore National Lahoratories, Bell Labs ~ G.A. Technologies

(recognition)
(rewards) (pay) (placement)
(promotion)
246 .. 1980 (Talent Assessment)
..1980 Disney, Federal Express,

Westinghouse, Nestle, RCA, Ciba-Geigy ~ Florida Power & Light

24.7 .. 1980 ; (Performance Appraisal)
.. 1980 du Pont, Fidelity Bank,
Arizona state University, Current, Inc., Midwestern Universities Monsanto

2.5 (Feedback Source)

360 /

25.1 1 (1 Degree Feedback : Self or Superviso
Assessment) 1
(strenghts) (weaknesses) (Self-Assessment)
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J (Inflate)
J (Inflate) (blind
spots):
/
252 90 (90 Degree Feedback: Colleague
Assessment)
90
(Lateral) " Peer Review’
(single-source) 90
° ( )
' ( )
253 180 (180 Degree Feedback: Upward Review)
180 (upward
feedback) (direct reports)

(interrater  agreement)

2 3(Second - and Third - Level Direct Reports)
2 3 ,

McDonnell-Douglas 2 ?
2 3
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(2540)
3
3Ps 1) (person)
2)
(process) 3)
(product)
360
. (Downward Appraisal) Top-down
Evaluation
, 2
. (Upward  Appraisal) Bottom-up
Evaluation, Upward Feedback  Subordinate Appraisal 30
IBM
1960 20 %
RCA, Pratt & Whitney, Digital, AT&T, Federal
Express  state Patrol BT, BP, BMW(GB), WEl Smith ~ PSC

(Self Assessment)



(intra individual)

25

(self)
(inflated) “fake good " * fake bad "
(Lateral Appraisal) “ Peer Review"
Matrix cross-functional
workteam
( )
(- ‘obs” )
]
. (Multisource Appraisal) “ 360 - degree
feedback multisource feedback "
(objectivity)
360
(Self assessment) (Others assessment) 1
4
3.1 3CO
360 360
Vinson  (1996) ,
(Feedback)
(The Downside) Wyatt
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(The Upside) 1992 12 397

1993 , 26

Vinson (1996) 2
311 (The Upside)
4 10 ,

1991 Vinson
360 (360 degree feedback) 1 6
Pittsburgh 360

“ Leadership Practices inventory "

(anonymity)

1993 Vinson (Vinson, 1996) 2

360 Wharton Pennsylvania
3 L 3 1
Vinson 2
Vinson (action plan)
6 Vinson
AT&T, Sprint, and Signet Bank 360

(Developmental - only Feedback)
Vinson



Edwards Deming (Vinson, 1996)

312 (The Downside)

(untrustworthy)

(survey fatique)

Vinson

360
360

The Center for Creative Leadership  Greonstx>m, North Carolina

2
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360

(performance and pay management)
(Vinson, 1996)
360
Edwards (1996) 360

(multisource - assessment)
360 (360 degree feedback)

90 % ? 1,000 ?
(multisource  assessment)
? 360

1980
(Merit pay)

(Promotion) Center for Creative
Leadership (Developmental - Only Feedback)
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(High - quality
information)

(anonymity) 2)
(Edwards, 1996)

360

1 360

1 Fortune 500
AMOCO, FORD. 1RS

5 360 ]

1 (current typical performance)



13

14
15

16

1( )
(retribution)
total quality management (TQM)
35 (raters)
(inter-rater agreement)
(inter-rater - reliability)
360
, 2540: 52
3.2 360
1
' ' 360
360
360
(person)
(process) 1 (product) 360

(means)

30



360

Holdsworth Limited (SHL)

Edwards (1996)

a

(performance diagnosis)

360
Saville and
( , 2540: 54)
360
360
(pay)

360

(coach)
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360
(Edwards, 1996)
° (
)
360
360
Edwards OXY USA, Current, Inc., and
McDonnell-Douglas 360 2
) 2)

AT&T, Allied Signal, Du Pont, Honeywell, Monsanto,
Boeing, Intel, and Merdian Qi
(appraisal and pay)



1 (Clear communication)

2. (Training in)

3 (Participant  support)
3.3 360

(360 Degree Pros and Cons)

Edwards (1996) ' 1
360 360
331 (Arguments For)
360
[
] (coach)
] 1! (Market Demand)

] (Credibility and Validity)

3

1
(Edwards, 1996)



J (Support Among consultants)
2-3
Personal Decision, Wyatt, Hewitt, Hay, Manus, Wilson, and Towers Perrin

The Center for Creative Leadership

J (Support Among Employees)
360
J (Experience)
360
360
(Edwards, 1996)
3.3.2 (Argument Against)
360
3
I

’ (Negates the

value of feedback for developmental purpose)



3

360

' (inflates ratings)

Dupont, Current, Inc., Intuit, and
Arizona state University

(raise the bar)

] (Encourages users to “ game the
system” )
Edwards
1 24
(accuracy) (validity)

(Edwards, 1996)

34 360
(Designing an Effective 360 - Degree Appraisal Feedback Process)
Antonioni, (1996) 360

(Input)  ? (Process) (Output) 2



9.

2

36
360

(A 360-Degree Appraisal process: A Practitioner's Model)

(Input)

<2 TN S 2 I N JCR NC RPN

(coaches)

* Antonioni, 1996: 25

341
360

3411
360

(Process) (Output)
1
| i A
2
3
/ / 4
8 . 360
9 /
5
10.
1
Antonioni (1996) 360
2

(inputs)



3

34.12 360 360
100
(
)

3 4

(leadership)

(teamwork) (team meeting behaviors)

7 10

(rating
scale) 5 T * (strongly

disagree)’

(strongly agree)’
(almost always)”

(almost never)’

34.13 .
Focus groups
Antonioni (1996)

34.14
360
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Antonioni (1996)

34.15
(objective
criteria)
3416 : I
360
] ]
halo effect, central tendency, range restriction, leniency and
harshness halo '
360 "
360
3417
J 4 ) 2)
3
4)
360

360



Antonioni
360
34.1.8
listening) (focused interviewing)
g
34.1.9
360
34.2. (Process)
360
360

360

39
HRD

360

(coach)
360

(active-

360
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1
3421 ?
) .
(coach)
2 1)
2)
360 3
4 2
3
Yes
1 (Type 1) Be 2 (Type 2)
(Strengths) ha (Hidden Strengths)
Vi
(Expected Positive Feedback) orS (Unexpected Positive Feedback)
YES seeemeeeens Expected Feedback No
3 (Type 3) 4 (Type 4)
(Improvement Needed) (Unexpected  Negative  Feedback)
Ch
(Appraiser-Appraisee agree " (Surprised by constructive feedback
that improvement is needed) indicating  that improvements  are
ey  needed

: Antonioni, 1996: 30
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3.4.2.3  Coaching

360
360
"1
34.24 ! 360
(coach) (
) 2 3
34.25
2 1)
2)



42
360

34.2.6 ;
“dead-end feedback”
Dead-end feedback
360
360
General Electric's * Work Qut " program Jack Welch
1
34.2.7
3428
360
Antonioni 4
)
2)
3429 .
360 1 1 6 1

(mini-appraisals)



2-3

360
3.4.2.10
360
34211
4
360 1)
3)
360
Lo
2
360
4
343 (Outcomes)
360
3431

360

43
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360
3432
6 2
1
3
2
3
2
‘ (coaching)
(coaching skills)
3433 : 3
60
360
34.34 360

360



360
3435
360
1 1
360
1 1 ,
(Antonioni, 1996)
35 360

(2540) 360

360 ( -otors)

(performance checklist)

45



360 4

4 360
Ui 1 ¥ 2 dun 3 duh 4
seytihuang FLYANTTOUE NsUssiRiuuLL NIUAINa N9
WaTNAYNS anduuar [ 360 a3 (sTu Uszensinalld uas
VBIBIANNG FaaNIg LATBANANNSTA) nsfurlgaunle
, 2540: 55
4
1 360
2
(Job analysis)
3
360
1 1 1
31

360




3.2

3.3

34

35

3.6

3.7

1-5) E

. Fox & Klein .

n.22.

47

360
1
5 6
360
oy, G 2
360
B B h
(X 25% D (X 1,2,3) D U fitifj
50%)
?! r (%)

"The 360 - degree evaluation” Public Management (November, 199),
, 2540: 58,



Usziniy

ALY

(ANRQAE = 25%)

Usziiulag

Wauinaiu

(Aade = 50 %) [Usuidiulntiieu

(ANQRAY = 25 %)

© Fox & Klein 11996: 21. - 2540: 59,
5 6
1 5(1= e )
50 %
25 % 25 %
3 1
12 3
- 2540: 5
360

“re-profile” 18-24

48
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360
4 360
“Process Roll-out
(narrative report)
3.6 13 360
(13 Common Mistakes Using 360 Degree Feedback)
Wimer (1998)
' 360 360
360
360 13
1 (Having no clear purpose)
360
360
360
360
(proscribing
antibiotic)

360



tJ |

2

(Using itas  substitute)

objective way)

(panacea)

360

560

360
360
/
360
360
360
(self-awareness)
360

(Not conducting a pilot study)

360
(key stakeholders)

50

360



stakeholders)

360

360

360

ol

360

(Not involving key

(Having insufficient communication)
360
360
b

(Compromising confidentiality)

(anonymous Feedback)
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. 360

7 (Not making clear the

feedback’s use)

360

8 (Not giving people

sufficient resource)

tl
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9 (Not clarifying who “owns”
the feedback)
L} 1 1
/
360
10 ) , (Having “unfriendly”

administration and scoring)

360

360

360

10-15 rating scale 5 7



n
(Linking to exiting systems without a pilot)

360

360
(inflate) 360

360

12

rather than a process)

360

54

360

(weight)

360
360

(Making it an event

360

360
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360
13 (Not evaluating effectiveness)
360
360
/ /
360 ' (consultants)
tJ
360 “
" (teach old dogs new tricks)
360
(post - program surveys) (focus
groups) (time-series analysis) !
360 e /
(Wirner. et. al .1998)
360 “ ”
360
(ownership)
360
360

360



Vinson (1996)

(benchmark)

3.

5. 360

360

(survey fatique)

360

(Vinson, 1996)

56

360



360

4.1

(2535)

(2539)

4) 5)

Pretest - posttest Design

0.05

15

2)

3)

2)

57

1



3)

(Feedbacks)

(Process)

(Feedbacks)

4.2

Facteau

360

360

(Inputs)

6)

Facteau (1998)

1)

(Process)

(Outputs)

1la)

2)

(Outputs)

2a)

58

4) (Inputs)

5)

7)

1b)



2b)
3)
70
49
15
124
/
0.85
(Ms = 3.64

0.65 (p<0.001)

3b)

0.98

3.65

82

45

80 84

n
«

0.86
32

0.97

0.97

0.90

0.65 (p < 0.001)

59

220

96
27

0.87

2/
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42 45

hierarchical multiple regression (Cohen & Cohen,1983)

4
2 1
4 enter 2
hierachical regression
48 (F (1,83) = 49.43, p<0.001)
( =0.69, t=7.03, p<0.001)
3a 2
(0.03)
(delta F (2, 51) = 1.72, ns)
31
1 (F (1,54)=24.19, p<0.001) 3a
( =0.56, t=4.29, p<0.001) 2

(delta R[sup 2] = 0.01, AF (2,52) =0.56,
ns)

la 2a 3a

9

(F (1,53) = 4.98, p<0.05)

( =0.29, t=2.23, p<0.05)
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(delta R [sup2]=0.19, delta F(2,51)=6.59, p<0.01),

“ ( =0.33, t=2.65, p<0.05)

( =0.24, t=1.96, p<0.06)

(R[sup2]=0.05, F(1,54)=2.84, ) 2

(delta R

[ p2]=0.02, delta F(2,52)=0.62, )

3
Salam Cox (1997)

360 , t 1)

526 73 ( ) 37

40 14 4

10

( )
( ) ' Manz Sims (1991a)
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Using the Leadership Strategies Questionnaire Il (LSQII)
3 ( )

Goodale & Burke (1975) 9 1)

2) 3) 4) 5)

6) 7) 8) 9) '
5 2

' 3
( ; . )
( ) (

: ) 3
0.70
4
0.87 0.95

James (James,

Demaree & Wolf, 1984) 0.73
stepwise
3
(r = 0.26) (r=0.22)
(r =0.25)
(r=0.22) (r =0.29)

(r = - 0.27)

(r=0.23)
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Funderburg Levy (1997)

360
360 52
23 1
360
2
360 3
360
4
360
360 5
360 6
360
7
360 75 (
52 23 )
123 61
360 5 Bernardin (Bernadin
et al. 1993) 0.97
Rosenberg’s (1965) 10 4
0.84 2
Ashford (1986) 5 0.86
Spector’s (1988) 16 0.75
‘ Cobb’s (1986) 3
0.60 1 0.97 4
5
Williams Anderson (1991) 7 5

4 -7 0.61 1-3



0.71

(1986) Fedor et al. (1992)

Steelman (1994)

2
2-6
2
4
360
6
p<0.01)
7
1

64

Ashford
4 0.82
4 Ashford (1986) 1Levy
0.82

360

360

360 (r = 0.27, p<0.05)

360
(r=0.16, ) 3
( = 0.28, p<0.05)
360 )

(r = - 0.29, p<0.05)

(r=-0.18, )

360 (r=-023, ,r=-014, )

(r=-0.35,

360

(r=-0.32, p<0.01)

360

Stepwise 3

1

(beta = .28)
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- 2 (beta = -0.35)
(beta = -0.47)
,  (beta = -0.30) 3
360
(beta = -0.35)
(beta = -0.47) (beta = -0.30)
360 37
2
360

360

1 360
360

(Formative Evaluation)
(Summative Evaluation)
2. 360
21

(Participatory Management and Participatory Learning)

(Multisources Evaluation) 5 7
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7 360
Q’ﬁoﬁuﬁmmﬁ@qndwﬁwﬁﬁ
wamhaulaenn |« U1 TR
(Fauimaaeie) (Hauddmnnnisdhosing )
bl RS '
w".ﬂuj'quqqu 4__._» natlssidiy <4+—P BTN
AULEY
A
g laniaAunToymn
(TniFan)
------ >
«“—)» 2
...... >
360
5
1
2.
3.
4,
5.
2.2 3
5-7
2.3 (Self - Evaluation)
Antonioni (1996) 4



6/

2 360
360
360 (Reddin,
1967)
(Price, 1972) 6
2

1 (Output
Input)

2. (Moral)

Robbins (1997)
(Input) (Output)



(Stekeholder Approach)

Usransua

UTTRIALIUNIBUD

24ANNT

Usr@Ansnnaeeeannis

NANITLIUNT NailAsu

wdas (NsuFusa)

-~

- ANANInelaTes

, dszmrruuafiian
b 3 li.-i ' '
Jaaniisiangy

-

- AR lares
AAINT

> >
Ir]EUt Process Output
|
Feedback

: Robbins, 1997: 14.

68



360

360
1
360
2.
360
3.

31
3.2

360

69

(2542)

360
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