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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the current study was to investigate managenal ability to self-manage a
developmental response to 360-degree feedback Nuwmerous variables thought to affect the performance
improvement realized mn response to 360-degree feedback were examuined Specifically, the relationship of
perforiance improvement to such variables as values, ability to interpret feedback. expenience with
feedback. and development history was examuned

Twenty-five male and twenty-five female managers from a financial services organization
participated 1 this study Managers recerved developmental 360-degree feedback 1n conjunction with a
leaderslup development program they completed at least six months prior to their participation 1n this
research Participants identified coworkers to provide them with subsequent ratings of performance
1mprovement on the developmental areas 1dentified through the leadership development program A total
of 372 coworkers provided ratings of improvement. this total represented feedback from 54 bosses. 189
peers, and 129 direct reports

Performance mmprovement ratings were made for two developmental areas targeted by each
manager. one strength 1dentified by each manager. and two generic distractor 1tems 1dentified by the
principal mvestigator Coworkers’ ratings of umprovement across these five performance dimensions were
compared Additionally. the participating managers completed a questionnaire designed to examine
brographical information, value pnionities. developmental and feedback lustonies. and ability to interpret
hypothetical feedback mformation

The results of this study indicated that managers were reasonably adept at navigating the steps
required by a self-managed development model Despite that, performance improvement was typically not
related to the vanables of interest When significant relationships did occur. they were 1n the opposite
direction of predictions The results of the current study indicate that managers who realized the greatest
amount of performance improvement with regard to their development goals were those who failed to

establish a current development goal, who showed less of a commitment to development through the
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activities they reportedly pursued, and who were less effective at 1dentifying the causes of performance
problems indicated by feedback ratings

In addition. greater improvement was perceived to have occurred 1n areas of pre-existing strength
Moderate ratings of improvement were given for distractor areas. and the lowest ratings of improvement
were found for developmental areas Lurutations to the study. practical implicattons, and recommendations

for future research are discussed
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In modern orgamzations. management development efforts - including the highly popular practice of
360-degree feedback — hold individual managers increasingly accountable for their own performance and
career management The current study examines the ability of managers to effect performance
improvement 1 response to 360-degree feedback and 1n relation to biographical individual differences
(eg, demograplnlc information, organizational commitment, career stage). ability to interpret feedback
information and diagnose performance 1ssues, goal-setting tendencies, and development history The
potential for self-managed development 1s explored relative to the feedback. goal setting. self-management,
and career development literatures

The effects of feedback on performance have been well established (see Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor,
1979 for a review). showing strong support for 1ts influence tn directing and motivating behavior (Becker &
Klunoski, 1989) The mmportance of feedback 1s heightened by the mcreasmg complenity of jobs.
especially managenal jobs which are key to a company’s survival Because of this. feedback plays a
central role 1n the performance management and management development efforts of modern orgamizations
(London. 1997)

The need to provide accurate and thorough feedback for incumbents complex managenal roles has
led to the inclusion of raters other than the supervisor (London & Smither, 1995 Brutus. Fleenor, &
London. 1997) Because of thus multisource feedback has become mcreasingly popular among
competizve organizations (London & Beatty, 1993. London & Smuther, 1995, Antomont, 1996, Church &
Bracken. 1997) Also called 360-degree feedback. multisource feedback mvolves the collection of
performance feedback from those coworkers (1 € . boss, peers, direct reports, customers) whose
relationships are important to a}nmmger’s success (London & Smuther. 1995) The use of 360-degree
feedback programs as a competitive tool has become widespread it orgamzations today (Antomon, 1996

Tornow & London. 1998). even to the point that some companies are belteved to implement such programs

primarily to secure the perception of legitimacy among competitors (Waldman, Atwatér & Antonioni
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1998) Most typrcally, 360-degree feedback programs serve a management development focus (Waldman,
Atwater & Antoniomi, 1998). although their use for adminstrative decisions 1s increasing (Church &
Bracken, 1997)

There 1s a growing belief that individuals must take control over their own development and
careers (Margenson. 1988, London. 1997. Dalton. 1998) As such. 1t 1s not uncommon for orgamzations to
hold managers solely or primarnly accountable for their own development (Hollenbeck. 1997) wluch
includes using their 360-degree feedback results to effect performance improvement (London, 1995) Tlus
tendency fits well with the protean career paradigm (Hall & Murvis, 1998, Hall & Moss. 1998) that guides
modern thinking about responsibility for career development Although the protean or self-managed career
concept 1s logically based on the hyper-competitive business environment, wlich precludes career or
employment contracts. the implications for self-managed development present sigmificant challenges for
individual managers Absolving themselves of responsibility for career development, many companies
stop short of providing the support processes needed to ensure that the 360-degree feedback program fits
with the orgamzational culture and musston and can be used by managers to effect improvement 1n
performance (London & Beatty, 1993, Antontont. 1996, Funderburg & Levy, 1997)

Self-managing the development process requures that managers be able to accurately interpret their
feedback. correctly 1dentify the cause of performance deficiencies, set performance mmprovement goals for
complex managerial competencies. formulate effective strategies to attain their goals. and monitor and
reward their progress 1n such a way as to sustain their own motivation over time (Dechant. 1990)

Although research suggests that feedback combined with goal setting 1s typically successful in improving
performance (Locke & Latham. 1994), studies have shown that A) goal setting effects are typically
stronger 1n lab than field settings (Tubbs, 1985), B) numerous factors tnherent within performance
diagnosis and strategy formulation tasks can cripple the effectiveness of self-managed development efforts
(Davis. 1990, Argyns, 1991, Ashford. —1 989), C) self-management may not be a naturally occurring process
(Brief & Hollenbeck, 1985. Ashford. 1989), and D) managers may not tend to reward their own efforts
(Brief & Hollenbeck, 1985) Such factors threaten the return on mnvestment that organizattons are likely to

see relative to mdividual performance
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Moreover. under the self-managed development model, there are potential threats to the return on

mvestment realized at the organization level as well As orgaruzations defer responsibility for
development to the individual manager. managers may respond. n turn, by adopting a frec agent mentality
When asked to target development areas 1n response to 360-degree feedback. managers may choose to
pursue career priorities over competencies that are most critical for success in the current role or withun the

organization The current research seeks to examune these 1ssues



CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

The current study draws heavily from two current organizational practices and their respective
Iiteratures At the forefront 1s the flounishing practice called 360-degree feedback. with 1ts corresponding
research mto the relhiability, vahdity. and agreement of coworker ratings and the effects on subsequent
performance A supporting theme steins from the current understanding of development and career
mitiatives as self-managed, full responsibility for which rests with the individual employee The current
research draws upon the feedback. goal setting. career stage. and job and orgamzational commutment
literatures to consider and explore possible 1mplications for the intersection of 360-degree feedback and
self-managed development

Protean Career

Forming the context or backdrop for the current research 1s the modern way of conceptualizing what
was once known as a “‘career contract” Where once was the expectation that the employing orgamzation
would paternalistically manage an individual’s career development, there now 1s a growing sense of the
“protean career” concept The recent zeirtgeist shift 1s summarized by Hall and Moss (1998) “The message
1s relentless the deal has changed The career contract 1s dead” (p 22). and by Bedeian. Pissolatto Long.
and Gnffeth (1991) “The 1deal condition of an individual selecting a career at an early age and remaining
n 1t (or even the same orgamzation) until retirement 1s becoming more the exception than the rule” (p 163-
164)

This new thunking on employment contracts contends that. in this hyper-competitive business
environment m which traditional career or employment contracts have long since been abandoned,
employees can no longer rely on career-long employment with the current orgamization (Carson & Bedeian.
1994) As such, responsibility for development rests with the employee, not the employer. and the locus of
employee commitment has shifted from the organizauon to the career As expressed by Carson and
Bedeian (1994), “To cope with the uncertainty, better educated employees have become increasingly

committed to their own careers” (p 238) The shuft has become clear whereas the old contract provided
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for “Iifetime employment” and provisions for career development the protean career represents a contract
with the self and one s chosen work The old contract was with the orgamzation the new contract 1s with
the self (Hall & Mirvis, 1995, Hall & Moss. 1998)

More specifically. the protean career 1s characterized by the following the career 1s managed by the
individual, not the employing organization, development 1s continuous and self-directed and the defimtion
of success has shifted from job security to employability and from “work self” to “whole self” (Hall &
Moss, 1998, p 26) The protean career severs the tie between “career” and “orgamzation” (Hall & Mirvis,
1995). being far more flexible and conceptualized not as a linear progression but as “peaks and valleys. left
turns, moves from one line of work to another” (Hall & Mirvis, 1995, p 272)

Although this new responsibility for navigating the career course may prove liberating and
advantageous for the individual employee, 1t appears to also have exerted a liberating influence on
orgamzations Many organizations are mterpreting the new paradigm to umply that they are now
accountable only for providing challenging work opportunities and occasional resources to support
employee development. individuals are accountable for their own development and marketability (Fleenor
& Prince, 1997 Dalton, 1998. Hall & Moss 1998. Hollenbeck, 1997) The umplications of such a view
may 1nvolve far-reachung and unanticipated consequences with regard to development. especially as 1t
pertains to the developmental priorities managers establish n response to 360-degree feedback

In the current practice of 360-degree feedback, many organizations espousing the protean career
model assert that individual managers must self-manage or self-navigate their own development n
response to their feedback (London. 1997) Many orgamzations expect the individual manager to figure
out what to do with the results (London, Smuther, & Adsit. 1997) A self-managed developmental response
to 360-degree feedback requires that the individual accurately mnterpret copious amounts of feedback data,
generate strategies to nnprove performance set effective goals for performance improvement, and sustain
one’s own motrvation through monitoring and rewards The ultimate goal engendered by these
e\pectations 1s that the individual manager self-regulate these responsibilities 1n such a way that lis/her
mdrvidual 360-degree feedback results in performance improvement One disconcerting extenston of this

manner of thinking has been noted by scholars many of the 360-degree feedback practices unplemented




today are not even designed to help individuals make intended unprovements (London, Smither, & Adsit.
1997)

Thus new contract m turn, engenders i employees an orgamzational version of the * free agent’
mentality that 1s prevalent 1n professional sports (Hall & Moss. 1998) In sports. a free agent 1s * an athlcte
no longer under contract to a team and therefore able to negotiate with other teams™ (Smuth, Piland, &
Discenza. 1990. p 307) The organizational counterpart 1s an employee who 1s unwilling to make a
commutment to the organization or 1ts mission. goals. or strategies (Smuth. Piland. & Discenza. 1990)

Central to the free agent mentality 1s the conviction that the individual can achieve lus/her goals
(both personal and professional) 1n any number of organizations Under this model, organizational
experiences are relatively interchangeable. such that commitinent to any one organization 1s unlikely and
exiting any one orgamzation is relatively free of penalty (Smith, Piland, & Discenza, 1990) To free
agents, the importance of self outweighs orgamzational commutment, m short, their primary mterest and
loyalty are with the self, and their motivation 1s reserved for the fulfillment of self-set personal and
professional goals

Integrating these 1ssues with the current practice of 360-degree feedback as a self-managed
development tool gives nise to the question of where a manager’s loyalties will lie in the setting of
development goals Consider that the possible realm of development goals prnmarily include those which
are essential to the manager’s success 1n A) the current job, B) the current organization. or C) the current
career One mught speculate that a manager espousing the protean career or free agent plulosophy will opt
to focus development on areas that are most relevant to lus/her career success. as opposed to areas that are
more likely to enhance success within the current job or orgamzation To the extent that the protean career
model leads managers to place higher prionty on career-focused goals than Job-related goals or goals
pertaiung to core organizational values, the sponsoring organization may realize dimunished return on therr

investment n 360-degree feedback, especially if the newly marketable managers opt to take therr skills

elsewhere



Before examining the research on the role of 360-degree feedback 1n management development, let
us first consider the influences of orgamizational commitment and self-management as they factor 1nto the
central premise

Orgamizational Commutment

Organizational commutment typically reflects an identification wath or psychological tie to the
employing corporation and/or the willingness to exert effort 1n support of the corporation’s goals (see
Mowday. Steers. & Porter 1979, for areview) Previous research has suggested and found orgamzational
commitment to vary across career stages (see Morrow & McElroy, 1987 for a review, Jans, 1989), with the
lighest levels of organizational commitment typically reported by employees 1n the late career stage
Scholars have posited that this finding 1s to be expected. particularly when career stage 1s operationalized
by organizational tenure. those with decreased organizational commitment are more likely to leave. such
that those who remain at late career are typically those who have held lugher levels of organizational
commitment (Allen & Meyer. 1993) Alternatively. employees with greater tenure are more likely to hold
the more attractive or executive level positions within a company (Allen & Meyer. 1993) thus contnbuting
to lugher levels of orgamzational commitment

Not surprisingly, 1n a study of military officers, Jans (1989) found that age and length of service
were positively related to orgamzational commtment Quute simply, older officers were more commutted
to the mulitary than their younger counterparts

Simlarly. 1n a study conducted with employees of a umversity hibrary and with clerical. supervisory.
and managenal employees of a general hospital Allen and Meyer (1993) found that both age and
orgamnzational tenure were related to orgamzational commitment Specifically, older and more tenured
employees reported lugher levels of affective and normative commitinent to the organization. reflecting
desire to remamn with the orgamzation and feelings of obligation to the orgamzation. respectively
Interestingly. these authors also found that recognition of the costs associated with leaving the orgamization
did not vary significantly across career stages

The results of Morrow and McElroy’s (1987) research using 2200 workers from the Department

of Transportation “clearly point toward workers i the last career stage as betng the most commutted” (p
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343) Tlus effect held true despite clear differences 1n the operationalization of career stages based on age.
positional tenure. and organizational tenure
In a study of nurses at two hospitals, Bedeian. Pizzolatto, Long. and Griffeth (1991) found that

intention to remain with the current organization was lower for younger respondents n the early career
stage than for older employees in the middle- and late-career stages Their study also showed that both
turnover and career commitment declined as orgamzational tenure increased. suggesting that employees 1n
later career stages are more likely to remain with the orgamzation but are less committed to therr careers

In a field study spanmng numerous occupational groups, Carson and Bedeian (1994) found that
orgamzational tenure was significantly negatively correlated with career planning Employees with greater
tenure within an organization showed less of a propensity to form goals or pursue personal development
plans relating to theiwr chosen lines of work

In a study of university staff, McEnrue (1989) found that employees who reported higher levels of
commutment to the organization also expressed a greater willingness to engage 1n self-managed career
development activiies  Moreover. although older and younger employees expressed equivocal mterests 1n
advancement. older employees expressed diminished expectations for career advancement opporturuties -
along with a corresponding lack of interest in self-managed career development McEnrue (1989)
speculated that older employees may be less willing to invest 1n self-development because they have a
shorter honizon of employment durtng which to reap the benefits of such an mvestment Based on the
results of lus study, McEnrue (1989) concluded that “the full burden of these efforts should not fall solely
on employees themselves without coordinated development action from an organization” (p 66). and then
added. “Otherwise a signuficant portion of employees. owing to their level of commitment or perception of
rewards. will not demonstrate self-development to enhance their skills throughout their career” (p 67)

Taken together. these findings may suggest that the most orgamzationally commutted managers (1 ¢ .
those who are older or are n late career) may be the least Iikely to invest in self-managed development
efforts At a muumum, 1t might be expected that such managers would be unlikely to engage in

development activities focused on enhancing job- or career-success, however. their high levels of




organizational commutment may lead them to engage in development activities that reflect the

orgamzation’s values

Returning to the central tenets of the free agent philosophy. 1t 1s emphasized that such a career

“contract” 1s at odds with the notion of organizational commutment The protean career philosophy holds

the self and career as the focus of commitment, rather than the organization (Hall & Moss. 1998) Insofar
as the construct of and related scales measuring job mnvolvement have been shown to be empirically
distinguishable from the construct and related scales measuring organizational commitment (Mowday.
Steers. & Porter. 1979, Kanungo. 1982) 1t 1s possible to exammune managers’ priontization of the two
Whereas organizational commitment reflects an individual’s acceptance of and efforts to support an
organization’s goals (Mowday. Steers. & Porter. 1979). job involvement pertamns to “a cognitive immersion
mn work activities primarnly because they provide intrinsic satisfaction” (Somers, 1987) In addition. career
cominitment has been found to be operationally distinct from both organizational commutment and job
mvolvement (Blau. 1985) As such. the ncluston of measures of the job involvement. organizational
commitment. and career commitment constructs permits exploration of whether managers’ selection of

developmental prionties and efforts are i keeping wath their strongest self-reported loyalties

Hypothesis 1 Managers reporting higher levels of career commitment than job involvement or
orgamzational commutment will report the greatest amount of development
activity

Hypothesis 2 Managers reporting higher levels of career commitment will be rated as
attaming greater performance improvement in their development areas
The purpose of reviewing these Iiteratures 1s to elucidate the complenity of 1ssues wluch are likely to
mfluence the self-managed developmental responses managers exhubit i relation to their 360-degree
feedback The following examination of research and 1ssues pertainng to the use of the popular practice of
360-degree feedback will be extended to mclude consideration of the additional complications conferred by

expectations that the process can be self-managed



Widespread Use of 360-Degree Feedback

The effects of feedback on performance have been extensively examined and well established (see
llgen. Fisher. & Taylor, 1979 for a review) showing strong support for its mfluence 1n directing and
motivating behavior (Becker & Klimosk: 1989) An essential component of performance management
systems (London. 1997) the importance of feedback 1s heightened by the increasing compleity of jobs.
especially managenal jobs Because of tlus feedback has assumed a principal role in the modern
orgamizations’ management development efforts, whch represent a multi-billion dollar investment
undertaken by 90% of North American firms (Baldwin & Padgett, 1994, Latham & Seyts 1998) Such an
mvestment 1s justified by the belief that the quality and performance of a company’s managers largely
determine 1ts survival and success (Wealey & Baldwin, 1986)

Multisource feedback 1s one type of feedback that has become increasingly popular among
competitive organizations (London & Beatty. 1993. London & Smither. 1995, Antomioni. 1996) It 1s the
process by which an individual, commonly a manager. receives performance-related feedback from two or
more rating sources (Dalessio, 1998), usixally coworkers or customers. who have the greatest opportunity to
observe that individual’s typical work behaviors This process 1s commonly called 360-degree feedback
because 1ts objective 1s to collect performance information for an individual from all directions — that 1s.
from coworkers at varying levels within an organization (1 € . supervisor peers. and direct reports). and 1n
many cases. from important constituents external to the orgamization (1 € . custoiers) (Tornow. 1993
London & Smither. 1995) In addition to obtaiming performance ratings from coworkers, 360-degree
feedback typically requires that the individual whose performance 1s being assessed also provide ratings of
his/her ov;m performance (1 e, self-ratings)

It has been reported that orgamzations today are employing 360-degree feedback programs for
purposes of management and leadership development (Dalton, 1998). performance appraisal - replacing
single source, top-down performance assessments (Fleenor & Prince, 1997), measuring and facilitating
changes m culture (London & Smuther, 1995, Church & Bracken, 1997). succession plannming (Church &

Bracken. 1997), and organizational change imtiatives (Church & Bracken., 1997) Most typically, however.
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organizations are using 360-degree feedback to support therr leadership and management development
efforts (Waldman. Atwater, & Antonioni, 1998)

Although the current study 1s concerned with the use of 360-degree feedback as a management
development tool. 1t 1s 1mportant to note that an increasing number of companies are extending 1ts use to a
more formal role witlun their performance management systems as a substitute for tradinonal methods of
performance appraisal Tlus 1ssue has scholars divided. some advocate the use of 360-degree feedback
exclusively for developmental purposes (Farh. Cannella. & Bedeian. 1991 Dalton 1996, Dalton. 1997.
Pollman 1997). others promote the added advantages of application for adminstrative purposes (1 € .
performance appraisal) (Bracken. 1997, Jako, 1997 London, Smuther, & Adsit, 1997). and still others
acknowledge the validity of both sides of the debate (London & Beatty. 1993, Fleenor & Prince 1997
McCauley, 1997. Waldman, Atwater, & Antoniomni, 1998) Most would agree. however. that the practice of
360-degree feedback 1s rapidly accelerating 1n the absence of sufficient research and clear evidence
regarding what constitutes effective implementation (Hazucha, Hezlett. & Schneider. 1993. London &
Smither, 1995, Waldman, Atwater. & Antoniomn, 1998)

Prior to the 1980°s, 360-degree feedback was rarely used to assess individual performance (Fleenor
& Prince, 1997), but 1n recent years, there has been a remarkable surge 1n its implementation in Amernican
orgamzations (London & Smuther, 1995, Antonioni, 1996) Where 1t might have been considered a
progressive assessment tool a decade ago. 360-degree feedback 1s essentially a standard operating
procedure in modern orgamzations (Church & Bracken 1997) Funderburg and Levy (1997)-may well
have summarized the commoner’s perception of the popular practice with their statement. *  360-degree
appraisal systems as a performance tool may be the answer for performance management i the 1990s™ (p
230)

Personnel Decisions, Inc estimated that compantes 1n the Unuted States spent $152 mullion on
multirater development 1 1992 (Romano. 1993). and the adoption of 360-degree feedback has increased

J
exponentially since then Waldman. Atwater. and Antomon (1998) noted that approximately 12% of
Amencan orgamzations are using 360-degree feedback programs Simularly. Tornow and London (1998)

reported that. “At present 1t would be hard to find a Fortune 1000 company 1n the United States that hasn’t
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tried 360-degree feedback somewhere 1n the organzation at least once. and many are using 1t regularly” (p
1) Yammanno and Atwater (1997) reached a stmilar conclusion. reporting that an estimated 10 to 15% of
orgamzations are using upward apprasal or 360-degree feedback for management development. and are
spending hundreds of millions of dollars each year on these feedback interventions

It 15 unportant to note that companies are feverishly pursung and investing in the practice of 360-
degree feedback despite the paucity of information regarding 1ts impact on managers or organizations
(Hazucla, Hezlett. & Schneider, 1993, London & Smuther, 1995) Scientists and practitioners have yet to
answer the fundamental question of “how or even whether 360 feedback really works” (Waldman, Atwater,
& Antonioni, 1998. p 89)

In addition, 1t 1s not unusual for such programs to be implemented without clear definition of scope
or mussion (Antonioni. 1996), strategic alignment or consideration for how they will contribute to the
orgamization’s competitive advantage (London & Beatty, 1993). or an assessment of orgamzational
readiness or cultural fit (Funderburg & Levy, 1997) There 1s a growing awareness of the prevalence of
such tendencies, which mught be termed “systemic neglect”. and of the likely outcomes they will induce
Antonion1 (1996) has asserted that the probable result of such negligent approaches will be that “appraisers
will be disappointed and disillusioned, appraisees will feel frustrated. and ultimately 360-degree appraisals
will fall into disrepute” (p 24)

Meanwhile, there contmnue to be numerous factors propelling the widespread adoption of 360-degree
feedback practices 1n orgamzations today, all of which are rooted i heightening a firm’s competitive
advantage Primary among these factors are the increasingly complex and multidimensional nature of
managenal roles. the fit with principles and practices of Total Quality Management. the efficiency and
cost-effectiveness of 360-degree feedback when compared with traditional methods of appraisal, and the
mmitation of competitors
Multidumensional Roles of Managers

There 1s hittle debate that managernal roles have become 1ncreasingly fluid, multidimensional. and
complex as increasingly boundaryless orgamizations rise to meet the rapidly escalating challenges of

technological advancement and global competition There are a number of 1ssues related to the complexity




of managenal roles that are well served by the use of multiple sources of feedback for management

development

First, as a result of the increasingly multidimensional nature of managenal roles, 1t 1s no longer
reasonable to expect that a manager’s supervisor can thoroughly assess the full scope of that manager’s
performance (London 1997) Many times, a supervisor lacks opportunity to directly observe the behavior
or work-related outcomes of the manager being rated (Cardy & Dobbins 1994) or has access to only an
unrepresentative sample of the manager’s behavior (Mount 1984) Compounding this issue 1s the fact that
objective measures of performance are increasingly unavailable for most jobs (Murphy & Cleveland
1995) Given these constraints, a thorough assessment of performance for purposes of development
requires the contrnibution of insights by coworkers (1 e . supervisor. peers. and direct reports) who have
sufficient and oftentunes unique opportumnties to observe important managerial behaviors

Second, as Cardy & Dobbins (1994) pointed out. jobs vary in how much the outcomes are
determuned by system versus person factors They note that performance in some positions (¢ g , machine
operator) 1s prumarily a function of system factors whereas performance 1n less proscribed roles (e g .
writer) 1s attributable primarily to the influence of the person holding that position Extending this concept,
1t 1s possible that because of their complexity and broad scope. managerial roles may be more hughly
susceptible to “true” vanance n rater perceptions and expectations (London. 1995). m contrast. roles with
clearly defined scopes and responsibilities may be more likely to result i untform performance
expectations and then greater consensus or agreement across raters Conway and Huffcutt's (1997) meta-
analysis provided support for this notion. they found that supervisor and peer ratings made for lower
complexity jobs (e g . semu-skilled or unskilled posttions) were marked by higher reliabilities ( 60) than
more highly complex jobs (e g . managenal and techmcal positions. 48) In addition. correlations across
self-. peer-, and supervisor ratings were lower for managerial posttions than for positions of lower
complenity Recogmizing this, the necessary implication for managenal roles 1s that affected constituencies
(1 e . supervisor, peers, direct reports, customers) may hold equally valid but unique or even conflicting
perspectives and expectations (London & Beatty, 1993, London & Snumér, 1995, Brutus, Fleenor, &

London, 1997. London. 1997)
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Relatedly. 1t has been noted that differences may exist across constituencies tn such areas as job
knowledge, motivation, and information processing (Cardy & Dobbins, 1994) - further contributing to
differences 1n perceptions  Sumularly rater groups may have different exchange prionues — they may focus
on different behaviors depending on the nature of ther relationshups and what they benefit from the most
therr transactions with the manager (Salam. Cox, & Sums. 1997) For example, direct reports may place a
lugher premuuin on their manager’s ability to provide challenging opportunities or exposure to powerful
others. whereas peers may place a lugher premium on the manager’s tendencies toward sharing important
information or siding together on political 1ssues Ratings from coworkers can clanfy which behaviors are
partcularly unportant or relevant to the various constituencies with whom a manager frequently 1nteracts
(Wohlers & London. 1989)

Taken from another perspective, outside of the 1ssue of coworkers” perceptions and expectations, the
nature of the managenal role 1s such that a manager’s actual behavior can vary across constituencies
(Greguras & Robie. 1998) Tlus provides yet another reason that perceptions of a manager’s performance
can vary legitimately and considerably among coworkers who have differing relationships with manager
(London & Beatty. 1993. Brutus. Fleenor. & London. 1997. London. 1997. Tornow & London , 1998) Ifa
manager 1s exlhibiting umique behaviors at tmes with each constituency. the natural consequence 1s that any
one rater group may have an opportumty to observe certain of the manager’s behaviors that aren’t exhibited
mn the presence of other rater groups (Fleenor & Prince, 1997) As an example, peers are unlikely to be
famihiar with a manager’s delegation skills, whereas direct reports may not be exposed to their manager’s
negotiation skills or political savvy, as such, soliciting feedback from both rater sources contnibutes to a
more complete understanding of the target manager’s performance

Fmally. to be comprehensive, an assessment of managenal effectiveness must include consideration
of leadership behaviors (London & Beatty, 1993, Murphy & Cleveland, 1995) The very essence of
management 1s the acluevement of objectives through direct reports, this carnes the mherent mmplication
that related behaviors may be best or solely assessed by direct reports (Cardy & Dobbins. 1994) As argued
by Bernardin (1986). “Given that virtually every defimtion of management has to do with achieving results

through people, subordinate appraisals offer an opportunity to gather data from that orgamzational source



most related to the manager’s functions” (p 423) Whereas a supervisor’s fgedback may reflect the
performance of the manager’s work unit, overall, feedback from direct reports may be more likely to focus
on leadership behaviors and decision making (London & Beatty. 1993) Thus. 1t may well be the case that
managerial behaviors related to leadership dimensions, 1n particular. are best assessed by those toward
whom the behaviors are directed the target manager’s direct reports (Bernardin. 1986. Bernardin & Beatty.
1987) Opportunities to observe such behavior will be far greater with direct reports, thereby suggesting
that they may have unique 1nsights to confer through their feedback
Fit with Total Quahtvy Management

It should be readily apparent that 360-degree feedback fits well with the Total Quality Management
(TQM) tenets and emphases on continuous 1mprovement customer focus. and employee participation
Relatedly. Bernardin (1986) noted that the demograplucs of the workforce are increasingly such that
employees are better educated and expect to have a voice i important decisions Whereas TQM 1s
incongruous with traditional human resource management practices (Cardy, 1998), quality practices are
well served by a feedback system that incorporates the mput of customers both mternal and external to the
organization (London & Beatty, 1993, Nowack, 1993)

Alternative to Traditional] Performance Appraisal Methods

An additional factor fueling the populanty of 360-degree feedback programs hes n the fact that 1t
constitutes a more efficient and cost-effective alternative to traditional assessment methods (Dalessio.
1998). including assessment centers (Bernardin & Beatty, 1987. McEvoy & Beatty. 1989) Long-standing
dissatisfaction with traditional top-down performance appraisal 1s well documented (Smuither, 1998). and
likely provides an impetus for the current pursurt of 360-degree feedback as an alternate solution

It should be noted that one marked deficiency of traditional performance apprasal methods applies
equally to 360-degree feedback Like traditional performance appraisal (Dobbins. Cardy. Factean &
Muller, 1993), 360-degree feedback typically fails to include consideration of situational constraints when
assessing individual performance Research has shown that raters fail to recognize the role of situational or
system constraints on individual performance (Carson, Cardy, & Dobbins, 1991) As such, 1n the absence

of consideration of these factors, the resultant feedback 1s made maccurate 1n that performance deficiencies
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are over-attributed to individual factors and under-attributed to system factors Tlus constitutes an area n
which 360-degree feedback systems still conflict with the principles and practiccs of TQM. as well as
coming up short of providing a complete and accurate assessment of performance

Imitation of Competitors

Of prumary mterest to the present study. experiential observations have fueled the suspicion that
many orgamzations are implementing 360-degree feedback for the simple reason of imitatton Lees (1992)
suggested that, primary among the reasons that orgamzations adopt particular management development
efforts 1s the simple 1dea of “environmental legiimacy” Summanzing the argument advanced by
environmental determinusts, Lees explicated that much of organizational structure exists not so much to
mfluence performance as to “signal conformity with environmental myths and to confer legitimacy on the
orgamzation from external constituenctes” (p 99) Lees went on to explain that failure to conform — or at
least, to convey the intent to conform - runs the nisk of forfeiting legiimacy 1n the eyes of the competition
Simularly, with regard to 360-degree feedback Waldman, Atwater, and Antonion (1998) suggest that some
organizations facing uncertain situations see the adoption of 360-degree feedback as a way to secure a
sense of external legiimacy by mimucking the practices of their principal competitors Waldman et al
(1998) noted that a smular phenomenon occurred with TQM. whereby later adopters were not so much
concerned with the specifics of the implementation or whether they were linked to actual performance
outcomes as they were with achieving a sense of external legitimacy through that implementation

It 15 possible, 1f not probable, that orgamizations fitang this profile are more prone to adopt 360-
degree feedback practices that are charactenzed by “systemic neglect”. they adopt the pracuce to signal an
imtent to conform and thereby secure external legitimacy, yet they lack real commutment to the potential
unpact such a practice can have on managenal and organizational performance Coupling the implications
of overzealous — and at times, negligent and/or superficially motivated - adoptions of 360-degree feedback
practices with the protean career view of individual responsibility for development raises questions about
the reasonable expectation for performance improvement withun such a system What might be reasonably
expected of managers” self-navigated efforts to improve performance. when placed within the context of an

unsupportive system that may have been unplemented because “1t’s the thing to do™?
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Expectations of Orgamzations Implementing 360-Degree Feedback

The primary objective of most 360-degree feedback programs 1s individual performance

umprovement (Tornow. 1993. Antomionu. 1996. Dalton, 1998) Regardless of an orgamization’s main
motrvation for turning to 360-degree feedback, implementation carries an inherent expectation that
multirater feedback will prompt behavioral change or otherwise lead to change or improvement
performance 1 the managers who receive that mformation (London & Beatty, 1993. Smuther London
Vasilopoulos, Millsap & Salvemini, 1995. Church & Bracken, 1997. London, Smuther. & Adsit, 1997
Waldman, Atwater, & Antonioni, 1998 Harvey & Cartagena. 1999) In large part tlus expectation stems
from the belief that information from multiple perspectives will reveal performance deficiencies of which
the manager was previously unaware (Waldman. Atwater, & Antonion1. 1998)

As noted by London. Wohlers. and Gallagher (1990). “Managers seem to have little knowledge of
therr own managenal strengths and weaknesses” (p 17) One reason for this quickly becomes clear
nsofar as most organizational environments are feedback poor, managers are typically unlikely to
encounter sufficient feedback to form an accurate self-perception (Waldman, Atwater, & Antoruont. 1998)
In such instances managers’ 360-degree feedback will provide extensive and possibly surprising
evaluations from coworkers. some of which will presumably motivate the purswt of behavioral change
Control Theorv

In accordance with the tenets of Control theory. it 1s reasonable to believe that. in reaction to
feedback mdividuals will be motivated to reduce discrepancies between their actual performance and some
explicit goal or standard, with greater discrepancies giving rise to heightened motivation Applied to 360-
degree feedback. Control theory would support the contention that individualized feedback clanifies for
managers the feedback-goal discrepancies in performance and allows managers to appropniately focus their
attention toward the reduction of gaps (Smuther, London, Vasilopoulos, Millsap. & Salvemini, 1995) An
extrapolation mught allow that individuals will be motivated to reduce discrepancies between their own
perceptions (as evinced by self-ratings, perhaps representattve of the standard or goal) of performance and

the perceptions held by relevant coworkers (as reflected in others’ ratings, hypothetically representative of
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actual performance) In short. there appears to be a general consensus around the notion that specific,
individualized feedback should lead to the reduction 1n discrepancies. or the improvement of performance

However. recent scholarly examinations of the effects of feedback have led some to suggest that its
1mpact may not always be to improve performance With regard to the application of Control theory.
Locke (1991) cautions, “Human beings do not automatically try to remove all discrepancies between
desired and actual outcomes Human beings are conceptual not mechanical systems” (p 12) This mnsight
tempers the assumption that discrepant feedback will necessarily result in the motrvation to reduce the
performance gap

Ewvidence Against the Assumption that Feedback Effects Improvement

Other research adds further evidence aganst the assumption that feedback necessanly leads to
mmproved performance For example. the study conducted by Smither. London. Vasilopoulos, Millsap. and
Salvemini (1995) showed no evidence of improvement for managers whose coworker ratings were low but
whose self-ratings were also low Looking to self-consistency theory. the authors explained that, 1t
sometimes occurs that managers may be satisfied with feedback that 1s consistent with therr self-
perceptions. even if the self- and other-perceptions are unfavorable

On a different note. a recent meta-analysis of 607 effect sizes relating to feedback nterventions was
conducted by Kluger and DeNisi (1996). therr results showed that more than a thurd of the feedback
Interventions examined actually resulted n “reduced performance” (p 275), or had debilitating effects on
performance Relatedly, based on a qualitative study of managers’ use of 360-degree feedback, Callender
(1996) cautioned that, “Like other feedback, 360-degree feedback can have powerful effects on the
recipient and can do harm 1f done badly” (p 19) Callender (1996) also noted, “In a feedback poor
environment. using 360-degree feedback may be a deluge m a desert” (p 138) Highlighting the nsks
associated with tlus dilemma. London (1995) pomnted out. “The more detailed the (feedback) report. the
more the interpretation required. and the greater the hikelihood that the managers’ biases will affect
interpretation” (p 221)

Taken together, these concerns provide evidence that feedback practices do not always effect

positive results, this second look at the extant literature suggests that the impact and effectiveness of such
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interventions are not automatic The assumption that multirater feedback will necessarnly mduce
performance improvement may be especially likely to be violated when companies implement such
practices while 1gnoring strategic alignment, systemic perspective. and available development tools that
appropnately support managers’ improvement goals

In addition, seminal research 1s beginning to unveil other requisite considerations in the design and
umplementation of 360-degree feedback systems For example based on the results of their finding that
ndividuals who percerved the feedback environment as unfavorable were less interested 1n using 360-
degree feedback. Funderburg & Levy (1997) emphasized the importance of assessing the organizational
environment for fit or readiness prior to mtroducing a multirater feedback system Moreover, their research
also revealed that employees whose managers were characterized by a participative style saw 360-degree
feedback to be of little utility, whereas those with autocratic managers found that the feedback filled key
informational voids Research by Brutus. Fleenor, & London (1997) showed that self. supervisor, peer, and
direct report ratings varied sigruficantly by organization type. leading them to conclude that. “researchers
and practitioners should not automatically assume that multisource feedback works the same way 1n all
types of organizations™ (p 17) These early works should. at a minimum, give rise to the disquieting
recogmtion that performance improvement will not necessarily follow as a consequence of 360-degree
feedback program nnplementation. and that conscious effort and exacting measures are needed to ensure
that the intended result does 1n fact occur within the orgamzational context within which such programs are
embedded

To recap, organizations introducing 360-degree feedback assume that performance unprovement
will result. moreover, the protean career perspective often leads to the expectation that managers shoutd
self-manage the development process These expectations are weighty, and they may yield unpredictable
results when the organization nstitutes 1ts 360-degree feedback program without regard for basic systemic
considerations or the ability of managers to self-navigate the process Dunnette (1993) posed the question
of what methodological hazards threaten the proper use and potential impact of 360-degree feedback. 1t

could be suggested that the current state of practice may prove to be among the most serious of hazards
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With these lugh expectations. possibly faulty assumptions, and incomplete implementation practices
i mind. two key questions are A) whether the inclusion of multiple raters in 360-degree feedback actually
leads to 1mproved performance and. B) what mght result from a 360-based. self-managed development
process The first question has garnered some research evidence and the second question 1s addressed 1n
the present study

Inclusion of Feedback from Multiple Raters

The inclusion of feedback from raters i a performance management context 1s said to yield
numerous advantages over a top-down rating process

First. the inclusion of multiple rating sources typically results m feedback information that the
manager would not otherwise have recerved (Bernardin, 1986) Kanc and Lawler (1978) stated that
additional sources of feedback information are valuable to the extent that they “contribute information that
1s psychometnically supenor to or different from that which existing sources contribute” (p 555) Many
scholars do believe that the added input from coworkers constitutes unique (1 ¢, psychometnically
distinctive) and valuable information that can deepen a manager’s self-insight and strengthen hus or her
efforts toward development (Mount. 1984, London & Beatty, 1993, Tornow. 1993) For example, Tornow
(1993) asserted that. from the perspective of the practitioner, “There are as many realities as there are
observers and that there 1s value 1n understanding these multiple realities/perspectives” (p 228) For
purposes of management development. the inclusion of multiple rater groups serves the Important purpose
of enabling managers to perceive their performance as others do (Atwater, Ostroff, Yammarino, & Fleenor.
1998). to the extent that the manager’s role requires the accomplishment of objectives through
relationships with coworkers. thus benefit 1s imperative Tlus benefit 1s said to take on increased
umportance n hight of self-raters’ lemency bias (Harns & Schaubroeck. 1988). the self-leniency tendency ts
likely to result 1n “blindspots™ or discrepancies between self- and other-ratings that can impede a manager’s
effectiveness (Atwater. Ostroff. Yammarmo, & Fleenor. 1998)

Second. from a psychometric perspective, 1t 1s often noted that performance assessment systems that
incorporate mput from greater than one source reflect more reliable and valid. as well as potentially more

accurate, feedback (Bernardin, 1986. Bernardin & Beatty. 1987. Cardy & Dobbins. 1994) Importantly.
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this fortifies the defense of the system 1f met with legal challenge (see Malos, 1998, for a review. Bernardin
& Beatty, 1987 — secondary cite. Bernardin & Klatt. 1985 — secondary cite)

Thurd. the inclusion of coworkers in the feedback process has been reported to contrnibute to
increased satisfaction with and acceptance of the process on the part of managers being assessed (Harrs &
Schaubroeck. 1989) In addition. 1t has been said to enhance employees’ feelings of participation and
involvement in organizational decision making (Bernardin, 1986)

In sum. there 1s solid rationale promoting the addition of multiple rating groups when [;rov1dmg
performance feedback to managers for purposes of development The movement to include non-traditional
sources of ratings has prompted research into the accuracy and value of ratings made by various coworker
constituencies

Research on Ratings Made bv Coworkers

Given that non-traditional sources of raters are being included 1n feedback systems. 1t becomes
important to determine whether the plausible theoretical advantages are borne out 1n reality Whereas
much was known from the extensive research on supervisor ratings of performance. little was known about
the psychometnc qualities of ratings made by coworkers when 360-degree feedback was first used to assess
individual performance Like the conclusions drawn regarding supervisory ratings. a review of the extant
research regarding self-. upward. and peer appraisal revealed strengths and deficiencies with each
Moreover. the evidence clearly indicates the prevalence of a lack of convergence (a) between self- and
other ratings. (b) across peer direct report. and supervisor ratings, (c) within the ratings of each rater group
(1 e. peer or direct report). to varying extents Despite these characteristics. the research supports the value
of adding coworker feedback to supervisor feedback in providing meanngful performance information to
managers for use 1n their development
Supervisor Ratings

The inclusion of coworker mput 1n 360-degree feedback does not challenge the use of supervisor
ratings. but rather. nivals only their use as the sole source of feedback nformation Unlike peer raters.
supervisors do not stand to profit from distortion of performance ratings and therefore they can be more

honest 1n rating performance (Cardy & Dobbins. 1994) Although research suggests that supervisory
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ratings are also prone to halo and lemency errors (see Cardy & Dobbins 1994 — secondary source). there 1s
little dispute regarding the value of the supervisor’s perspective for performance-related feedback

Most people. supervisors included. dislike giving feedback (Antomuoru. 1994) and are likely to avoid
the task 1f possible One area where 360-degree feedback improves upon traditional. top-down
performance appraisal 1s 1n taking the focus off of the supervisor as the sole evaluator and instead allowing
the supervisor to assume more of a coaching role in helping the target manager make sense of the input
from multtple sources This approach 1s more conducive to the manager’s development than the more
antagonustic roles set up under the traditional performance appraisal methods
Self Ratings

Historically, the primary deterrent of the use of self-ratings 1s the well-documented tendency toward
lemiency (Cardy & Dobbins. 1994. Murphy & Cleveland. 1995. London, 1997, Atwater. 1998) Research
has consistently found average self-ratings to be higher than the average ratings provided by coworkers
(Harris & Schaubroeck. 1988. Smither. London, Vasilopoulos, Rexlly. Millsap. & Salvemini, 1995,
Fleenor. McCauley & Brutus. 1996, Furnham & Stringfield, 1998) A meta-analysis conducted by Harris
and Schaubroeck (1988) found that self-ratings averaged more than a half-standard deviation higher than
supervisor ratings and a quarter standard deviation higher than ratings provided by peers Lemency 1n self-
appraisal 1s so pervasive that 1t led David Campbell of the Center for Creative Leadership to conclude,
“The vast majority of people consider being average an msult” (Atwater, 1998, p 342) Siularly, Mount
(1984) declared, “The overall conclusion regarding self ratings 1s that individuals have a significantly
different view of their own performance than that held by other raters” (p 688)

Still, Dunnette (1993) conctuded that self-assessments mclude accurate components, and he warned
agamnst assumung the accuracy of others’ ratings when discrepancies anse In a simlar ven. the results of a
meta-analysis of 55 studies conducted by Mabe & West (1982) suggested that under certain measurement
conditions (e g . expectations that self-ratings will be validated. social comparison terminology 1n the
1nstructions. assured anonymity through aggregation of data), self-ratings of ability correlate significantly
with objective performance criteria  However, self-ratings of managerial ability resulted 1n one of the

lowest correlations with objective critena (r = 04. unweighted)
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Despite the propensity toward leniency, numerous advantages have been suggested to result from
having individuals rate their own performance within an assessment process Self-rating 1s believed to
strengthen employee’s perceptions that the appraisal process 1s fair, encourage open commumcation during
a performance review, heighten acceptance of feedback by giving the individual being rated cause to reflect
on performance. and lead to greater commutment to subsequent development goals and action plans
(Atwater. 1998) In support of this line of thought. Dipboye & de Pontriand (1981) found that one of the
factors contributing to positive employee reactions to appraisal systems was the opportunity to present their
own side of the 1ssues. which can be facilitated through the use of self-ratings

In contrast, the results of a study conducted by Smither, London, Vastlopoulos, Reilly. Millsap, &
Salvemini (1995) revealed that managers who did rot complete self-ratings as part of an upward feedback
process evinced greater improvement over time than managers who completed self-ratings, leading the
authors to question the value of the self-rating practice Additionally, managers’ self-ratings did not change
from the first admimstration of upward feedback to the second administration s months later, leading the
researchers to conclude that studies have yet to discern whether the process of completing self-ratings
augments or duminishes managers’ acceptance of upward feedback
Peer Ratings

The use of peer assessment dates back to the 1920’s (Kane & Lawler. 1978) Peer rating differs
from peer ranking and peer nomunation n that 1t requires raters to compare the ratee to some absolute
standard. thereby allowing discrepancies in judgment across raters that do not anse with the other two
methods (Love. 1981) Ina study of peer assessment methods (1 € . peer nomation, peer ranking, and
peer rating) conducted wath police officers, Love (1981) found that peer rating resulted wn the lowest levels
of reliability (and therefore, validity) of the three techniques Moreover, he found that peer nominations
and peer rankings showed significantly higher correlations with supervisor rankings and ratings. althrough
all three methods sigmificantly predicted both forms of supervisor evaluation Despite these shortcomings.
Kane and Lawler (1978) had earlier pointed out that of the three peer assessment techniques. peer ratings

are most useful for feedback or other situations requiring umgque descriptive mformation about the person
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bemg rated Mount (1984) noted that peers were the most typical source of ratings outside of supervisors.
signaling that the application continues despite psychometric concerns

Additional concerns fueling opposition to the use of peer ratings include the supposition that they
may be seen as a populanity contest (Kane & Lawler, 1978), they may be biased by friendslups or alliances
and they may be manipulated by the peer rater for purposes of advancing his or her own 1nterests (Cardy &
Dobbins, 1994) In the study conducted by Love (1981). friendstup bias was detected but did not appear to
have impeded the correlation between peer assessments and supervisor evaluations

Reactions to peer appraisal have been mixed The police officers who participated 1in Love’s (1981)
research expressed negative reactions to all three peer assessment methods and voiced therr beliefs that peer
assessment 1s unfair, not accurate. and should not be used for promotion decisions In therr study of student
project teams, Farh, Cannella. and Bedeian (1991) learned that participants who were evaluated by peers
under developmental conditions responded more favorably to the process than students whose peer
evaluations were to be counted toward their grades

Despite these concerns and reactions. other unique advantages associated with peer ratings
encourages their inclusion in management development practices today Murphy and Cleveland (1995)
expressed the belief that peers may be the “single best informed source” (p 143) of performance ratings,
stemming from their contentions that (a) peers often work closely with the individual being rated and have
sufficient opportunities to observe both task and interpersonal behaviors, (b) the presence of peers 1s
unlikely to induce artificial behaviors on the part of the ratee. and (c) the ratings of peers can be pooled to
yield a more reliable rating and one that 1s less distorted by the 1diosyncratic biases of any one rater Cardy
& Dobbins (1994) added an additional impetus with the argument that. as compared with supervisors or
direct reports. peers may be more aware of the situational constraints that impede a manager’s performance
and may better understand the cnitical determinants of effectiveness i the managenal role

Recent research underscores the 1ssues and concerns advanced by scholars both for and agamnst the
use of peer ratings In a review of peer assessment research, Funder (1987) found studies i which peer
ratings effectively predicted successful performance in such roles as Naval officer. insurance sales. and

data processing system sales Based on his review. Funder concluded that peer ratings constitute an
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effective way to predict performance mn industrial and organizational settings Research by Farh, Cannella,
and Bedeian (1991) found that peer ratings are very sensitive to the conditions under wluch they are
collected In thisstudy students working in project teams provided more lement ratings of their peers
when the ratings were tied to grades versus when used solely for the development of the ratee In addition
the peer ratings made under the evaluative condition showed severe range restriction. lower interrater
reliability. and low convergent validity  Although participants 1n both conditions perceived the process to
be valuable and the ratings to be accurate, users n the development condition reported a lugher level of
acceptance and were more likely than their counterparts to recommend the process Farh et al concluded
that the use of peer ratings serves as a valuable source of feedback information in developmental contexts,
having shown that ratees are receptive to such a procedure and that the ratings produced are reliable and
valid However. they discouraged the collection of peer ratings for evaluative purposes

In sum, there 1s evidence to suggest that peer ratings can provide a rehable and valid source of
feedback information when used 1n a developmental context

Direct Report Ratings

The nclusion of performance feedback from direct reports 1s seen as necessary for a complete
assessment of managerial performance (Murphy & Cleveland 1995) Although a survey by Bernardin &
Beatty (1987) found that managers balked at the notion. studies based on actual admunistrations repori that
the practice tends to be well recerved by managers (Smuther London Vasilopoulos. Muillsap. & Salvemini.
1995) Bernardin & Klatt (1985) found that organizations that included direct report feedback 1n therr
appraisals considered their practices to be more effective than orgamizations that didn’t include subordinate
input  Despite the positive regard for this practice, a particularly menacing concern 1s unique to direct
reports as a source of coworker ratings the manager being rated holds a position of authonty over direct
report raters, leaving them vulnerable to potential retaliation (Mount, 1984) This reality 1s hikely to result
m 1nflation of ratings (Antonront, 1994)

Not surpnsingly. the research on upward appraisal indicates that ratings provided by direct reports
are particularly sensitive to the conditions under which they are collected A study by London and Wohlers

(1991) found that 34% of direct reports mdicated that they would have rated their managers differently 1f




their mput was to be used for performance appraisal instead of development. and that 24% would have

provided different ratmgs 1f the process had not been anonymous Similarly. 1n a study conducted by
Antonioni (1994), direct reports who provided ratings under the condition of anonymity provided
significantly lower ratings than their counterparts whose 1dentities could be determined by the target
manager Inaddition. a significantly greater number of direct reports assigned to the anonymity condition
participated 1n the study, as compared with direct reports who were required to sign their names to their
evaluations The results of this study led Antonzoni to conclude that direct report ratings be collected onlv
under conditions of anonymity. and that they be collected only for developmental purposes when first
implemented

In therr study of 60 law enforcement agency managers, McEvoy and Beatty (1989) found that drrect
report ratings predicted managerial performance up to seven years later with about the same level of
accuracy as cognitive ability tests, biodata, and assessment centers:. validity coefficients of direct report
ratings, corrected for criterion unreliability. ranged from 0 34 to 0 58 The authors suggested that
orgamizations seeking to predict managernal effectiveness up to seven years mto the future should consider
direct report ratings as a potent and wexpensive alternative to the assessment center methodology

Here again we have evidence to suggest that input from direct reports can enhance the value of
feedback provided to managers for purposes of development, with strong encouragement to take
appropriate measures to ensure the anonymuty of direct report raters (Mount. 1984)
Discrepancies Between Self-and Other Ratings

As noted by Harris and Schaubroeck (1988). incumbents hold very different views of their
performance than others do, with observers showing far greater agreement Tlhus conclusion was based on
therr meta-analysis which found that peer and supervisor ratings showed greater agreement (r = 62) than
self-peer (r = 36) or self-supervisor (r= 35) ratings Simlarly, Conway and Huffcutt’s (1997) meta-
analysis revealed lugher consensus in peer-supervisor ratings of managerial performance (r = 32) than was
evident for self-supervisor (r = 19) or self-peer (r= 17) ratings

A number of 1ssues are believed to dnive the discrepancy between self- and other-ratings Atwater

(1998) suggested that factors giving rise to greater differences 1n self-other ratings may include different
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understandings of the job requirements, biases (e g . halo, lemency). and political motives (e g . peers and
self-raters both stand to benefit from intentional distortion of ratings Cardy & Dobbins. 1994) In addition,
she noted that self-raters are different than other-raters in that self-raters base their self-evaluations on their
mtentions. whereas observers base their ratings on exhibited behaviors

Cardy & Dobbins (1994) suggested that Attribution Theory. Self-Enhancement Theory and Social
Companson Theory may offer some explanation for the phenomnenon Self-Enhancement Theory
postulates that individuals need to maintarn a favorable view of themselves, including the perception of
competence, such that they tend to distort information during processing to protect tlus propitious view
Social Companson Theory postts that people are motivated to form accurate self-assessments and that.
when devoid of absolute standards, they will compare themselves to others, Atwater (1998) has suggested
that self-raters tend to compare their performance to that of others, whereas others make ratings aganst

objective standards Perhaps the most compelling explanation stems from actor-observer attributions

Jones and Nisbett (1971) made the fundamental observation that. “The actor’s perceptions of the causes of
lus behavior are at variance with those held by outside observers” (p 1) The clear tendency 1s for the actor
to attribute performance to variations 1n situational factors (e g . task difficulty) but for observers to
attnibute that same performance to variations 1n abihity. giving nise to an mherent conflict of perceptions

As with the meta-analysts by Harris and Schaubroeck (1988), research has repeatedly shown self-
other rating discrepancies to be of greater magmtude than disparities among ratings from various coworker
constituencies (1 e . supervisor-peer supervisor-direct report. peer-direct report) In a study of over 2.000
managers rated by nearly 10,000 direct reports using the Managerial Sklls and Perspectives scales from
Benchmarks, Fleenor, McCauley. and Brutus (1996) found that average self-ratings were lugher than
others’ ratings and that the correlation between supervisor and direct report ratings was higher (r = 41) than
self-supervisor (r= 19) and self-direct report (r= 24) ratings Simularly. ina study conducted by Mount
(1984) using mud-level managers from a high-tech firm, self-ratings proved to be significantly lugher than
supervisor and direct report ratings on five of eight behaviors Moreover, supervisor-direct report ratings
showed lugher convergence ( 24) than did self-ratings 1n relation to either supervisor ( 16) or direct report

('19) ratings Finally. 1n a study of seven project work teams within an orgamzation, Furnham &
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Stningfield (1998) found that while self-raters provided significantly higher performance ratings, there was
no significant difference between the ratings provided by supervisors, peers. and consultants  As such,
there was considerable discrepancy between self- and other-ratings (r= 13), but marked congruence
between manager-peer (r = 61), manager-consultant (r = 58), and peer-consultant ratings (r = 46) Thus
the self-other rating discrepancy findings have been fairly robust and rephcated across a variety of settings

Harris and Schaubroeck (1988) found that job type moderated self-other ratings with self-supervisor
and self-peer correlations proving lower for those holding managenal positions as compared with those
holding blue-collar or service positions Interestingly, job type did not affect observer agreement The
authors posited that the ambiguous context of managenal roles, as compared with well-defined roles such
as blue-collar or service positions may permit the operation of egocentric bias

Finally. several studies have examuned the implications of self-other agreement Insofar as self-
awareness 1s key to effective leadership (Tornow. 1993, Fleenor, McCauley. & Brutus, 1996). the
ramufications of self-other agreement pose a concern In a study of 1.460 managenal participants 1n a
leadership development program. Atwater, Ostroff. Yammarino, and Fleenor (1998) found that self-peer
and self-direct report rating agreement was mdicative of highly effective performance They also found
that managers who severely underestimated their own performance tended to be highly effective but those
who greatly overestimated their own behavior were less effective as managers In sum. manageral
effectiveness was related to self-ratings that were either in agreement with or lower than others’ ratings,
with lenient self-ratings being correlated with ineffective performance Related research by Smuther.
London, Vasilopoulos, Reilly, Millsap. & Salvemim (1995) showed that managers whose self-ratings were
equivalent to or lower than ratings provided by their direct reports did not observe a significant increase 1
therr performance ratings 1n a second admistration six months later. however. these results should be
interpreted with caution due to low power stemming from small sample size

And finally. Albright and Levy (1995) conducted a laboratory study tn which participants who
recerved feedback from others that was more positive than their self-ratings expressed a more favorable

reaction to the feedback than participants whose other-ratings were lower than their self-ratings Thus
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suggests that the direction of self-other rating discrepancy may affect a participant’s reaction to — and
ultimately acceptance of — feedback from multiple sources

Self-other rating agreement is not the only agrcement dimension with which 360-degree feedback
reciptents must contend Disagreement both across and within rater groups has also proved to be a
common occurrence

Discrepancies in Ratings Across Constituencies

One of the “received doctrines” of performance assessment 1s that differences 1n ratings made by
various observers of the same person’s behavior constitutes error vartance which needs to be mimmzed In
the context of 360-degree feedback. however, numerous scholars have asserted that discrepancies across
rating sources should not be dismussed as error vaniance Different coworker groups may experience real
differences 1n behavior according to their relationship with the target manager (Tornow, 1993, Murphy &
Cleveland. 1995, Conway & Huffcutt, 1996, Salam, Cox. & Sims, 1997) Research has shown that
coworker views can indeed represent unique perspectives and that a more complete picture of a manager’s
performance 1s gleaned by incorporating them all (Wohlers & London, 1989. Conway & Huffcutt. 1997)
Thus. when examining performance ratings from multiple constituencies. agreement 1s not necessarily
synonymous with accuracy (Atwater. 1998) Tlus line of thinking reflects the very reason that compels the
use of multiple sources of feedback

In a study of leaderstup behaviors set withun a defense electronics firm. Salam. Cox. and Suns
(1997) found that the behaviors deemed important by the target manager’s supervisor (e g . opportunity
thinking) proved quite different from those given prionty by the manager him/herself (e g . challenging the
status quo) and by direct reports (e g , contingent reward) Whereas the leadership qualities of challenging
the status quo and encouraging independent action evinced a significant, positive correlated with direct
reports’ ratings of managenal effectiveness. they showed a significant, negative correlation with
supervisors’ ratings These results led the authors to observe that, “the particular leader behaviors that are
seen to lead to lugh performance ratings are dependent on the hierarclucal role of the person doing the
rating” (p 198) and that these contradictory signals and priorities are Iikely to be confusing to the target

manager recerving thus feedback



It has become clear that rater groups do provide differing assessments of the same manager’s
performance (Chappelow, 1998) Based on their research, Wohlers and London (1989) concluded that
coworkers’ performance ratings of a target manager reflected a composite of different viewpoints Mount
(1984) armved at a similar conclusion 1n lus comparison of self-. supervisor-, and subordinate-ratings
* Each rating perspective may actually be measuring a unique aspect of the manager’s job performance "
(p 698) Moreover the results of lus study led Mount (1984) to suggest that certain performance
dunensions may be rated more reliably by one rating source than another

But still, the mput of peer and direct report raters may lead to different ratings There are a number
of studies suggesting that interrater agreement may be affected by the extent to which behaviors are overt
or easily observable Conway and Huffcutt (1997) noted that a sizable proportion of managenal
responsibilities are cognitive n nature and therefore are not easily observed They conducted a meta-
analysis which found only partial support for their hypothesis that greater reliability would be found 1n
ratings of more overt behaviors (1 e , interpersonal behaviors commumcation, relattonship building,
constderation) as compared with more difficult-to-observe cognitive skills (e g, job knowledge, judgment.
problem 1dentification) Whule direct report ratings showed greater agreement on 1nterpersonal behaviors
than cogmitive skills, supervisor and peer ratings proved hughly reliable for the cognitive dimensions and
less so for iterpersonal skills Ttus does however, lend support for Mount’s contention that particular
performance dunensions may be rated more reliably by one rater group than another

Somewhat 1 contrast, Wohlers and London (1989) assigned rating tasks to 233 students in graduate
level management classes. they discovered that raters perceived observable managenal behaviors as easier
to accurately evaluate In a second part of the study using 52 middle level managers. Wohlers and London
(1989) then found that that the behaviors that had earlier been 1dentified as easier to rate (1e. more
observable wntten communication) were characterized by greater consistency in ratings across coworkers
In further support of this finding, Furnham and Stringfield’s (1998) study of organizational project teams
showed that congruence 1n ratings was highest across supervisor, peers. and consultants for observable

behaviors (e g , planning. communication) and lowest for more latent or remote attributes (e g. analytic
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ability) Thus. 1t appears that interrater agreement may be influenced by the extent to which the managerial
behavior 1s observable

All of this evidence suggests that vanance representing “real” differernces 1n expectations and
interaction e\ists across rater groups These findings support the use of 360-degree feedback as a vehicle
for assuring a more thorough and accurate composite of a manager’s performance as perceived by
umportant constituencies affected by that manager's work-related behavior

The key concern, however, for managers as they receive feedback from multiple coworker groups 1s
how to interpret the mformation when ratings from different groups conflict As Tornow and London
(1998) pointed out. 360-degree feedback “can set up potential role conflicts for recipients by suggesting the
need to be different things to different people 1n different contexts” (p 12) At a muumum. this task can be
daunting, but 1t can at times prove overwhelming To effectively self-manage their developmental
responses to 360-degree feedback. managers must integrate large amounts of feedback information - some
of which may be contradictory- and then extract priorities among the performance deficiencies indicated so
as to move forward with an action plan Intensifying this challenge 1s the fact that. not only do ratings
across rater groups vary — they also vary within a rating source as well

Discrepancies in Ratings Within Constituencies

Although 1t mught be readily understood that rating discrepancies can anse across constituencies 1t
should not be presumed that ratings within a rater group will reflect lower variance than that observed
across groups (Cardy & Dobbins. 1994) In other words, differences between supervisor and direct report
ratings may prove comparable to the variance 1n ratings made by several direct reports For example. 1t
would be reasonable to expect that direct reports mught provide different ratings of thewr manager’s
corrective behavior. according to whether they have seen or personally expenenced their manager’s
attempts to alter substandard performance or coach for improvement

Beyond the case of clearly demarcated individual expenences. 1t may be tempting to assume that
raters within the same group (e g . direct reports) who have basically the same relationship with the target
manager should have simular views of that manager’s behavior This assumption may be fallacious as well

There are a number of viable explanations for this phenomenon Jones and N;sbett (1971) provide one
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possible explanation for the observed vanance within constituencies. they point out that the observer (1¢.
rater) carries a bias into nteractions with the target manager 1n that the observer’s own behavior 1s
relatively restricted and consistent (compared with the realm of possible behaviors) Insofar as the rater’s
own behavior 1s finite, he/she evokes a restricted and consistent sample of behavior from the target
manager, when generalized across raters tlus “observer-inherent bias” can produce actual differences n
mnteractions with the target manager and resultant differences 1n ratings of performance Second, the extant
literature on leader-member exchange (LMX) (Graen and Scandura 1987. also see Dienesch and Liden.
1986 for a review), for example. has shown that managers display significantly different behaviors 1n their
mteractions with subordinates m their tn-groups as compared with those 1n their out-groups. and that
subordinate satisfaction with supervision varies across the two groups (Vecchio & Gobdel. 1984) Thus
although the direct reports all share the same basic relationship with the individual 1n focus (1 € . a reporting
relationship), they may well expenience different behaviors 1n their interactions with their manager, thus
leading to disparate perceptions of his or her performance As exemplified by the LMX research, 1t 1s
imperative to recogmze that genunely motivated differences in performance ratings may be found by
looking not only across rater groups, but withun the members of any one rater group, as well

Investigations of the reliability of ratings within each constituency provide evidence that non-
traditional sources of performance feedback can yield reliable ratings, but they also show that direct report
ratings tend to evince lower rehability, as would be suggested by LMX theory and research For example.
a meta-analysis conducted by Conway and Huffcutt (1996) found that supervisors, peers, and subordinates
can provide a reliable within-source index Direct reports showed the lowest interrater rehability of the
coworker groups ( 30). followed by peers ( 37) and supervisors ( 50) The authors suggested that the lower
reliability of direct report ratings could reflect the operation of leader-member exchange, wherein a
manager tends to treat direct reports differently depending on whether they are in lus/her “in-group”
Stmilarly. Mount’s (1984) study also showed that ratings of direct reports reflected relatively low interrater
agreement (ranging from 15to 28) Not surpnisingly, direct report ratings showed greater discrepancy on
behaviors such as delegation and consideration, domains which may be more susceptible to individual

differences or 1n-group/out-group classification




Greguras and Robie (1998) conducted a generalizability study on the multisource ratings of 153
managers partcipating 1n a leadership development program Their results showed that. n practice. the
rehability of ratings varies across rater groups In order to reach an acceptable level of rehiability (1e. 70
Nunnally. 1978) a 360-degree feedback process needs to collect ratings from a munimum of four
supervisors on at least five items/behaviors as well as a miumum of si\ peer and seven direct report raters
with no fewer than 20 items Under conditions typically encountered 1n orgaruzational settings, peers
proved to be the most reliable raters, followed by direct reports Although they were the most reliable
raters when number of raters and behavioral dimensions were held constant. supervisors proved to be the
least reliable source of ratings under conditions in which 360-degree feedback 1s typically collected Given
that ratees alinost never have four supervisors in orgamizational settings, the authors recommended that
practitioners continue to seek — and even b;:gm to weigh more heavily — the input of peer and direct report
raters

In summary, the research conducted to date provides solid evidence that coworkers can providc
accurate and valuable feedba,ck to managers. but that the interpretation of such feedback can prove onerous
1n that disagreement both across and withun rater groups 1s common The studies referenced above provide
some rmtial gudance for practitioners mn terms of minimum rater requirements and msights for helping
managers understand the feedback they recetve from vanous coworker groups Nevertheless. these studies
lunt that there remains much to be learned about the sources of discrepancy withun and across rater groups.
and they fall short of answering the question of whether coworker feedback leads to improved
performance The implications of all of thus for managers may best be summanzed by Chappelow (1998)
“Now that I have the data, what do I do with 1t?” (p 38

Does 360-Degree Feedback Iead to Improved Performance?

“The hardest question to be asked of coworker feedback Does 1t improve performance? All too
often managers are given feedback. dutifully resolve to do better. and nothing changes™ (Kaplan 1993. p
300) Although organizations implementing 360-degree feedback programs assume that 1t will result in
umproved performance, from the researchers’ perspective. there 1s a lack of conclusive evidence that 360-

degree feedback leads to changes 1n managenal performance (London. 1995, Callender, 1996) The need




for research 1nto the effects of coworker feedback on the subsequent performance of managers has been
repeatedly cited (Smuther, London. Vasilopoulos. Millsap. & Salvemini, 1995, Reilly, Smuther. &
Vasilopoulos, 1996) and has stimulated the few existing investigations of the 1ssue

Several reviewers have commented that research has shown performance improvement to result
from multisource feedback (Church & Bracken, 1997). though one added, “improvements appear to be
moderate” (Dalessio. 1998, p 291) In an exanunation of the effects of upward appraisal, Hegarty (1974)
found that managers who were provided with feedback from their direct reports recerved significantly
higher ratings 1n a second admistration twelve weeks later, whereas managers who did not receive their
feedback showed no such increase 1n raungs Moreover, direct report perceptions of performance
umprovement were supported by two independent measures of performance. leading Hegarty to conclude
that there 1s strong evidence that direct report feedback leads to positive change 1n managerial performance

In a two-year study of managers from a large mudwestern utility, Fisher, Hazucha, Hezlett, and
Schnerder (1993) found that the group’s performance improved over the two-year pertod following
feedback. and that the performance improvements were observed by both self- and other-raters In
addition, Fisher et al found that self-ratings were more consistent with others’ ratings 1n the second
admunistration of the multisource feedback process

Smither et al (1995) found that changes in performance six months after recerving feedback from
direct reports fluctuated according to the level of performance reported at the first admimstration of the
feedback Specifically. performance improved sigmuficantly for managers who mtally recerved low and
moderate ratings. but deteriorated for managers whose mtial ratings were high Further mvestigation
showed that the decrement n ratings for managers who mitially recerved hugh performance ratings could be
explained by regression toward the mean. but that none of the increase 1n ratings for managers with
moderate 1nutial ratings and only part of the umprovement among managers with low first ratings was due to
regression toward the mean Interestingly, these results were found regardless of whether managers were
actually given their feedback reports after the first admimstration. such that managers who did not receive

feedback showed a comparable propensity for improvement as those who were informed of their direct

reports’ ratings
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Reilly. Smither. and Vasilopoulos (1996) conducted a longitudmal study 1 which four
adnunistrations of upward feedback were conducted first at a six month interval and then repeatedly at
twelve month intervals over a total span of two and a half years The results of thus research partially
replicated previous studies 1n that changes 1 behavior over time varied 1 accordance with managers’
itial level of performance Ratings of managers whose performance was witially percerved as deficient
increased significantly from the first to second and third to fourth admimstrations of upward feedback,
showing greater improvement than could be expected by regression toward the mean Moreover, the
positive increase 1n performance ratings was sustained throughout subsequent admimistrations of the
feedback process Once again. managers whose performance mtially yielded Iugh ratings showed
regression between the first and second admistrations only Of particular note 1s the finding that
1mprovement over the entire span of ttme was unrelated to both the number of times managers had received
feedback (ranging from none to four reports) and the pornt 1n tume at which they received 1t (never, Time ]
and Time 2 only. Time 3 only. Times 1, 2. and 3) Although the results provided support for earlier
research that upward appraisal leads to lugher ratings of performance over time. 1t also confirmed previous
work which showed that whether managers actually recerved the feedback was of little consequence

Research on Feedback and Goal Setting

Although 360-degree feedback 1s important to management development 1n that 1t leads to
heightened self-awareness, there 1s an implicit expectation within organizations that tmplement the practice
that the feedback will lead to improve performance Thus, the objective i unplementing 360-degree
feedback 1s typically to improve performance, whether at the individual or organizational level, 1deally
both Improved performance following the receipt of 360-degree feedback 1s generally expected to occur
through a process of setting goals and engaging in relevant development activities

Scholars have pointed out that feedback can serve different purposes to employees at different career
stages (London. 1997). helping early career employees to assimilate the organization’s culture and their
roles. midcareer employees to strengthen their performance and 1dentify development areas. and late career
employees to maintain their effectiveness and productivity More generally, feedback 1s believed to

enhance learning and self-knowledge and to increase motivation by clarifying what behaviors are necessary
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for successful performance (London, 1997) Studies have shown that feedback functions primarly to (a)
direct behavior toward established goals, (b) facilitate learning by providing mformation about the
effectiveness of behavior relative to established goals or objectives and (c) motivate an individual by
identifying behaviors that lead to successful performance

The means by which feedback, including 360-degree feedback. typically leads to improved
performance 1s through the setting of goals The literature on goal setting 1s replete with testimomes of
performance improvement (see Locke & Latham, 1994, for a review) In general. goal setting theory posits
that that harder goals lead to better performance than easy or moderately difficult goals. and that specific
goals prove more effective than no goals or “do your best” goals (Locke, Shaw, Saar1. & Latham. 1981)
Additionally. the extant literature contends that feedback moderates the effect of goals on performance,
such that goal setting without feedback leads to Iittle improvement (Locke & Latham. 1994) When
formulated 1n response to feedback, goals regulate performance by directing effort toward relevant
activities, by mobilizing and regulating the energy expended 1n accordance with the difficulty of the goal.
by 1nducing perseverance over time, and by enabling the formulation of pertinent strategies for goal
attainment (Locke, Shaw, Saan, & Latham, 1981. Locke & Latham, 1994) We will bniefly examine the
application of goal setting to 360-degree feedback. but first several caveats are examined

First. a meta-analysis by Tubbs (1985) concluded that when goal setting properties were measured.
strong support was garnered for the effectiveness of setting difficult. specific goals. and for participation
the goal setting process However. Tubbs also discovered that. “when actual effect sizes were coded. 1t
became clear that larger effects have generally been obtained in the lab” (p 480) Tlus conclusion raises a
concern when viewed against the expectation that managers — operating 1n a field setting - will be able to
self-navigate the development process by setting feedback-based goals to effect subsequent performance
lunprovement

Relatedly. 1t has been noted that most goal setting studies focus on a goal as “a specific standard of
proficiency on a task, usually within a specified time limt” (Locke, Shaw, Saari. & Latham. 1981,p 126)
With regard to management development and the 360-degree feedback recerved by managers. 1t 1s rare that

skall proficiency 1s well-defined. or that coworker expectations are well-defined, and the specified time




lunut would generally be established by “yesterday would suffice” Few studies have exaimined the

applicability of tradinonal goal setting techniques to areas as complex as managenial competencies

Moreover. as Locke and Latham (1994) noted. attempting to achieve specific. challenging goals
(typically the unpetus for maxunal performance under goal setting theory) can actually impedc
performance under certain conditions  Such conditions are those which are devoid of strategic tramnng and
include being mn the initial stages of learming a new and complex task (e g, a managenal competency).
focusing on a task that 1s heunstic 1n nature (e g . interpreting complex feedback). and receiving pressure to
increase effectiveness or perform well immedately (e g . the inherent expectation that feedback should
induce performance improvement) These impeding conditions mught apply to a majority of the situations
1n wluch managers are attempting self-managed development efforts

Implications for Self-Managed Development

In addition to the protean career philosophy, a second driving force behind the need for self-
managed development stems from the trend toward delayering and downsizing As layers and positions
were cut. the scopes of employee responsibility grew, including the assumnption of responsibilities that were
formerly assigned to superiors (Davis. 1990. Latham & Locke. 1991) It 1s rare that a manager’s boss can
find the tume to partner in lus or her development efforts

Contextual 1ssues aside. 1t 1s commonly believed that self-regulation or self-management 1s a natural
process (Carver. 1979. Manz, 1986) and that management development 1s typically self-managed
(Margenison, 1988. Dechant, 1990, Willis & Dubin, 1990) Carver (1979) descrnibed self-regulation as a
naturally occurring process ~ Simularly, Brief and Hollenbeck (1985) began their research with the
assumption that employees regulate their own job-related behavior but their results led them to conclude
that “the incidence of spontaneous self-regulation of job performance may not be lugh enough to treat thus
activity as a naturally occurning process” (p 206) Latham and Locke (1991) drew a sumilar conclusion.
“Our conclusions about goal setting and self-direction are these although people are natural self-regulators
n that goal-directedness 1s inherent i the Iife process. they are not innately effective self-regulators Skill

n self-regulation must be acquired through expenence. traimng, and expertise’ (p 240)




To further compound the complexity of self-managing the development process a requisite
precursor to goal setting 1s the correct interpretation of complicated feedback and the accurate diagnosis of
the 1ssues underlying the performance deficiency Figure 2 1 illustrates the complenity of this process The
interpretation of 360-degree feedback can be a difficult task The threat to managers’ ability to accurately
mterpret multidumensional feedback and to correctly diagnose the root cause of performance 1ssues 1s
undoubtedly compounded by the psychological processes that occur in the performance assessment
process First. managers may have particular difficulty (A) receiving feedback concerning performance
deficiencies and (B) examining their performance objectively this occurs by virtue of the fact that they
have obtained their positions by being more successful than most (Argyris. 1991) Second, increased
tenure in role may narrow the mcumbent’s vision, such that the efficiency of an effective routine hunders
recognition of the deficiencies mherent within or created as a byproduct of that process (Davis. 1990)
Thurd, the pervasive tendency for actors to attribute performance to environmental or situational factors 1s
at odds with the propensity of observers to attribute performance to the stable disposition of the actor
(Jones & Nisbett, 1971). 1n other words, the self-rater has a fundamentally different perspective about the
causes of performance than the coworkers who also rate lus/her performance Owing to these factors, 1t can
be extraordinanily difficult for a manager to recognize his/her own performance deficiencies without the
assistance of outside interpretation

Technically speaking. the interpretation of 360-degree feedback can prove challenging because of
the sheer volume of information and the countless possible combinations of rater agreement levels A
statement by Byrnes (1998) 1s particularly applicable to the interpretation of 360-degree feedback “Cues
that correspond to multiple causal factors 1n an imperfect, nonobvious. and abstract way would be harder to
mterpret than cues that correspond to single causal factors i a reliable and transparent way” (p 45) A
Iugh level of acumen may be required to synthesize messages discernible when looking across
competencies. as with the detection of patterns of strength or deficiency which might yield additional clues
to the performance puzzle An even greater level of mastery may be required to integrate information

about strengths and weaknesses. such as ferreting out strengths that can be leveraged to add greater power
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to one’s efforts to address a related development need At thus level of proficiency. feedback interpretation
holds the greatest potential for dnving improvement

Once the manager has interpreted the feedback and 1dentified developmental prionities, he or she
must then define the nature of the deficiency to 1dentify a surtable strategy for addressing and overcoming |
1t Thus next step - diagnosing the root cause of a perforinance deficiency - may again require some ability
to synthesize or integrate across behaviors and competencies As perceived by Rummler (1972), *A magor
part of our failure at solving people-centered or people-related performance problems is our failure to
analyze these problems completely before we try to solve them” (p 2) Rummnler goes on to express lus
belief that. “In most cases. where an mdividual agrees with the work goals. he will improve 1if he knows 1)
He 1s off target 2) How to correct or get on target” (p 5) Dechant (1990) echoes this concern wath his
observation that the ability to nterpret information and diagnose the learning need 1s the first competency
required for self-directed learning  For self-navigating managers, the ability to create relevant strategies 1s
predicated on the ability to correctly diagnose the root cause indicated by coworker ratings

With regard to performance deficiencies indicated within a manager’s 360-degree feedback, there
are any number of potental ongins skill deficiency, lack of commumcation, role ambiguty. lack of
awareness of others’ expectations, differential interactions with coworkers at varous levels within the
orgamization. personality imncompatbility, situational constrants, etc  The manner in which one mught go
about addressing each of these 1ssues can vary dramatically. whereas a skill deficiency mught require
tramng and opportunities for practice. differential nteractions with coworkers may require a concerted.
conscientious effort to extend developed skills to an underattended constituent group  Asynchronous
expectations held by various coworkers requires a far different solution than would a situational or systemic
constraint as the root cause of a performance deficiency indicated by 360-degree feedback

Assuming that developmental prionities have been properly 1dentified, 1t can be difficult for an
inexpenenced feedback recipient to accurately determine the likely performance 1ssue mmplied by a given
pattern of coworker ratings More challenging still may be the 1dentification of a suitable strategy for
addressing the underlying 1ssue  As cautioned by London (1997), “the source of the feedback should not

take 1t for granted that the recipient will know what to do with the feedback” (p 16)
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In a study of the mmpact of 360-degree feedback on management development. Hazucha, Hezlett,
and Schneider (1993) found that “not all development activities were related equally to skill development
The development activities which were most strongly related to skill development were among the less
frequently performed” (p 346) Inaddition Hazucha et al found that older employees reported and were
perceived as exerting lngher levels of engagement n developmental activity. but therr persistence did not

lead to a greater degree of change

Hypothesis 3 Managers who correctly discerned the underlying causes of performance 1ssues
indicated by coworker ratings are more likely to show performance
improvement 1n their development areas than managers who were unable to
identify underlying 1ssues

To address the next step 1n the self-managed development sequence, goal setting theory would

contend that managers who establish appropriate goals (1 ¢, specific. challenging) are more likely to be
successful in their performance improvement efforts than will naive managers with less goal setting
proficiency Locke and Latham (1994) proposed that the 1dentification of suitable strategies for the
attainment of complex goals may emanate from past expenence. formal trauung 1n strategy development.
a grace period for learmung without pressure for results. heightened self-efficacy. and an external strategy
search capability Fromn this. we would expect that previous experience with 360-degree feedback. with
setting developmental goals, and with engaging m developmental activiies would lead to greater
effectiveness mn 1dentifying effective strategies or development steps to address performance deficits

Hypothesis 4a Managers who have recerved 360-degree feedback more often will be rated by
coworkers as showing greater performance 1mprovement i their development
areas

Hypothesis 4b Managers who have a stronger history of engaging 1n development activities
will be rated by coworkers as showing greater performance improvement 1n
their development areas

Hypothesis 5a Managers who have recerved 360-degree feedback more often will report
making a stronger attempt to use their feedback than will less expenienced
managers

Hypothesis 5b Managers who have a stronger history of engaging in development will report

making a stronger attempt to use their feedback than will less experienced
managers
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Bandura (1982) declared that self-efficacy determines how much effort people will expend and how
long they will persist in pursuit of their goals Furthermore, he stated that strength of self-efficacy predicts
behavior change, because 1t heightens commmtment and increases the effort (Bandura. 1977) Lent and
Hackett (1987) speculated that self-efficacy would predict persistence of engagement 1n career
development programs Smularly, Noe and Wilk (1993) also expressed the belief that self-efficacy plays a
role 1n development activity, they asserted that lugher self-efficacy leads to more positive attitudes toward
learning. stronger believes 1n the benefits of participating in development activities, and a greater
awareness of development needs

Taken together. the insights from these scholars might suggest that managers liaving more
experience with 360-degree feedback as an input to development or who have engaged 1n a greater number
of developmental practices may be more successful in identifying effective action steps It would follow
that experienced managers are hikely to have hugher self-efficacy in their own ability to improve
performance through developmental c;ffons, and therefore will likely report stronger attempts to use their

feedback for development

Hypothesis 6 Managers reporting higher self-efficacy for development will realize greater
umprovements 1 performance 1 their development areas as a result of their
development efforts

Using the recerved doctrine that “the best predictor of future performance 1s past performance™, one
might expect that managers who routimely (1f not effectively) set goals and manage the performance and
development of direct reports are more likely to effectively self-navigate or self-manage their own
development In keeping with the tenets of Goal Setting theory. managers who set their own development

goals should see greater performance improvement in response to their 360-degree feedback

Hypothesis 7 Managers who set their own development goals are likely to be rated as more
effective i having 1mproved their performance i their development areas
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Rewarding Behavior

A final aspect of self-management pertains to the rewarding of desired behavior In general,
behaviors that are rewarded tend to be repeated The desired response 1s strengthened by association with a
behavior-contingent reward or remforcement (Bolles 1972) It has been noted that. in order for self-
managed strategies or efforts to be maintaied over tume. they must be reinforced (see Manz 1986 for a
review) Presumably since it 1s a self-managed process the manager needs to reward lus or her own
progress and achievements

Bandura (1976) exphicated that in the self-reinforcement process, individuals regulate their own
behavior by making rewards contmgent upon the attainment of some previously determuned standard of
performance He went on to state that people who self-reward their own behavior when approprate go on
to perform as well or better than individuals who receive externally-provided rewards

In a study of self-regulating activities, Brief and Hollenbeck (1985) found that few individuals

engaged 1n self-rewards to appropnately remforce desired behavior

Hypothesis 8 Managers who reward their own acluevements are more lIikely to realize
perforinance improvement in their development areas through their development
efforts

In sum. the application of theory to the practice of self-managed development 1m response to 360-

degree feedback 1s examined The stipulated hypotheses extend reasonably from the extant literature
although the 1ntersection of contextual 1ssues with application raise serious questions regarding the

reasonableness of the expectation that developmental responses to 360-degree feedback can be self-

managed 1n keeping with previous research findings
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CHAPTER IiI
METHOD
Pilot Study

The questionnaire used for the current study was thoroughly reviewed 1n a pilot study by eleven
(11) managers from a large southeastern power orgamization Participants were asked to complete the
questionnaire and to submut to a brief, one-on-one interview with the principal investigator to provide
suggestions for improving the clanty and ease of use of the questionnaire Participants provided
improvement suggestions on a voluntary basis and 1n response to prepared questions

Potential participants were 1dentified by a Human Resources director who personally knew the

managers and assessed them to have adequate experience with 360-degree feedback to provide useful input
for the revisions process Participation n the pilot study was voluntary, and was solicited through
electronic matl Of the thirteen potential partictpants contacted one person declined because of a time
conflict and one was unable to meet with the principal investigator thus, eleven managers reviewed the
questionnaire

The participants included five men and six women Their jobs were all classified at the
managenial level, ranging from supervisory through semior management The average age of participants
was 44 6 years (range from 36 to 58), average organizational tenure was 17 25 years (range from 2 5 to 29
years), and average tenure as a manager was 16 9 years (range from 3 to 25 years) Participant career stage
also varied. one manager was 1n early career, six reported being 1n “mid-career”, and three identified
themselves as being 1n the late career stage Four of the participants currently had direct reports, with an
average of five (5) subordinates

The questionnaire was revised as a result of participants’ responses and comments Examples of

revistons included wording changes and the addition or deletion of response options

Subject Matter Expert Reviews

Review Number One

At the same time that the pilot study was underway, four Industrial and Organizational

Psychologists. identified as 360-degree feedback subject matter experts through their publication records.




were contacted by email and asked to review the questionnaire All four inrtially agreed to review and
comment on the matenals. but only three returned their comments

The subject matter experts provided comments and reactions, and recomimended changes to the
design and content of the questionnaire Specifically. they 1dentified the response options they would
endorse for each of the three feedback scenarios provided. in a test of the manipulations designed by the
principal mvestigator Subsequent changes to the questionnaire and 1ts scenarios were made 1n response to
their reviews

Review Number Two

After the first round of subject matter expert revisions were made, a new group of subject matter
experts was contacted and asked to complete the modified scenarios to determune whether the changes
enhanced the intended manipulations Two Industrial and Orgamzational Psychologists, one Clinical
Psychologist, and one person with a doctoral degree in Orgamizational Development completed this phase
of the study All four were selected based on their expertise with designing multisource feedback systems
for client orgamizations, mterpreting individual feedback results and providing individual coaching for
development, all four were consulting 1n these areas at the time of their participation 1n this study Based
upon the performance of these subject matter experts. additional modifications were made to further target
the intended effect for the three feedback scenarios

Subjects

Eight-hundred thurty-seven managers at a large financial services organization 1n the southeastern
United States were contacted to participate m tlus study Fifty-two managers (6% response rate)
volunteered to participate Two of the 52 managers failed to return the requisite research materials and as
such were eliminated from the study

Ages of the remaining fifty participants ranged from twenty-five to fifty-seven. with an average age
of 34 90 (SD =7 14 years) A majonty of participants reported being n the early (40%) or muddle (54%)
career stages Half of the participants were female (n=25), and the majonty (94%) were Caucasian The
majonity of participants occupied positions including Analyst (12%). Operations Manager (36%), and

Specialist (48%), and represented managenal levels from middle- to senior- management Participants had



from zero to 170 direct reports. with the average being 10 20 (SD=29 42) Tenure with the company

ranged from one to thirteen years. with a mean of 4 26 years (SD=2 19) Participants reported having
between zero and twenty-five years of managenal expenence. with an average of 5 62 years (SD=6 25)
Procedures

Phase 1 — Leaderstup Development Program Participation

Prior to the mnception of tlus research, managers voluntarily completed a formal 360-degree feedback
process within their employing orgamzation The feedback process was part of an intensive, three-session
leaderslup development program sponsored by the orgamzation

Managers i the leaderslup development program 1dentified coworkers (1 e ., boss. peers. and direct
reports) to provide them with performance ratings on behaviors relating to twenty-three skill dimenstons.
which in tumn comprised the company’s five key competencies Managers recerved their feedback during
the third and final session of the program. along with detailed information and structured time to complete
a developmental action plan The action plan 1dentificd two performance areas m need of developmental
mmprovement as well as one performance strength to be leveraged dunng their improvement efforts
Moreover. the action plan required the delineation of specific actions to be taken n the pursuit of the
ndividual’s development goals

Participants 1n the current research completed the program between March, 1997 and July. 1999 To
be eligible for the current study. participants must have recerved their feedback at least six months prior to
their participation mn this research

Phase 2 — Solicitation of Participation in the Current Research

Eligible graduates of the leadership development program were contacted by electronic mail and
asked to participate in a study examining the program’s tmpact on mdividuals® development efforts
Managers were informed that participation was voluntary

The 1mtial contact regarding this study included an informed consent form wluch served as an
ndication of managers’ intent to voluntarily participate i ths research Managers were informed that thetr

responses would be kept confidential. and that information would be provided to the organization only at
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the group level. at no time would mdividual responses be divulged, nor would any individual respondent be
1dentified g

A second section of the communication required participants to delineate the two developmental
goals and the strength to leverage from their developmental action plans Participants then designated
coworkers (1 e . boss. peers and direct reports) to provide inprovement ratings on the three identified
action plan areas (1 € . two developmental goals and one strength to leverage) Participants were
encouraged to 1dentify up to five peers and up to five direct reports. in order to ensure the confidentiahty of
raters a mnunum of three raters from each group was required 1n order to provide feedback from each
rater group Some participants identified as many as ten peer raters. this was usually done when the
participant did not have direct reports from whom to gather additional ratings

In accordance with the design of the study. participants agreed to complete an eighty-eight 1tem
questionnaire, along with self-ratings of improvement for their five behavioral areas As outlined 1n the
nitial commurcation, questionnarres, self-rating forms, and coworker rating forms were distributed shortly
after the principal investigator received the participant’s mformed consent

In exchange for their cooperation, participants recetved the composite results of the improvement
ratings provided by their coworkers. and their names were imcluded 1n a drawing for one of five twenty-five
dollar gift certificates to local entertainment establishments

At the tune that they indicated thetr intent to participate. managers were asked to indicate how they
preferred to recerve subsequent research materials The two options included electronic transmission,
wherein the requisite matenals were sent as an electronic mail attachment, or through the traditional
method of inter-office mail Managers were also asked to provide either an electronic mail address or an

inter-office mail address for each coworker designated as a rater, and the method of transmussion was

followed accordingly

Phase 3 — Dissemination of Research Materials

The third phase of the study was comprised of the dissemnation of research matenals to be
completed by participants and their designated coworkers/raters Each participating manager received the

eighty-eight item questionnaire and the five-item self-rating form via either electronic mail or inter-office
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mail according to the stated preference At the same time. the participant’s designated coworkers received
the five-item rating form to complete, as well Once again, the method of distributing rating forms (1 ¢
electronic or inter-office mail) to coworkers was determined by the participating manager

Managers and coworkers who recerved their materials through mteroffice mail were supplied with
an envelope and two labels one label was addressed to a contact person within the company that would
allow for a return via mter-office mail. and the other label was addressed for direct mail to the principal
mvestigator Respondents had their choice of which label/return method to use Sumilarly. managers and
coworkers who recerved their matenals electromcally could return their forms using electromc mail or
either of the above methods

Respondents’ feedback information was stored in an electronic database. and participating managers
were mdividually assigned a code number Participants’ questionnaires and self-ratings were matched with
thewr coworkers’ ratings using the assigned code From this point on the electromic database 1dentified
participants only by code numbers

Data was stored on personal computer m the home office of the principal mvestigator, as well as on
a personal computer n the academuc office of the commuttee chair  Questionnarres. rating forins. and
mformed consent forms were stored m the home office of the principal investigator

Overall 54 bosses (77% response rate), 189 peers (77% response rate). and 129 direct reports (77%
response rate) provided ratings of performance change for the manageral participants Response methods

are shown i Table 3 1 In total, 372 coworkers provided ratings of managers’ improvement

Table 3.1. Response Rate by Rater Group and Transmission Method

# Forms Recerved
# Forms Sent Electronic Paper Response Rate
Self 50 44 6 100
Boss 70 32 22 077
Peer 247 108 81 077
Direct Report 167 57 72 077




Matenals

Performance Iimprovement Instrument

The four-page mstrument used to capture co-worker ratings was designed specifically for this
study All forms were tailored for the participating managers, n order to reflect the manager’s sex. when
the manager participated n the leadership development program, and the manager’s mndividual
development areas In addition. forms and mstructions were tailored by rater group. since rater
confidentiality required a mummum of three raters for only the peer and direct report groups Fmally both
an electronuc form and a paper questionnaire were developed. to allow for managers’ preferences 1n
matenals transmission Paper and electronic forms were 1dentical in content and appearance. with
exceptions made when electronic drop boxes (electronuc form) replaced bulleted lists of response options
(paper questionnaire) An example form 1s provided 1n Appendix A

The rating scale used to measure performance change was a seven-point scale ranging from -3 to
+3 The -3 point was anchored with the text, “Less Effective.” the zero-pomnt was marked “No Perceptible
Change,” and the +3 mark was described as “More Effective”  An example of the rating form 1s also
provided in Appendix A The tailored rating form for each manager indicated five performance areas to be
rated. including two behaviors which were held constant across all managers, and three behaviors that were
unique to each manager The three behaviors umque to each manager represented that person’s
developmental action plan items specifically. they included the individual manager’s strength to leverage
(one 1item) and two developmental areas (two 1tems) The two 1tems comunon to all participants were
selected from the distribution of feedback ratings for all managers who participated 1n the leadership
development program. the items were selected from the middle of the distribution and for their small
standard deviations. to decrease the hikelihood that any individual manager would have included them on
lus/her developmental action plan

The purpose of collecting ratings on five 1tems — two development areas, two generc areas
ongally rated as moderate in effectiveness. and one strength ~ was to\determme whether managers’
coworkers were discriminating among any behavioral changes made 1n these areas, and whether subsequent

ratings of improvement in the developmental areas could be meamngfully interpreted
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~An Examination of Managers® Use of 360° Feedback™ Questionnaire

The questionnaire was a sixteen page 88-1tem mstrument designed to elicit basic demographic
information. as well as information pertamnng to individual values managenal behavior and lustory.
development behavior and history 360-degree feedback experience. and ability to interpret scenarios
pertamung to 360-degree feedback A copy of the questionnaire 1s included 1n Appendix B

Each of the fifty managers who participated 1n thus study completed the questionnaire Using the
questionnaire. managers self-reported information pertaiung to their values and expenences with feedback
and development.
Measures

In order to examine the hypotheses delineated 1n this research, a questionnaire was designed to tap
participant biographic information, values, managenal expenences, and feedback interpretation behaviors
Measures of various constructs were included m the questionnaire used for data collection purposes Some
of the scales were taken or modified from previous research. while others were developed specifically for
this study

In addition to the scales. three scenanos depicting hypothetical 360-degree feedback data were
designed for thus study. along with corresponding inquirnies 1nto how participants 360-degree feedback data

Biographical Information

Presented first in the questionnaire was a senes of questions designed to elicit basic biographical
information from participants In addition to standard questions (1 e , age, sex, race, level of education).
charactenistics of particular interest in this study were mcluded These variables included organizational
and positional tenure, number of direct reports, number of previous employers, managerial level, and career
stage Once again, these 1tems can be seen 1n Appendix B, where the questionnaire 1s presented m 1ts
entirety

The next set of items was designed to determne when the participant completed the leadership
development program that provided hinv/her with the 1mtial developmental 360-degree feedback In

addition mformation was gathered regarding the type of mstruction received on nterpretation of 360-



degree feedback data. and the number of times the participant had recetved 360-degree feedback 1n the
past

Career Commitment

Two scales reported in Carson and Bederan (1994) were adapted for use n tlus study Career
Identity reflected the extent to which an mndividual invested psychologically mn lus or her career field Items
included 1n this scale are reported in Figure 3 1 The four items constituting tlus scale resulted m a
coefficient alpha of 89 in Carson and Bedeian’s (1994) first pilot study and 90 wn the second In both
studies. the five-point rating scale ranged from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree In the current
study. the same five-point rating scale was used and responses were summed across 1tems and divided by
four to obtain a single index of career identity Higher averages indicated greater levels of 1dentification

with one’s career

Items
1 My career field 1s an important part of who I am
2 Thus career field has a great deal of personal meanng for me

(%)

[ do not feel “emotionally attached” to tlus career field (R)

4 [ strongly 1dentify with my chosen career field

Scale 1 ="Strongly Disagree” to 5 = “Strongly Agree”

Modified from

Carson. K D. & Bedelan, A G (1994) Career commitment Construction of a measure and examination
of 1ts psychoetric properties Journal of Vocational Behavior., 44. 237-262

Figure 3.1. Items measuring career identity.




Career Planmng pertained to the extent to which an individual established an action plan or
identified development goals related to Ius or her line of work Carson and Bedetan s (1994) pilot studics
resulted mn reliabilities of 84 and 87 n the first and second studies, respectively This study murrored their
validation study 1n using a five-point rating scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) but once
again averaged the responses across 1tems to dertve a single score on career planmng The four 1items used
1n this scale are shown 1n Figure 3 2

Whereas the original items used by Carson and Bedetan (1994) were written with regard to “line
of work/career field”, the items for the current study were adapted to omut reference to “line of work”
Given that the sample for this study hold managenal (1 e , professional) positions, the simphfication to
“career field” seemed appropnate The mstructions for completion of these 1tems provided the clarification

that “*career field’ means your profession or general occupation”, a wording stmular to that used by Carson

and Bedeian (1994)

[tems

1 1do not have a strategy for achieving my goals n thus career field (R)
2 Thave created a plan for development 1n thus career field
3 I'do not identify specific goals for my development in this career field (R)

4 Ido not often thunk about my personal development in this career field (R)

Scale 1 = “Strongly Disagree” to 5 = “Strongly Agree”

Modified from

Carson, K D . & Bedelan. A G (1994) Career commitment Construction of a measure and examination
of 1ts psychometric properties Journal of Vocational Behavior, 44. 237-262

Figure 3.2. Items measuring career planning,
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Due to space considerations, the thurd career commitment scale used by Carson and Bedeian (1994)
was omitted Career resilience assesses the extent to which respondents feel overwhelmed at times by the
demands of their chosen line of work (e g . “The costs associated with my line of work/career field

2w

sometimes seem too great”. “Given the problems 1n thus line of work/career field. I sometimes wonder 1f
the personal burden 1s worth 1t”) Because they were not directly related to the hypotheses of this study
these items were omitted
Job Involvement

Job involvement was measured using Kanungo’s (1982) 10-1tem Job Involvement Questionnaire
(JIQ) In hus validation study involving 703 participants, Kanungo (1982) found the J 1Q to have an mnternal
consistency (alpha) coefficient of 87 Whereas the validation study used a six-pomnt agree-disagree
response format. the current study used the typical S-pont response scale ranging from strongly disagree
(1) to strongly agree (5) The 1tems comprising the JIQ were unaltered for this study. and are seen mn
Figure 33 It should be noted that Kanungo (1982) found empirical evidence for a clear distinction
between job involvement (1 e, nvolvement 1n a specific job) and work or career involvement (1e,the
centrality of work, 1n general, to one’s life) Moreover, Carson and Bedeian (1994) found the JIQ to be
psychometrically differentiated from their career commutment measures As such. 1t 1s expected that the
JIQ 1tems will remam distinct from the career commitment items mentioned earlier
Organizational Commitment

The extent to which individuals identified with, felt loyalty toward. and were willing to exert effort
on behalf of their employing orgamization was assessed using eleven of the original 15-1tems on the
Organizational Comunitment Questionnaire (OCQ) created by Mowday. Steers, and Porter’s (1979) In the
onigwmnal validation study 1nvolving 2563 employees from nine orgamzations. Mowday et al (1979) reported
o coefficients ranging from 82 to 93, with a median of 90 A shortened form which omutted the six
reverse-coded 1tems proved to have comparable rehability, and as such was deemed an acceptable
alternative when space co‘n51deratwns are anissue The current study retamned the nine 1tems from the

shortened version, as well as two reverse-scored 1tems which were particularly relevant to the protean
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Items

o

[93)

9

The most important things that happen to me involve my present job

To me. my job is only a small part of who I am (R)

I 'am very much mvolved personally 1n my job

Ilive eat. and breathe my job

Most of my interests are centered around my job

I have very strong ties with my present job which would be very difficult to break
Usually I feel detached from my job (R)

Most of my personal life goals are job-oriented

I consider my job to be very central to my enistence

10 I like to be absorbed 1n my job most of the time

Scale 1= "Strongly Disagree” 10 5 = “Strongly Agree”

Taken from

Kanungo.R N (1982) Measurement of job and work mnvolvement Journal of Applied Psvchology. 67.

341-349

Figure 3.3. Items measuring job involvement.
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career plulosophy (1 e . *I feel very little loyalty to this organization” and “I could just as well be working
for a different organization as long as the type of work was sumular™) The items that compnised this scale
can be seen 1 Figure 3 4

Whereas Mowday et al (19’79) employed a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree), the current study used a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) McEnrue (1989)
used this 5-powmt scale with the OCQ 1tems and obtained an alpha coefficient of 89 wluch 1s comparable to
Mowday et al’s results using a 7-point scale As with Mowday et al’s (1979) ongnal procedure the
current study summed responses across the items and then divided by the total number of ttems — eleven -
to denve a single, overall indicator of organizational commitment Higher scores indicated greater
employee commitinent to the employing organization

The 1nstructions for completion of these 1tems provided the clanfication that 1) “*orgamzation’
refers to the company for which you work”, and 2) ““job’ refers to your current position withmn the
company” These details were added based on feedback from the pilot study participants indicating that
“organization” may confer different meamngs that could lead to unreliability of ratings (e g . department
umnt or division, company. parent company)

Development Practices and Values

The neat sertes of eight items included 1n the questionnaire were designed to tap participants’
development behavior and values Two 1tems targeted the extent to which respondents set their own career
and development goals A third item solicited imformation about the extent to wluch individuals reward
their own goal attamment Two additional items mvestigate the extent to whuch respondents set goals for
and reward the accomnplistunents of their direct reports. the instructions indicated that respondents were to
skip these 1tems 1f they currently had no direct reports A sixth item asked the eatent to which individuals
are commutted to self-development Finally. the last two items were taken from Harland (1991), these
1tems tapped the importance of staying current 1n one’s area of expertise and the extent to which the
participant’s boss believed professional updating to be important  All of the items targeting development
practices are shown tn Figure 3 5 Tlus loose conglomerate of items was not necessanly intended to

constitute a cohesive scale or factor, msofar as the items represent both behaviors and values



Items

~

10

11

I am willing to put 1n a great deal of effort beyond that normaily expected 1n order to help this
orgamzation be successful

I talk up tlus organization to my friends as a great orgamzation to work for

I feel very hittle loyalty to this orgamzation (R)

I would accept almost any type of job assignment 1n order to keep working for this organization

I find that my values and the orgamzation’s values are very similar

I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization

I could just as well be working for a different orgamzation as long as the type of work was simular (R)
This orgamization really inspires the very best in me 1n the way of job performance

[ amn extremely glad that I chose this orgamization to work for over others I was considenng at the tine
I joined

[ really care about the fate of thus orgamization

For me this 1s the best of all possible organizations for which to work

Scale 1= "Strongly Disagree” to 5 = “Strongly Agree”

Taken from

Mowday R T. Steers. R M, & Porter. L W (1979) The measurement of organizational commitment

Journal of Vocational Behavior, 14, 224-247

Figure 3.4. Items measuring organizational commitment.
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Items

I I currently have a specific career goal(s) for myself

2 Tvery frequently set performance or development goals for my direct reports
3 Iregularly reward my direct reports for attaining their goals

4 I currently have a specific development goal(s) for myself

5 Iregularly reward myself for attaimng my development goals

6 Tam highly committed to my own development

7 I feel that keepmng current in my field of expertise 1s very important

8 My manager feels that keeping current 1n the field 1s very important

Scale 1 ="Strongly Disagree” to 5 = “Strongly Agree”

Figure 3.5. Items measuring development practices and values.
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Moreover. the items address the behaviors of the mdividual relative to both self and direct-reports, which
may differ considerably As a final consideration. the last item asks about the values held by the
respondent’s boss. which may or may not be significantly correlated with the respondent’s own values and
behaviors As such. these 1tems are not expected to form a cohestve factor when statistically analyzed
Consistent with these expectations. a coefficient alpha of 51 was obtained for the eight items reflecting
development practices and values
Self-Efficacv

Three 1tems designed to measure self-efficacy for strengthening performance 1n response to feedback
mcluded three 1tems adapted from Adams (1999) Using a 5-point Likert type rating scale (1 = Strongly
Disagree. 5 = Strongly Agree). the three rtems used by Adams (1999) yielded an alpha coefficient of 82

In keeping with Adams (1999). the current study also utilized the 5-point Likert scale However.
several addittonal 1tems were added Furst, a fourth item focusing on efficacy for self-managed
development. n particular. was included (1 am confident n my ability to manage my own development™)
In addition. two 1tems pertaiung to the perceived adequacy of recent development efforts have been
mncorporated The underlyng tenet 1s that those who percetve their recent development efforts to have been
relatively successful should have greater self-efficacy toward development. and vice versa As such, thesc
two 1tems were combined with the more traditional self-efficacy items Al six 1temns are shown n Figure
36

It 1s important to note that traditional measures of self-efficacy require respondents to first rate
whether they are able to perform at a given level, and then to separately provide a second rating indicating
their confidence n the ability rating (Maurer and Pierce. 1998) These ratings correspond to Bandura’s
(1977) specification of three dunensions of self-efficacy — magmitude. strength. and generality
Specifically. the first rating in the traditional measure relates to magmtude. or the level of performance an
mndividual believes he/she can attain. traditionally. this 1s mdicated with a response on a dichotomous
(yes/no) index The second raung corresponds to the strength, or the level of confidence the individual has
that he/she can. i fact, perform at the level indicated. traditionally, this has been assessed by a response 1

the range of 0% to 100% confidence 1n the ability rating  Maurer and Pierce (1998) challenged the
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Items

1 IfT apply myself I can use my 360° feedback to develop professionally

2 If I work hard I can improve those areas that were rated as least effective on my 360° feedback

[¥3)

[ am confident i my ability to improve my work performance

4 Tam confident in my ability to manage my own development

W

I engage 1n enough development activities to remain lughly successful in my work

6  The development activities I've pursued have been very effective 1n helping me remain highly
successful 1n my work

Scale 1 =“Strongly Disagree” to 5 = “Strongly Agree”

Modified from

Adams,D M (1999) An examunation of feedback recipients’ reactions to multisource feedback
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, The University of Tennessee, 1999

Figure 3.6. Items measuring self-efficacy for strengthening performance n response to feedback.
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traditional belief that a Likert scale would fail to sufficiently address these two dimensions They argued
that using a 5-point Likert-scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree may be equivalent to the
two responses on the traditional measures More specifically they contended that a responsc on the
“agree” side of the scale was equal to a “yes” response on the traditional measure. and a response on the
“disagree” side of the scale was equivalent to a “no response’ Moreover the confidence or strength rating
can be determined by the distance of the response from the neutral middle rating Maurer and Pierce
(1998) tested this design with 218 college students using very specific target statements (e g , “concentrate
60% of the class period™) across seven aspects of academic performance Therr results led them to
conclude, “The results of the current reliability, validity, and confirmatory factor analyses indicate that
Likert and traditional measurement formats provide simular results A Likert scale seems to offer an
acceptable altemative method to measure self-efficacy” (p 329)

The self-efficacy items used in the present study were far more general 1n nature (e g , “If I apply
myself I can use my 360-degree feedback to develop professionally”) than the items used 1n Maurer and
Prerce (1998) However, three of these items were taken directly from Adams (1999). who found a sound
level of reliability despite their general nature Drawing on tlus precedent the generally-stated 1tems are
included in the present study

Reactions to Feedback

Six 1tems were mcluded to assess participants’ reactions to feedback These items. shown 1n Figure
3 7. were meant to discern the eatent to which recipients percerved their most recent 360-degree feedback
to be accurate and useful, and their raters to be fair and capable of making accurate ratings In addition.
these 1tems targeted recipients’ acceptance of their 360-degree feedback and their efforts to use it for their

development Once again. the diverse nature of these 1tems would suggest a moderate or low internal
consistency coefficient

Development History

A series of checklists were designed for ttus study to thoroughly review participants’ hustories of

engaging 1n development activities  Although these 1ssues relate to fundamental components of the

management development process. no such items were found 1n the management development literature
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Items

1 My most recent 360° feedback was very accurate 1n describing my work performance

2 My most recent 360° feedback provided useful information for my development

w

I have made a strong attempt to use my most recent 360° feedback for development

4 I largely agree with the feedback I received from my last 360

W

My raters were completely fair in describing my typical work performance on my last 360° feedback

6  On my last 360, my raters were fully capable of accurately assessing my work performance

Scale | =*Strongly Disagree” to 5 = “Strongly Agree”

Figure 3.7. Items measuring participants’ reactions to feedback.

As such. 1tems were created specifically for the hypotheses central to this study These 1tems can be seen n
the entirety in Appendix B The purpose of the development-related items was to determine A) the extent
to which participants engage 1n various developmental activities, B) whether respondents reward their own
performance C) which activities have been effective 1n their past development efforts D) participants’
reasons for engaging in development activities, and E) what, if anything, curtails their involvement 1n
development efforts

Self-Reward Behavior

Brief and Hollenbeck (1985) argued that contingent reward or punishment 1s a necessary condition
for self-regulation (Brief & Hollenbeck, 1985). however. their measure of self-reward proved too unreliable
for statistical analyss, and their interviews led to them to conclude that individuals rarely engage in
tangible self-reward behavior Taking a different perspective, Manz’s (1986) view of self-leadershp
recognizes the remforcement value of “natural rewards” — those which result from the accomplishment or

completion of the activities themselves Relatedly, input from puot study participants suggested that most

of them did ot engage n external or tangible reward activity, but most did percerve thetr work to hold
)
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rewards that are denved from the completion of work activities or the manner in wluch they structured their
work  As such. the 1tem for the current study was written to examune both tangible and natural reward
possibilities  Respondents were asked to mark 1tems on a checklist that represent the types of
remnforcement they use to reward their own performance This checklist 1s shown i Figure 3 8

Engagement in Development Activities

Earlier in the questionnaire, managers were asked to estimate the average number of hours spent per
year on development or continuing education activities A more elaborate 1tem was then included as an
attempt to vertfy whether managers actually participate in devefopment activities to the extent they
previously reported The response options associated with this item are shown m Figure 3 9

Blau (1985) suggested that one approach to measuring professional commutment was to ask
respondents the extent to wluch they participate 1n various professionally related activities such as reading
Journals and joining societies or associations In a sumilar manner this item 1dentified seventeen (17) major
types of development activities and asked respondents to indicate the extent to which they participated n
each activity during the past two years Based on London’s (1989) classification of development activities
into the mayor categones of job expenience 1nterpersonal relationshups. and courses or seminars, the
response options provided were roughly classtfied mto one of those categories or a fourth category, called
general development efforts

The seventeen development activities referenced within thus item were drawn from a wide base of
commonly cited activities found within the theoretical and empirical publications in the extant literature
(e g, Burke & Day. 1986, Keys & Wolfe. 1988, Lombardo, 1989, McCauley. Ohlott, & Ruderman, 1989
Davis, 1990. Dechant, 1990, Harland, 1991, Kram & Bragar, 1992, Hazucha, Hezlett, & Schneider, 1993,
Baldwin & Padgett. 1994, McCauley, Ruderman, Ohlott, & Morrow, 1994 Rothwell & Kazanas, 1994,
Latham & Seyts, 1998) Onginally designed to be more comprehensive, the final list was scaled down
based upon the recommendations and common responses of pilot study participants

Additionally. one subject matter expert commented that the developmental activities listed are not

equivalent. some activities entail a more strenuous level of involvement while others require substantial

nvestments of ime Consequently a group of eleven subject matter experts (consultants with considerable
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Response Options

Please indicate the manner in which you reward yourself for making progress toward or accomplishing a
goal, achieving an umportant milestone. completing an important or undestrable task, accomplishing your
daily objectives, etc Please mark all that apply To reward myself for my performance |

e Take time off from work

*  “Splurge” on something fun (1 € . 1ce cream. shopping, movies dinner at a nice restaurant)
* Do something special with fanuly or friends

e Buy myself something

e Take a vacation

¢ Indulge 1n an activity I usually don’t have time for (1 ¢, golf, a massage. reading for enjoyment)

e Idon’t engage 1n rewards of thus type — the feeling of accomplishment 1s all the reward I need

e Idon’t engage 1n rewards of thus type — I structure my work so that 1t 1s rewarding just to check
sometlung off of “the list"

e I don’t reward myself at all

e Other

Figure 3.8. Item examining self-reward behavior.
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Response Options

Please use the spaces provided to write 1n the approanmate number of tunes you have participated i each
development activity 1n just the past 24 months Do not count the same development activity 1n more than
one category

In the past 24 months the approsimate number of times I have participated 1n each development activity 1s

Class or Semunar

o Took a class at a college or umversity

e Attended a training class. workshop. or semunar for technical, mterpersonal or managerial skills. or for
leadership development

e Attended a professional conference

Interpersonal Relationships

Met with my boss to discuss my development

Met with a professional development coach

Met with my mentor

e Actively created or sought out professional networking opportumties
e  Participated 1n a discussion group with colleagues in my career field

Job Expenences

e Requested a lateral transfer, job rotation, or overseas assigument
e Requested a challenging job assignment

e Been a member or officer of a professional society

e Served on the Board of another orgamzation

General Development Efforts

Created a development plan

Read relevant books, business magazines, or professional Journals

Reviewed videos. audiotapes, or books on tape relevant to my development goals
Attended a career fair or expo

Voluntarily completed skill/interest assessment inventories

Figure 3.9. Classification of development activities.




experience teaching 360-degree feedback interpretation and coaching executives on development) were

asked to rate the strength of commitment to development that each activity reflects Using a five point
scale ranging from zero (“Engaging 1n this activity would show no commitment to development
whatsoever”) to four ("Engaging mn tlus activity would show that a person has an exceptional level of
commitment to development™). the eleven subject matter experts assessed the cominitment required by
each activity

The agreement of the eleven subject matter experts was calculated for each of the development
activities presented 1n the questionnaire Inter-rater agreement (rwe) ranged from 0 00 to 0 95, with an
average of 0 66 Developmental activities for wluch there was greater agreement among experts regarding
the level of commutment required included creating a development plan, meeting with a mentor, attending
a professional conference, and requesting a challenging job assignment The lowest agreement was
observed for such activities as serving on the board of another organization, being a member or officer of a
professional society, and requesting a lateral transfer or overseas assignment

An average of the expert ratings was computed for each activity Developmental activities rated as
requinng the greatest level of commitment included requesting a lateral transfer or overseas assignment,
requesting a challenging job assignment. and taking a class at a college or university Activities percerved
as requinng the least commitment to development mcluded attending a career fair. completing skall or
interest mventories, and serving on the board of another organization

For each development activity. the average of the expert ratings was then used to weight individual
responses. the weighted responses. 1n turn. were sumined to obtain an overall score of commitment to
development The expert-weighted summed scores representing the number of tunes or hours that
participants engaged 1n development activities over the course of a year ranged from 8 85 to 221 60 with a
mean of 72 99 and a standard deviation of 50 43

It 1s 1mportant to note that the current research on developmental activity relies on self-report
information regarding developmentat efforts  Although typically not 1deal, reliance on self-report data may
be warranted when 1nvestigating individual development efforts  Previous research (Noe & Wilk, 1993)

found that organizations may not systematically collect information on employees’ development activities
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with sufficient relability to be of use Other research has suggested that coworkers are not a reliable source
of information regarding another’s development efforts (site) Oftentimes individuals do not broadcast or
make public their efforts to develop. as such. others largely remain unaware of their actions McEnrue
(1989) comments on the 1ssue by saying. “To the extent that 1t 1s individual perceptions and atutudes that
determune whether employees’ (sic) demonstrate self-development 1utiative then self-reports are not only
useful but essenual” (p 66) Under the circumnstances. they may be the most reliable and valid mmformation
available In an effort to increase the accuracy of self-report data, the design of this questionnaire sought
detailed information about individuals’ development efforts (e g , number of past mentors, and their first
names)

Feedback Scenarios

The final component of the questionnarre consisted of three hypothetical scenarios portraying
fictitious 360-degree feedback The scenanos were specially designed to primarily represent 1) a key
orgamzational value. 2) an essential managenal career competency. and 3) a critical job skill Moreover
the scenarios showed different patterns of ratings from the fictitious rater groups (1 ¢ . self. boss. peers.
direct reports, and overall) such that various potential underlying performance 1ssues were plausibly
suggested by the rating patterns  Average ratings and levels of interrater agreement vaned across the
scenarios In order to exarmne the ability of participants to interpret feedback information These scenarios
are presented in the questionnaire shown 1n Appendix B

As previously noted the scenarios were revised based upon the performance and reactions of pilot
study participants and two sequential reviews by independent subject matter experts

In the current research, each scenario presented the same series of questions to participating
managers For each scenario, participants were asked to select the description which best represented the
level of agreement among raters depicted by the feedback shown The provided options required
participants to disingwish vanance within and across rater groups Specifically. the three scenaros were
designed to represent 1) high agreement within rater groups but low agreement across rater groups. 2) lugh

agreement both across and within rater groups. and 3) low agreement. respectively
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Participants were then asked to 1dentify the likely cause of the rating pattern shown 1n the scenario
Nine response options were provided (e g . skill deficiency, communication, personality, situational
constraints. and differences 1n treatment of various groups or individuals), along with a tenth option stating,
“I have no 1dea what the real 1ssue behind these ratings nught be” Specifically, the three scenarios were
mntended to represent rating patterns that were likely attributable to 1) treating different groups of _people
differently, 2) skill deficiency, and 3) situational factors. respectively

Because the scenarios were designed to elicit a probable cause response from manageral subjects,
an additional 1item was added to each scenarto to deternune how confident the participant was 1n that he/she
had correctly 1dentified the true probable cause of the ratings shown Four options were provided, ranging
from “no confidence - defimtely need more information to be sure” to **Absolutely sure I correctly
1dentified the likely cause” The purpose of these 1tems was to discern whether managers could reasonably
diagnose the likely 1ssue driving performance ratings, and to assess the degree of managers’ uncertainty
regarding their attributions  For each of the three scenano’s, an elaborate account was provided, with
substantal clues to assist the participants n their attnbutions  The nature of the information provided was
comparable to basic performance and contextual mformation that a manager would be likely to be aware of
when drawing inferences from 360-degree feedback i situ It was within these accounts that the scenarios
were presented as relating primarily to a key orgamizational value. an essential managenal career
competency. and a critical job skill. as mentioned above

The next question examined in this research presented participants with eight developmental actions
that might be pursued in response to the feedback provided 1n the scenario Subjects were asked to rank
order those they would recommend to address the performance 1ssue indicated by the ratings shown

Examples of options included disregarding the results, working to clanify others’ expectations. skill

building exercises. and working to change situational constraints
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS
Preliminary Analyses

Prior to the tests of the hypotheses preluninary analyses were conducted to examine the sufficiency
of the sample size and to ensure the quality of the data The analyses performed were as follows
Power Analysis

At the inception of this research. a power analysis was conducted to determine the size of the sample
requured to detect a true effect 1f 1t should occur  Since most of the hypotheses 1n tlus study mvolved
ratings of performance improvement as the dependent vanable, an attempt was made to estimate the power
required to detect an effect that would account for 5% or 10% of the vanance in improvement ratings
Consequently, an analysis was completed to determnine the sample size required to detect an effect of 224
and 316. respectively — representing moderately small and about moderate effect sizes according to
Cohen’s (1977) classification Assumuing a sigmificance value of 05 and a desired power level of 80 (the
standard established by Cohen. 1977). the sample size needed to detect an effect of magmtudes 224 and

316 was calculated to be approaimately 166 and 78. respectively (Cohen and Cohen. 1983)

With a conservative targeted sample size of approximately 160 1n mind. a strong attempt was made
to identify a host orgamization that would perimit access to approximately 600 to 800 potential participants
It was anticipated that a typical response rate of 25-30% would then allow the targeted sample requirement
to be fulfilled Accordingly. the host organization for this study provided access to 837 managers,
however. despite extensive communication efforts, only 6% - or fifty managers — agreed to participate

Consequently. since the sample size for the current study involved only fifty responses on the
dependent vanable, the overall power was determined to be low Thus, the current study 1s particularly
susceptible to Type II error — failing to detect an effect that does, 1 truth, exist (or failing to reject the null

hypothesis)
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Scale Reliabilities

Scale means, standard deviations, and alpha coefficients were computed for each of the major scales
employed 1n the research hypotheses The results of these analyses are presented in Table 4 1 The alpha
coefficients, or measures of internal consistency reliability, for the established scales tended to be slightly
lower 1n the current research than in previous research For example. whereas Kanungo (1982) obtamed an
alpha coefficient of 87 for lus Job Involvement Questionnaire, the current study obtained a value of 79 for
the same scale Simularly. Mowday, Steers. and Porter (1979) reported internal consistency rehiabilities
ranging from 82 - 93, considerably hugher than the value of 77 obtained 1n the current study

In addition, the alpha coefficients for the newly designed scales also tended to be somewhat low. m
the case of the Development Practices and Values Scale (oo = 31) this was expected due to the varied
nature of the items (e g . 1tems spanned both values and practices) The scales that were designed for this
study were not extensively validated thus. the low alpha coefficients may indicate that the measures may

fail to adequately or cohesively represent the constructs they were mtended to measure

Table 4.1. Scale Statistics and Reliabilities.

Scale # Items Mean SDh Alpha n
Career Identity 4 13 6596 32389 8449 47
Career Planning 4 14 9184 27676 7068 49
Career < -

Comumitment 8 28 5217 21022 8085 46
Job Involvement 10 30 6939 56355 7894 49
Organizational 12

Commitment 11 45 0000 42720 7660 49
Development

Practices and 8 30 6842 34178 5145 38
Values

Self-Efficacy for 23 - <
Development 6 23 5400 2 6894 6329 50
Reactions to

Feedback 6 22 8936 30448 7215 48
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Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the Dependent and Independent Variables

Means, medians, standard deviations skewness and kurtosis were computed for each of the
dependent and independent measures Tlus information 1s provided in Table 4 2 In addition the

correlations between the independent and dependent vaniables were computed and are shown i Table 4 3

Table 4.2. Descriptive Statistics for Independent and Dependent Variables

Independent Variables Scale Range Mean Median Std. Dev. Kurtosis Skewness

Career Comnutment Ito5 ] 263 358 375 0624 -0 100 -0 633

Job Involvement lto5 | 240 308 300 0560 -0 205 0530

Organizational Commutment | 1to5 | 164 409 405 0385 -0 576 -0 175

Correct Diaguosis of

Performance Cause Oto3 | 300 226 200 0778 -0010 -0 768

# 360-Feedback Experiences - 1000 | 380 250 3520 0612 0 966

Hours Spent Per Year on - |49700( 10442 7050 | 117774 | 4350 | 2134

Development
SME-Weighted - 212751 7299 | 6397 50 426 2 160 1 565
Development
Self-Efficacy lto5 | 200 392 400 0448 0019 -0 482

"I currently have a specific

" lto5| 300 | 414 400 0670 2798 -1015
development goal

"I regularly reward myself

A Ito51 300 278 250 0996 -1411 0077
for attaiming my goals

Self-Reward Behaviors Oto8 ]| 500 200 200 1229 -0 138 0344
Dependent Variables Scale Range Mean Median Std. Dev. Kurtosis Skewness

Hours Spent on - |49700] 10442 7050 | 117774 | 4350 | 2134

Development

SME-Weighted

Development Activity - 212751 7299 | 6397 | 50426 2160 1565
Performance Iinprovement - <

on Development Goals -3to+3| 183 108 110 0414 03549 -0 682

“T have made a strong
attempt to use my 360 Ito5 ] 300 365 400 0948 -0 511 -0 615
feedback for development”
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Performance Improvement Dimensions

The descriptive statistics for the ratings from each rater group on the five performance improvement
dimensions are shown i Table 4 4 The means and standard deviations for all five 1tems are within a
reasonably acceptable range for a seven-point rating scale However self- and boss-raters tended not to
rate target managers as “less effective” (1 €, a negative rating), whereas peer and direct report rater groups
both used the negative end of the rating scale for all five dimensions

Interrater Agreement

Insofar as the current research involved multiple rater groups. a decision was requred regarding
whether the ratings from the various rater groups would be combined or considered separately To decide
this 1ssue. two analyses were performed using the coefficient set forth in James, Demaree, and Wolf (1984)
for estimating within-group interrater rehability (rwg) They define within-group interrater rehiability as a
reliability coefficient representing the proportion of vanance n the ratings that 1s not attnibutable to error.
Or NONEITOr varance

Within-group interrater reliabilities were calculated on the ratings made by each rater group. on each
performance improvement dimension, for each participating manager Calculation of ry required a
mummum of three raters per group. consequently, only 45 of the 50 participating managers had a sufficient
number of peer raters for the calculation of this statistic. and only 33 of the 50 managers had a sufficient
number of direct report raters In addition rwg was calculated on the combined ratings of peer and direct
report raters on each performance improvement dimension for each manager. as well as for the combined
ratings of peer, boss, and direct reports  Withun each rater group or combination of rater groups, the rwg
coefficients were then examined for each of the five performance 1mprovement dimensions (1 e , one
strength, two development areas. and two “distractors™) Note that when rwes was less than zero, mdicating
disagreement in the ratings of a rater group on one performance umprovement dimension. the value for that
Case was set to zero, indicating an absolute lack of agreement In total. negative rwq coefficients were

obtained and set to zero 1n 17 mstances (of 890 calculated coefficients)



73

Table 4.4.  Descriptive Statistics for Ratings on the Five Performance Improvement Dimensions.
DISTRACTOR ~ DEVELOPMENT DISTRACTOR ~ DEVELOPMENT
1 GOAL 1 STRENGTH 2 GOAL 2
SELF Range 0to3 -1t03 Oto3 Oto3 Oto3
(0 =50) Mean 148 134 150 110 120
SD 7997 9607 9091 7354 8806
Kurtosis -335 - 130 - 724 420 - 778
Skewness - 062 - 602 170 481 149
BOSS Range 0to3 0to3 Oto3 0to3 -l1to3
=54 Mean 150 111 150 124 131
SD 7203 9248 9664 8673 10061
Kurtosis - 166 -1020 -916 - 804 - 667
Skewness -472 218 130 044 012
PEER Range -2to3 2t03 -l1to3 -3to3 -3to3
(n=189) Mean 114 105 129 102 9418
SD 9180 9743 10173 9647 11540
Kurtosis 1309 121 - 980 1125 1214
Skewness - 903 - 485 045 -319 - 683
DIRECT Range -3to3 3to3 3to3 3t03 3t03
gffggr Mean 126 112 132 116 109
SD 9962 1 1634 11791 11142 11992
Kurtosis 3 845 904 707 1025 0974
Skewness -1 323 - 744 - 527 -519 - 387
PEER, Range -3t03 -3to3 -3t03 -3t03 -3t03
g(I;ISFSJ’Cﬁ Mean 123 108 133 110 105
REPORT SD 9268 1 0354 1 0690 10074 11542
@=37D | Kurtosis | 2458 505 -073 978 1035
Skewness -1 074 -531 -218 -370 - 513




74

In the first analysis completed to determine whether group ratings could relably be combined the
precedent set by George (1990) was followed George asserted that a value of 70 or above 1s sufficient to
demonstrate within-group consistency The question in the current research was whether the ratings by
peers direct reports and bosses could be combined. or whether lack of agreement among these rater groups
would necessitate considering them separately Consequently, mean and median rwe coefficients were
calculated across all five performance improvement dimensions for 1) peers. 2) direct reports. 3) peers and
direct reports combined, and 4) peers, boss. and direct reports combined

As shown 1n Table 4 5, the mean and median rwg coefficients for peer raters were greater than 70
for all five performance dimensions, suggesting that there 1s sufficient agreement within the peer rater
group to use the group mean as indicative of the ratings of the imndividual raters within the peer group A
simular exammation of the direct report rater group reveals that the median ryg for the direct report rater
group exceeded 70 for all five performance dimensions. however, the mean rwg failed to reach that
cnterion for two dimensions the strength and the second development goal This diminished level of
agreement renders shghtly less tenable the assumption that all raters within the direct report group can be
considered relatively interchangeable on the basis of their ratings across dimensions However. when
direct report ratings are combined with those of peer raters and with those of boss and peer raters, the ryg
coefficient exceeds the value of 70 for all performance improvement dimensions with the exception of the
mean value for the second development goal Tlus suggests that combining direct report ratings with those
of peer and boss raters provides a better solution than considening that rater group independently. reducing
the error vanance of the ratings

The question still remains whether the lower rw coefficient for the second development goal should
preclude the assumption that rater groups can be combined and treated as one  Given the skewed
distributions of coefficients. the median value was deemed to be an equally 1f not more approprnate indicant
for consideration. since the median value of rws exceeded 70 for the second development goal. the
combination of raters was judged to be appropriate 1n ths case as well

In the next analysis, a repeated measures multivanate analysis of vanance was conducted as a

second examination of the justification for combining ratings across rater groups The results of tlus
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Table 4.5. Agreement (rwg) within Rater Groups Across Performance Improvement Dimensions.

DISTRACTOR DEVELOP DISTRACTOR DEVELOP

1 GOAL 1 STRENGTH 2 GOAL 2 OVERALL

PEER Range | 00000— | 02500— | 02500— | 02500— 00000— | 00000 —
(45 groups) 1 0000 1 0000 1 0000 1 0000 1 0000 1 0000
Median | 0 9167 0 8250 0 7500 08750 07708 0 8250
Mean | 0 8036 0 7655 07707 07912 07159 07694
SD | 02516 02032 0 1462 01821 0 2451 0 2067
Skewness | -2 189 -1391 -1085 -1447 -1336 -1 641
Kurtosss | 4 369 1148 2734 1352 1527 2718

DIRECT Range | 00000— | 00000— | 00000— | 00000— 00000- | 00000 -
REPORT 1 0000 0 9375 1 0000 1 0000 1 0000 1 0000
(33 groups) | Median | 08333 07708 0 7500 08333 07500 | 07708
Mean | (7782 07210 06918 07432 0 6586 07185
SD | 02306 0 2395 02150 02746 02549 | 02443
Skewness | -] 760 -1686 -1 662 -1 530 -0 864 -1 363
Kurtoss | 3314 2612 3237 1674 0244 1435

PEER & Range | 00000— | 00833~ | 00000— | 01071— 01310— | 00000 —
DIRECT 1 0000 0 9375 0 9286 0 9643 0 9583 1 0000
REPORT Median | 0 8571 07798 07523 0 8255 0 7292 07818
(50 groups) Mean | (7935 07543 07308 07728 0 6799 0 7463
SD | 02300 0 1860 0 1641 0 1764 02226 1999
Skewness | -2 302 1612 2163 -1 689 -1626 -1 806
Kurtosis | 5308 3091 7 540 3524 2632 3794

PEER, Range | 00000~ | 02143— | 00000— | 02321- 00000~ | 00000 —
BOSS, & 1 0000 1 0000 1 0000 0 9500 09514 1 0000
gﬁ,%%TT Median | (8518 07778 0 7560 08192 0 7286 0 7847
(50 groups) Mean | 07797 0 7603 0 7261 07774 0 6836 0 7494
sD | 02160 0 1622 0 1560 01582 0 2030 1846
Skewness | -2 342 -1315 -2 448 -1 582 -1 660 -1798
Kurtosis | 5 601 2209 8 994 2950 3335 4156
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analysis revealed no signuficant effect for rater group [Wilks’ A = 971, F (10 728)=1082 p = 373].
thereby providing further yustification for combinung the rater groups Overall then. based on the within-
group 1nterrater reliability coefficients. rater groups need not be considered separately when examining the
ratings of managers on the performance improvement dimenstons Significant differences 1n the interrater
rehiabilities of rater groups were not observed such that ratings from any one rater group can be treated as
having been drawn from the same population as those from any other rater group

Based on the results of these two analyses. the decision was made to use the combined ratings of
boss, peer. and direct report raters when testing the hypotheses involving improvement ratings of the five
performance dimensions

Differentiation of Improvement Across Performance Dimensions

The design of this study sought to determune the relationships among various independent vanables
that may influence the performance improvement attamned in managers’ developmental areas Of central
interest was whether coworker ratings of improvement differed across the performance dimensions (e.
two common distractors items one strength. and two development areas) It was expected that the greatest
ratings of improvement would be found for development areas less improvement shown 1n areas of pre-
existing strength. and Iittle to no 1mprovement reported for the two areas that were not mcluded mn
managers’ development plans (1 ¢ . the common distractor items)

Table 4 6 reports the means tests across performance dimenstons for each rater group. and for all
rater groups except self combined When all rater groups except self are combined. there 1s a significant
difference found 1n all patrings of the strengths. development goals, and distractor items Therefore. 1t can
be concluded that there were sigmificant differences across the key dimensions of managenal performance
being rated 1n tlus study

It 15 important to note that the mean of coworker ratings on managers’ strengths was higher than that
of coworker ratings of managers’ development areas. indicating that greater performance improvement was

perceived to occur for managers’ strengths than for their development goals Tlus was contrary to the

expected result



Table 4.6. Means Tests Across Performance Improvement Dimensions by Rater Group.
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Mean, Mean, t df

Self Raters Distractors -Development Goals 129 127 185 49
Strengths - Development Goals 150 127 1527 49

Strengths - Distractors 150 129 1 643 49

Boss Raters | Distractors ~Development Goals 137 121 1799 53
Strengths — Development Goals 150 121 2 347* 53

Strengths — Distractors 150 137 1188 53

Peer Raters | Distractors ~Development Goals 108 099 1410 188
Strengths — Development Goals 129 099 3 634** 188

Strengths — Distractors 129 108 2 847** 188

Direct Report | Distractors ~Development Goals 121 110 1723 128
Raters Strengths — Development Goals 132 110 2 642%* 128
Strengths — Distractors 132 121 1348 128

Boss, Peer, & | Distractors ~Development Goals 117 106 2 6]7*x 371
gj)l:,cbti,l:: (f ort Strengths — Development Goals 133 106 5 028** 371
Strengths — Distractors 133 117 3 309%* 371
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Tests of Hvpotheses

The main focus of the current research was to examine whether manageral values experience with
feedback and development and ability to interpret feedback 1nformation were related to subsequent
performance improvement. In general, 1t was expected that the greatest developmental improvement would
be realized by managers who had more experience with feedback showed greater commitment through
their development efforts, and displayed stronger abilities mn the tasks requred by self-managed
development A detailed examination of the specific iypotheses follows
Hypothesis |

In keeping with the protean career view, the first hypothesis predicted that managers reporting
higher levels of career commutment than job 1nvolvement or orgamzational commitment would report the
greatest amount of development activity  Scale scores for organizational commitment, job 1nvolvement
and career commutment were computed by averaging each manager’s responses to items on the
Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Mowday, Steers, & Porter. 1979). the Job Involvement
Questionnatre (Kanungo, 1982). and Career Commutment (Carson & Bedeian, 1994) nventory.
respectively The resultant scores were compared. and managers were categorized according to which
scale received the highest average score, reflecting the strongest level of affect Managers whose highest
score was received for the career commitment scale were compared to those whose highest score occurred
on etther the job involvement or orgamizational commitment scale

Amount of development activity was operationalized two ways First. subject-matter expert-
weighted composites of participants’ reported annual development activities compnised the criterion
variable As shown 1n Table 4 7. a one-way analysis of vanance conducted for this operationalization of
development activity was not significant (¥ = 2 060, p= 158)

A second operationalization of development activity used participants” reports of the number of
hours spent per year on development The results of the one-way ANOVA using this operationalization of
the dependent vanable are shown 1n Table 4 8 As can be seen. the results of this analysis indicated that

there was no siguificant difference (F = 052. p = 820) in the amount of development activity reported by
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managers scoring highest on career commitment. compared with that reported by managers scoring highest
on job mvolvement or career comnutment scales

As shown i Table 4 3. career commtment was not significantly correlated with erther the subject-
matter expert-weighted composite scores (= 248 p > 05) or the reported number of hours spent annually
on development activities (r = 242, p > 05)

In summary, then, this hypothesis was not supported These results indicate that. regardless of how
development activity was operationalized, there was no significant difference in the amount of
development activity reported by managers scoring highest on the career commutment scales when

compared to the amount of development activity reported by those whose highest scores were on the job

involvement or orgamzational commitment scales

Table 4.7. One-way ANOVA on the Effect of Career Commitment on Subject-Matter Expert-
Weighted Development Activity.

Source S8 df MS F P
Between 5126 847 1 5126 847 2 060 158
Within 119470 26 48 2488 964

Total 124597 10 49

Table 4.8. One-way ANOVA on the Effect of Career Commitment on Participant-Reported Hours
Spent Annually on Development Activity.

Source SS ar MS F p
Between 742 561 1 742 561 052 820
Within 678927 62 48 14144 325

Total 679670 18 49
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Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 postulated that managers who reported lugher levels of career comimutment than job
mvolvement or organizational commitment would be rated as improving more 1n their development areas
than their counterparts who reported higher levels of job involvement or orgamizational commutment than
career commitment Both with this hypothesis and throughout the subsequent analyses, improvement 1n the
development areas was operationalized as the mean ratings of all rater groups except self. combined across
the individual’s two development areas

This hypothesis was not supported A one-way ANOVA shown 1n Table 4 9. revealed no
significant differences (F = 1 714, p= 197) mn development area improvement for managers scoring
lughest on career commitment, as compared to managers scoring highest on job mnvolvement or
orgamzational commutment A subsequent look at Table 4 3 shows that career commitment exhibited a
non-significant correlation with the combined ratings (» = - 138, p > 05)

Test of Hypothesis 3

The third hypothesis predicted that managers who correctly diagnosed the underlying causes of
performance 1ssues indicated by coworker ratings were more likely to show development area improvement
than their counterparts who could not diagnose performance 1ssues as effectively Ability to discern the
underlying causes of performance was determined by the number of correct diagnoses across the three
hypothetical performance feedback scenarios presented in the questionnaire Possible scores thus ranged
from zero to three on this criterion  For the current analysis. diagnostic performance was dichotomized mnto
correct diagnosis of all three scenarios and correct diagnosis of fewer than three scenarios Twenty-eight
individuals correctly diagnosed fewer than three performance 1ssues, and twenty-two correctly 1dentified all
three performance 1ssues Improvement was once agaimn determuned by the combined ratings

A review of the correlation table provided 1n Table 4 3 shows a sigmficant negative correlation (» = -
287, p < 05) between diagnosts of performance 1ssue and performance 1mprovement on development areas
Simularly. an ANOVA using the dichotomous classification on the mdependent vanable showed a
significant effect for the ability to correctly diagnose the underlying cause of performance (F=35924.p=

019) The results of thus analysis are presented 1n Table 4 10
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Table 4.9. One-way ANOVA on the Effect of Career Commitment on Developmental
Performance Improvement.

Source SS df MS F p
Between 0290 1 0290 1714 197
Within 8110 48 0169

Total 8 400 49

Table 4.10. One-way ANOVA on the Effect of Ability to Correctly Diagnose Underlying Causes of
Performance Issues on Developmental Performance Improvement.

Source SS dar MS F P
Between 0923 1 0923 5924 019
Within 7477 48 0 156

Total 8400 49
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These findings. which are n the opposite direction of the hypothesized relationship, indicate that

greater performance improvement was realized by managers who correctly diagnosed fewer performance
1ssues A post hoc analysis will explore this 1ssue further

Test of Hvpothesis 4

The first part of the fourth hypothesis predicted that managers who received 360-degree feedback
more often would receive lugher ratings of improvement on their developmental areas than managers who
had fewer experiences with 360-degree feedback The correlation between 360-degree feedback
experience and combined ratings was nonsignificant (» = - 087, p > 05) In addinon. an ANOVA was
performed by using a median sphit to categonize 360-degree feedback experience into one of two levels
The median value for experience with 360-degree feedback of 2 00 administrations was used to categorize
participants  The results of the one-way ANOVA are shown 1 Table 4 11 There was no difference (F =

812, p= 372) between the two groups 1 performance improvement ratings
Overall, hypothesis 4a was not supported There was no difference between experienced and

mnexpenenced 360-degree feedback recipients in terms of their developmental improvement ratings

Table 4.11. One-way ANOVA on the Effect of 360-Degree Feedback Experience on
Developmental Performance Improvement.

Source SS daf MS F P
Between 0142 I 0 142 812 372
Within 8201 47 0174

Total 8343 48
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The second part of hypothesis four predicted that managers with a stronger history of engaging m
development activities would show greater performance unprovement in thetr development areas than
managers with less experience of engaging mn developmental acuvity  As wath the first hypothesis history
of development was operationalized both as the subject-matter expert-weighted composite score and as the
number of hours reportedly devoted to development on an annual basis  To test the current hypothesis the
two predictor vanables were simultaneously regressed on the dependent variable, combined ratings The
results of thus analysis are presented n Table 4 12 Neither operationalization of development activity
significantly predicted performance improvement (R = 069, F=1 729, p = 189) However, the effect of
the subject-matter expert-weighted scores approached sigruficance (f= -1 823, p = 075) and as such was
considered margmal Consequently, a median spht was performed on the subject-matter expert-weighted
composite scores. and an ANOVA performed The results of this analysts, shown 1n Table 4 13 mdicate a
significant difference (F'= 6 250, p= 016) between the two groups 1n performance unprovement
Managers whose expert-weighted composite scores were less than 64 reahzed a s gnificantly greater level
of performance improvement than managers whose expert-weighted composite scores were greater than 64
Contrary to the direction of the hypothesized relationship., thus finding indicates that managers whose
developmental activities showed less commitment realized greater immprovement n their development areas

than therr counterparts whose activities reflected stronger commitment In sum. Hypothesis 4b was not

supported

Table 4.12. Summary of Simultaneous Regression Analysis for Development Activity Variables
Predicting Developmental Performance Improvement.

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std Error Beta ¢ Sig
Constant 1193 107 11 109 000
SME-Weighted Activity -00217 001 - 264 -1823 075
# Development Hours - 00040 001 114 786 436
Per Year
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Table 4.13. One-way ANOVA on the Expert-Weighted Development Activities on Developmental
Performance Improvement.

Source SS af MS F ¥4
Between 968 1 968 6 250 0l6
Within 7432 48 155

Total 8 400 49

Test of Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 5 anticipated that managers who recerved 360-degree feedback more often would report
making a stronger attempt to use their feedback than managers with less 360-degree feedback experience
Once again. 360-degree feedback expenience was split at the median value of 2 00 Attempt to use the
feedback was measured by managers’ response to the item, “I have made a strong attempt to use my 360-
degree feedback for development” on a 5-pont rating scale (1= “Strongly Disagree”, 5= “Strongly Agree”™)

As shown by the ANOVA results presented in Table 4 14, this hypothesis failed to garner support
Although the effect of 360 experience on attempt to use the feedback approached sigruficance (F = 3 068. p
= 086). the results failed to reach the predetermuned criterion for significance (€ g p < 05) The
correlation between 360 experience and attempt to use feedback was msignificant (»= 213, p> 05) as
well In conclusion. there was no significant difference between expenienced and mexpernienced feedback

recipients in the strength of their attempts to use their feedback

Table 4.14. One-way ANOVA on the Effect of 360-Degree Feedback Experience on Attempt to Use
Feedback for Development.

Source SS dar MS F ¥4
Between 2 521 1 2521 3068 086
Within 37792 46 0822

Total 40313 47




The second component of Hypothesis 5 surmised that managers with a stronger history of
developmental activity would make a greater attempt to use their feedback than their peers who lacked a
strong development track-record To analyze tlus research question a simultaneous regression was
performed to examne the effects of the two operationalizations of development history on attempt to use
the feedback As can be seen from the results reported i Table 4 15, this hypothesis was not supported (R”
= 075, F=1876.p= 165) Those who had engaged 1n development activity to a greater extent 1n the past
were not sigruficantly different from those who had not engaged as much in development when 1t came to
the strength of their attempt to use their feedback for development

Test of Hypothesis 6

The sixth hypothests expected managers with higher self-efficacy for development to realize
greater improvement in their development areas than would managers with lower self-efficacy for
development The correlation between self-efficacy and combined ratings proved non-significant (» = 092.
p = 525) The hypothesis was not supported It 1s concluded that self-efficacy did not make a difference

the performance improvement managers attained 1 their developmental areas

Table 4.15. Summary of Simultaneous Regression Analysis for Development Activity Variables
Predicting Attempt to Use Feedback for Development.

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std Eﬂ'or Beta T Sﬁ
Constant 3274 245 13 346 000
SME-Weighted Activity 003099 003 166 1139 261
# Development Hours 001455 001 182 1247 219
Per Year




86

Test of Hvpothesis 7

The seventh hypothesis predicted that managers who set their own development goals would
recerve higher ratings of performance improvement on their development areas than would managers who
had no such goals Whether managers had a specific developmental goal was determined by their
responses to the ttem. “I currently have a specific development goal for myself.” which was rated on a 5-
point scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree™ to “Strongly Agree” The correlation between having a
specific goal and combined ratings of improvement was marginally significant (» = - 252 p=077) To
further examine thus result. managers were dichotormized 1nto one of two categorics so that an ANOVA
could be performed Those who rated the 1tem one, two. or three (1 e . “Strongly Disagree”, “Disagree”. or
“Neutral”. respectively) were classified as not having a development goal Those who answered erther
“Agree” or “Strongly Agree” (1 ¢ . arating of 4 or 5) were classtfied as having a development goal

Table 4 16 presents the results thus analysis There was a significant effect for having a
development goal that was 1n the opposite direction of the prediction (F =7 030, p= 011) Managers who
reported that they did not have a specific development goal recerved significantly higher ratings of
improvement in their development areas, as compared with managers who reported having a specific

development goal Not only was Hypothesis 7 not supported. but 1t was also contradicted

Table 4.16. One-way ANOVA on the Effect of Self-Set Development Goals on Developmental
Performance Improvement.

Source SS daf MS F p
Between 1073 1 1073 7030 011
Within 7327 48 153

Total 8 400 49




Test of Hypothesis 8

The final hypothesis suggested that managers who rewarded thetr own achievements would
receive lugher ratings of 1nprovement in their development areas than non-rewarders Self-reward
behavior was operationalized 1n two ways First managers were directly asked to rate therr agreement with
the item, T regularly reward myself for attaining my goals” using the standard five-point agreement scale
Second. managers were asked to mark the reward behaviors they engaged in using a list of eight different
reward behaviors Both measures were used in the tlest of this hypothesis

The dependent variable, combined ratings was not significantly related to erther the single reward
item (» = - 102, p = 480) or the reported reward behaviors (= - 153, p= 284) This was confirmed by the
results of the regression analysis shown 1n Table 4 17, neither reward behavior significantly predicted
developmental improvement (R’ = 029, F= 698, p= 502) There was no significant difference between
managers who self-reward and those who don’t in terms of their ratings of performance improveinent 1n

their developmental areas

Table 4.17. Summary of Simultaneous Regression Analysis for Reward Variables Predicting
Developmental Performance Improvement.

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std Error Beta t Sig
Constant 1253 187 6 701 000
Reward Behaviors - 04685 050 - 139 -944 350
“I regularly reward myself - 02994 061 -072 - 489 627
for attaimuing my goals™
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In summary. none of the hypotheses advanced 1n this study were supported However. on three
occasions. significant results were obtained - all three 1n the opposite direction of that proposed 1n the
hypotheses Interestingly, there were seven research questions that involved the use of combined ratings of
improvement on development areas as the dependent variable These seven questions included eight
analytic tests, because one question involved two operationalizations of the independent variable Of these
eight inquunies. six yielded results that were 1n the opposite direction of the predictions Contrary to the
predictions. career commitment, ability to correctly diagnose underlying performance 1ssues experience
with 360-degree feedback, subject-matter expert-weighted development score. the tendency to self-set
goals and the tendency to self-reward behavior all showed negative correlations with developmental
performance improvement Only self-efficacy and the number of annual development hours reported
showed the expected positive relationship with development improvement Thus. the tendency has been
well established for development improvement ratings to be negatively related to the independent variables
when a positive relationship was predicted  As noted earher, the low power associated with the current
sample s1ze may factor mto the large number of effects which failed to reach significance. nevertheless.
the lack of power would not have affected the direction of the relationships found in this study

Post Hoc Analyses

Difficultv of Changing Strengths. Distractors. and Development Areas

The magnitude of improvement ratings for the distractors. strengths and development areas was
Inconsistent with a priort expectations Whereas greater improvement was expected for development areas
than strengths, the opposite was found to be true  Moreover. the distractor 1tems which were not mcluded
in managers’ development plans whatsoever. showed a higher average coworker rating of improvement
than the development areas that ianagers had specifically targeted for their development efforts

In light of this finding, 1t was postulated that perhaps coworker ratings of 1mprovement reflected
one of two phenomena First, coworker ratings may have mirrored the difficulty of actually effecting
change in these behaviors For example. perhaps the strengths managers 1dentified were actually easily
improved areas, whereas their 1dentified development areas represented behaviors that were more difficult

to improve The distractor items mght have been, in fact. moderately difficult to improve
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The second possibility is that coworker ratings mught not have reflected the actual difficulty of
effecting umprovement. but of the observability of the actual change mad/e It 1s quite plausible that some
performance changes are more likely to be noticed than others Wohlers and London (1989) for example.
found that people percerved some managerial behaviors to be more difficult to observe and rate than others

Given these two possibilities. a post hoc analysis was undertaken to further explore this 1ssue
Five subject matter experts, consultants experienced 1n personal development and coaching, were asked to
provide ratings on two criteria for each of the behaviors included in the study The subject matter experts
were blind to the categorization of the behaviors, they were unaware that each behavior had been classified
as a strength, development need, or distractor

Using a zero to five scale (0 = cannot be improved, 5 = very easy to improve 1n 6-12 months),
subject matter experts were first asked to rate each behavior mn terms of the extent to wlich the behavior
could be improved over a period of six to twelve months when targeted as a development goal Then, using
a four-point scale (0 = impossible to recogmze improvement. 4 = improvement will be obvious 1n 6-12
months). experts rated the same behaviors on the extent to which developmental improvements n each
behavior could be observed by others within a pertod of six to twelve months of the development effort

Two subject matter experts rated each strength and development behavior all ﬁv;: experts rated
the three distractor items A one-way analysis of vanance was conducted for each set of subject matter
expert ratings (1 € . extent to which the behaviors can be improved, extent to which improvement can be
observed) using the three performance dimensions rated (1 ¢ , strengths, development areas, and
distractors)

The results. shown in Tables 4 18 and 4 19, indicate that there 1s no significant difference between
the three performance improvement dimensions 1n terms of either the difficuity of achieving improvement
(F= 907, p= 406) or the likelihood that improvements would be observed by others (F= 1619, p=

202) The expert ratings indicate that the behaviors classified as strengths. development areas. and
distractors are about equally difficult to improve In addition, the expert ratings suggest that it should be
about equally difficult for coworkers to observe mmprovement on behaviors classified development areas as

for those classified as strengths or distractors
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Table 4.18. ANOVA on Expert Ratings of the Extent to Which Strengths, Development Areas, and

Distractor Behaviors Can Be Improved.

Source SS Df MS F P
Between 1217 2 0 608 0907 406
Within 84 422 126 0670

Total 85638 128

Table 4.19. ANOVA on Expert Ratings of the Extent to Which Improvements in Strengths,
Development Areas, and Distractor Behaviors Can Be Observed.

Source SS Df MS F P
Between 2038 2 1019 1619 202
Within 79 308 126 0629

Total 81 346 128

The means of subject-matter expert ratings for the three performance improvement dunensions
are shown 1n Table 4 20 Expert ratings were consistent with coworker ratings of improvement in that the
behaviors categorized as strengths were rated as easier to improve and easier to observe when improvement
was made, as compared with behaviors classified as development areas However. the expert ratings were
inconsistent with the pattern of coworker ratings in that the experts assessed the distractor 1tems as more
difficult to change and to observe 1mprovement. as compared with the development behaviors Once again.
these differences — though interesting - were not significant

In sumunary, the results of this analysis did not provide insight into the pattern of improvement
ratings made by coworkers for managers’ strengths. development needs, and the distractor items The
reason that greater improvement was realized on strengths and distractor areas than on development areas

cannot be explained by varying levels of difficulty in improving or observing improvement across these

three performance improvement dimensions
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Table 4.20. Expert Ratings of Strengths, Development Areas, and Distractor Items on the Extent to
Which Improvement Can Be Made and Observed.

Extent to which behavior can be improved with effort: 4items  Mean lS)::(:
Strengths 40 305 062

Development Areas 86 289 089

Daistractors 3 233 099

Std.

Extent to which improvement can be recognized by others: 4ltems Mean Dev.

Strengths 40 293 072
Development Areas 86 277 081
Distractors 3 213 121

\

Predicting Developmental Improvement

Grven that none of the hypotheses regarding vanables predicted to affect developmental
performance 1mprovement were supported. the summary research question was ntensified “What predicts
developmental performance improvement?” To answer thuis question, several key predictors were
regressed on the cniterion of mterest

Returming to the model presented 1n Figure 2 1. 1t was previously conjectured that. 1n order for
managers realize nmprovement 1n response to their 360-degree feedback. they must effectively progress
through a series of tasks Specifically. improvement 1s likely to require that managers correctly interpret
rating information (1 e . agreement within and across rater groups), diagnose the underlying performance
1ssue indicated by the rating pattern, and 1dentify and enact an appropnate developmental solution — which
would require some level of confidence that the correct diagnosis had been made

The correlations among these tasks are shown 1n Table 4 21  As can be seen. a significant
correlation exists between the correct mterpretation of rating information and the accurate diagnosis of the
underlying cause of performance (= 291, p< 05) Confidence m the accuracy of the diagnosis of cause
was signuficantly related to the accuracy of the diagnosis (r = 534, p < Ol) Next, a significant correlation
was found between the previous task and the next one. the accurate diagnosis of cause was significantly

related to the 1dentification of the best developmental solution (r=321.p< 01 ) However. performance



Table 4.21. Correlations Between Tasks Required for Improvement.

1 2 3 4 5
1 1~?{I;tslr;%rsetatlon of 100
2 Diagnosis of Cause 291* 100
3 Diagnosis Confidence 138 5345 100
4 Best Solution 021 521%* 266 100
5 Improvement 238 - 287% - 113 - 187 100

improvement was not sigmficantly related to either the interpretation of ratings (= 238.p  05) or the
1dentification of the best developmental solution (» = - 187, p < 05) Moreover. performance improvement
demonstrated a significant negative correlation with accuracy of diagnosis of cause (» = - 287 p < 05)

In a final examination of this 1ssue, the independent vanables of ability to interpret agreement
information, ability to diagnose performance 1ssues. confidence in the accuracy of the diagnosts, and
1dentification of correct development solutions were regressed on the dependent variable, developmental
performance improvement The results of this sunultaneous regression are shown m Table 4 22

As can be seen in Table 4 22, the regression model proved sigmificant (F= 2 788.p= 038) The
ability to accurately interpret rater agreement (¢ = 2 509. p= 016) and the ability to correctly diagnose the
underlying cause of performance issues (¢t = -2 308, p = 026) significantly predicted performance
umprovement ratings on managers’ development areas These findings are consistent with the earlier
findings regarding the relationship between diagnostic ability and performance improvement, however. the

relationship of improvement to the ability to interpret rater agreement information 1s a new extension



Table 4.22. Summary of Simultaneous Regression Analysis for Self Managed Development
Variables Predicting Developmental Performance Improvement.

Unstandardized Standardized

Coefficients Coefficients
B Std Error Beta ¢ Sig
Constant 974 376 2 590 013
Interpretation of Agreement 181 072 355 2509 016
Diagnosis of Cause -230 100 -432 -2 308 026
Confidence 1n Diagnosis 057 138 066 416 679
Identification of Solution 0054 069 012 079 938
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

The current research was designed to examune factors relating to managers’ development efforts and
the ability to effect perforinance improvement n response to 360-degree feedback Of particular interest
was managers’ ability to effectively navigate the requisite steps 1 a self-managed development model
these steps include correctly interpreting ratings and rater agreement information, accurately diagnosing the
likely performance 1ssues mdicated by various coworker rating patterns. and implementing effective
measures to overcome developmental needs

Ratings of Performance Improvement

Preliminary analyses revealed several major findings of interest First. Table 4 5 showed that for all
rater groups except self. the amount of improvement observed for managers’ strengths. development areas.
and the distractor items was sigmificantly correlated across the three performance dimensions Thus 1s
presumed to reflect halo. the tendency of a rater to allow an overall judgment of a ratee’s performance to
bias ratings on specific behavioral dimensions (Cardy & Dobbins, 1994) Nevertheless. for all rater groups
except self. coworker ratings of improvement for strengths and development areas emerged as statistically
different Moreover. when the ratngs of all rater groups except self were combined. all three performance
dumensions (1 € . strengths, development areas, and distractors) proved to be sigmificantly different from
one another Thus. 1t appears that coworkers did make a distinction between the levels of improvement
reported for managers” strengths and development areas, and for the common distractor items

Equally interesting 1s the fact that coworker ratings indicated that improvement occurred for all three
performance dimensions — strengths development areas, and distractors Whereas participants 1n this study
were encouraged during their leadership development program to work toward increased effectiveness in
the use of both their strengths and development areas, the distractor items were presumably not part of their
development plans Each of the strengths and development areas mcluded i this study were contributed by

the participating managers in accordance with their individual development plans. however. the distractor
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ttems that were assessed were held constant across all managers Despite that, a moderate level of
improvement was rated to have occurred for managenal performance on the distractor behaviors

Prior to the mception of tlus research. 1t was assuined that the greatest amount of unprovement
would be found for managers’ development areas This presupposed that managers would have exerted
effort to improve 1n those areas and would realize improvement as a consequence In fact. 70% of
participants either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, “1 have made a strong attempt to use my
360-degree feedback for my development™ Conceptually. 1t seemed logical to assume that. if for no other
reason than regression toward the mean, a greater amount of unprovement would be reported for
development areas (1 € . likely to have onginally been rated n the muddle to lower end of the individual
manager’s performance behavior distribution) than for strengths (1 € , likely to have onginally been toward
the right tail of a manager’s performance distribution) In addition, 1t was theoretically contended that the
likelihood of observing a change from less effective to more effective (1 e , as with improvement o a
development area) was greater than that of observing a change from hughly effective to very highly
effective (1 e . as with improvement 1n an existing strength) Finally. 1t seemed probable that very little, 1f
any. improvement would be reported for the distractor items that were mcluded. smce they were not 1n any
way a part of managers’ formal development plans and thus. presumably. managers had not exerted much
effort in tryimng to improve their performance i these areas

The results of the current research undermuned all of these assumptions With regard to the amounts
of improvement observed for strengths and development areas, coworker ratings 1n fact led to the opposite
conclusion Coworker ratings indicated that managers achieved a significantly greater level of
improvement for their strengths than for their development areas In essence. this finding could be
summarized by the adage, “the rich get nicher”, those who began with a strength were seen to grow even
stronger

In contrast, less improvement was observed for the development areas — even compared with the
level of improvement reported for the distractor items Although 1t was anticipated that raters would
indicate httle to no improvement for the distractor items since they were not part of participants’ *

development plans. the raungs showed a level of improvement for performance on the distractor behaviors
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that was between the levels of improvement reported for strengths and development areas In short, the
greatest amount of improvement was found for strengths. an intermediate level of numprovement reported
for distractors, and the least amount of improvement was reported for development areas — but all three
performance dimensions were rated as having been improved Again, the distinctions m terms of the
ratings of improvement were significant across these three performance dimensions

A post hoc study was designed to determine whether the pattern of improvement ratings across
strengths distractors. and development areas might be explained erther by differences in the difficulty of
mmproving the behaviors within each category. or by the extent to which changes n the various behaviors
could be observed by others Executive coaches who were also experienced 1n designing and dehivering
360-degree feedback were asked to provide ratings on both 1ssues for each of the behaviors rated m thus
study As shown 1n Table 4 18. their ratings of difficulty and observability were not consistent with the
pattern of improvement ratings provided by coworkers According to the expert ratings, those behaviors
classified as strengths were easiest to improve and to observe improvement for. but improvement for the
behaviors classified as distractors was considered the most difficult to achieve and to observe Thus, the
pattern of improvement ratings cannot be explained by expert ratings of the extent to which improvements
1n the respective behaviors can be achueved or observed

It might be reasonable to conclude that the pattern of findings 1n the current research suggests that
the ratings made by coworkers did not reflect change as much as an overall perspective on managers’
performance The umprovement trend murrors the original. “absolute” ratings of perforiance. with
strengths being rated the lughest. distractors toward the muddle of the rating distnibution. and weaknesses
receiving the lowest ratings of the three In short, the ratings i the current study are “behaving” more like
“absolute” ratings (1 e . measured agamst some internal “standard”) than relative ratings (1 e . measures of
change)

The tenets of cognitive schema theory might provide support for thus contention Schema theory
asserts that people use a collection of knowledge clusters to comprehend and selectively attend to incoming
information (Thorndike. 1984) Couclelis (1995) contends that schemas are basic to cognition

“Categorization, perhaps the most fundamental operation of thought, 1s the result of (rather than the
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prerequisite for) the embodied person’s growing up functional and conscious m the world of experience”
(p 201) Schemas help to reduce the number of stimuli i the environment to which the observer must
attend (Cardy & Dobbins. 1994) they determme what mformation we attend to and glean from a stimulus-
nich environment (Arbib, 1995) Schemas permut the cogmtive efficiency of the brain by using existing
prototypical features in memory to aide recognition. to comprehend and store new information, and to
indicate “which charactenistics to notice and what their values are likely to be” (Thorndike. 1984, p 169)

[t 1s possible that the operation of schemas have nfluenced the current findings either in the retnieval
of mformation or 1n the encoding and storage of information (or both) With regard to retrieval, the
umprovement ratings appear to reflect coworkers’ underlying schemas of behaviors for which the target
managers were “better” and “worse” The assessment mherent in coworker ratings may reflect the overall
categorization of the manager’s performance, rather than the amount of change that may have occurred on
the specific behaviors in question The rating task may have prompted the retneval of schema-based
performance mformation for the target manager With regard to encoding and storage, the existence of a
schema may have made the observer somewhat insensitive i the recognition of change Assuming that
change occurred gradually. which 1s probable, the schema’s operation would direct the attention of the
observer to confirm existing perceptions Changes might not be observed unless proven sufficiently salient
to challenge one or more of the prototypical characteristics held wathin the schema for that manager’s
performance

Alternatively. 1t 1s possible that the coworker ratings 1n the current research do, 1n fact, represent the
truth about levels of improvement. and thus result could stem from any of several 1ssues The first
possibility reflects a fact that 1s famuliar to anyone who has worked to overcome a performance deficiency.
1t 1s difficult to overcome weaknesses, bad habits, etc Improvement takes ume as well as effort It may
well be slow to occur and, 1f so, the individual pursuing the development needs to be aware of what
constitutes a realistic expectation 1n terms of the time-frame requured for change Second, 1t 1s possible that
raters were not sufficiently sensitive to the actual level of improvement that occurred Once again, this
could be attributable to schemas. 1t 1s possible that the prevalence or salience of the “new” behaviors were

nsufficient to cross some threshold required to alert the observer to the change
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The skeptic might conclude that these findings indicate that idividuals are not adept at percerving
change i performance If that were true. the obvious question becomes. “Then why make the effort?”” An
alternative question would be whether 1mpression management 1s i fact more at 1ssue than actual
performance improvement Since “perception 1s 99% of reality”, the task facing one with a performance
deficiency might not be one of improvement so much as altering others’ perceptions This mght be done
through 1mpression management. by avoiding situations requiring that skill or by surrounding oneself with
indrviduals who are sufficiently talented n that area to conceal the presence of that weakness

Employing a similar strategy. Drucker (1999) advises mdividuals to focus their development efforts
not on their deficiencies, but on their strengths “A person can perform only from strength One cannot
build performance on weaknesses. let alone on sowething one cannot do at all” (page 65) He goes on to
question the value of expending energy to unprove from mcompetence to mediocrity when the same effort
could be invested 1n improving from talented to exceptional performance

This view 1s shared by Buckingham and Coffman (1999). who argue that the best managers are those
who focus on leveraging the strerigths of their direct reports, rather than trying to improve their
deficiencies They go on to say that encouraging managers to try to turn an area of incompetence to one of
competence 1s setting them up for fallure Instead, they encourage mdividuals to play to therr strengths,
and to recogruze their deficiencies and to minumize therr mpact Leveraging other skills or relying on
skilled colleagues might constitute possible means of minimzing the impact of a performance deficit

This philosophy has mtwtive appeal. who would have recommended that Emnstern spend more time
on projecting a professional image rather than physics. or that Michaelangelo focus his efforts on masonry

stead of pamting?’

1
For permussion to use this pornted and colorful analogy the author expresses appreciation to her brother. Joseph N Baumann
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Agreement Among Rater Groups

A central premuse 1 360-degree feedback contends that there 1s unique and valuable mformation to
be gleaned from multiple rater groups An unexpected finding, then, was the high level of agreement
among raters  Two analyses justified the combination of all coworker ratings on the basis of agreement In
short. the agreement within and across rater group was sufficiently comparable to allow the treatment of
any one group as equivalent to any other This does not préclude the possibility that umique mmformation s
contributed by the individual rater groups, but does concede that the common or shared variance 1s
substantial and 1s sufficient to permut the treatment of all groups as comparable 1n their ratings

The Impact of Career Commitment on Development Activity and Performance Improvement

The first two hypotheses predicted that managers who reported the greatest levels of development
activity and showed the most improvement in their development areas would be those who valued their
careers above their jobs or organizations The underlying tenet reflected 1n these propositions was one of
protean career values The protean career paradigm places responsibility for career management with the
individual. much like the free agent phenomenon n professional sports. the protean career in the

professional world allows talented individuals to assume control of their own opportunuties and to enjoy
the benefits of an open job market Unconstrained by the company loyalty that charactenized past
generations of workers, the protean career mentality allows an individual to maintain loyalty to self and
one’s career as the core value driving career-related decisions Consequently 1t would seem that the
individual espousing protean career values — placing career commitment above organizational commitment
or job involvement ~ would have the most to gam from development opportumties. 1t would follow then.
that the individuals who most actively pursue development efforts should realize the greatest improvement
In performance

In the current study, managers who placed career commitment above orgamizational commitment
and job mvolvement fared no better than their organizationally-commutted and job-1nvolved counterparts.
they neither engaged 1n more development activities nor achueved greater levels of improvement It 1s
Interesting to note that 78% of the participants 1n the current study scored highest on the orgamzational

commitment scale. with only 16% scoring lughest on the career commutment scale. thus the power to
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detect an effect may have been limuted  Also of nterest 1s that fact that. of the fifty managers participating
in this study. 40% reported being 1n the early career stage, and 54% reported being 1n mud-career. although
the participants 1 this study were 1deally positioned career-wise to take advantage of the mobility afforded
by the protean career mentality. they reported therr first loyalty as being to the organization

This appears to counter the logic of the protean career perspective There are several viable
explanations that ment exploration First. the host organization 1n the current study was noted n a recent
ediuon of Fortune for having an annual turnover rate of less than 10% In the article, the company
president emphasized the need to foster employee commitment to the workplace As such, orgamzational
commitment may be a value which thus organization takes special effort to attain and retain wathun 1ts
employee ranks

Second, 1t 1s possible that prionitization of values framework (1 ¢ . companng career commitment.
orgamzational commutment and job involvement scale scores) does not constitute an adequate surrogate
for a cohesive measure of the protean career construct Given the lack of an existing measure for protean
career values. the surrogate attempt was requured 1n the current study

Thurd, 1t 1s also possible, that the findings of thus study are not inconsistent with the protean career
mentality Insofar as the organization proves to be a vehicle for aclueving one’s career goals. even the
protean career-nunded individual may espouse organizational commitment It may be possible that when
career goals are being accommodated within an orgamization. commitment to the organization remains of
utmost valence until the returns begin to diminish — at which time the loyalty to career may reassert Its
dominance and the protean manager will begin to consider other options This explanation may be tenable
within the context of the current orgamization, where mdividuals are promoted to management at an early
age and advance at an average rate of two-years Compensation and benefits are reportedly good. possibly
even toward the lead in the industry Thus. younger managers within the host organizatton for this research
may well have their career needs sufficiently met to foster a lugh level of organizational commitment The

limutations of the current study precluded a clear understanding of the mechamsms operating behind the

observed results
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The Relationship Between Ability to Diagnose Performance Issues and Improvement

The thurd hypothesis predicted that managers who could effectively diagnose performance 1ssues on
the basis of coworker ratings would be more likely to realize improvement toward their development goals
than those who musdragnosed the likely causes of ratings Although the test of thus hypothesis yielded
significant results they were sigruficant i the opposite direction of the prediction Managers who were
less effective in diagnosing performance 1ssues were more effective m improving their development areas
In keeping with the sequential steps posited in the self-managed development model in Figure 2 1, the
1dentification of the correct developmental solution was sigmificantly correlated with the correct diagnosis
of performance 1ssues (» = 521. p < 01). the proposed precursor 1n the model Thus. while there 1s some
evidence for the nterdependence of the sequential steps 1n the sélf-managed development model, the
predicted outcome (1 e, performance improvement) was not realized

A further examnation of this matter revealed that managers who made correct attnibutions of
performance problems were more confident'in their diagnoses (= 534, p < 01).1t may be possible that
those who are less effective 1n making att/1/1but10ns and are less confident in therr skills make a stronger
attempt to utihze their feedback — which later results 1n greater performance improvement An examination
of the correlation betwéen ability to diagnose performance problems and attempt to use the feedback for
development revealed a relationship that was non-significant (v = - 154, p=291)

In terms of manaéers’ ability to 1dentify the probable causes of performance deficiencies, the
findings of thus study provided additional support to the work of Cardy and Dobbins (1994). who argued
that performance appraisal typically fails to distinguish between person- and system-vanance In the
current study, managers” performance n diagnosing the causes of performance 1ssues represented by the
feedback scenarios showed that they had less difficulty recognizing performance problems that were
attributable to the person than when the problem stemmed from the situation Eight-eight percent of
managers in this study were able to correctly determine the cause of performance ratings when the 1ssue
was one of treating different groups differently and 86% were able to recogmze when skill deficiency was

indicated by coworker ratings, however, only 52% correctly 1dentified the underlying cause of performance

1ssues when system factors were to blame
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Whereas the research of Carson. Cardy. & Dobbins (1991) led them to conclude that raters have
difficulty differentiating person- and system-causes of performance problems. the current study found that
managers themselves may have dlfﬁculyty differentiating person- from system-attrbutions when
mterpreting feedback ratings Although the number of situations presented 1n the current research was
limuted, 1t appears that managers were generally effective in differentiating which of a variety of person-
factors contributed to ;1 performance 1ssue. however. they were less effective in making a determination
when performance préblems were not attributable to person-factors

Insofar as the ainhty to correctly diagnose performance issues 1s key to implementing an effective
solution (Rumunler, 1972). the findings of the current research suggests that managers may be 1ll-equipped
to recognize constraints 1mposed by the system or organizational context The logical consequent would be
that such indrviduals would be likely to become frustrated by the futility of their erroneously-bascd
improvement efforts 'The current study. however. suggests otherwise, the 1ll-equipped managers
outperformed those who recognized situational constraints where developmental improvement was
concerned Perhaps tl;ose who lack the ability to diagnose performance 1ssues and lack confidence 1n those
skills seek the guidance of individuals with greater expenience or expertise. thereby benefiting not only
from the expert input but also from the informal accountability that 1s mherent i such a tactic Clearly. the

possible explanations posed are purely speculative. this 1s an area that would benefit from future research

The Impaqt of 360-Degree Feedback and Development Expenience on Improvement

The fourth hypothesis predicted that prior experience with 360-degree feedback and development
activities would be related to greater levels of performance 1mprovement m the development areas  Within
an organuzational culture that requires self-managed development. 1t was expected that both prior
expenience with 360-degree feedback and with development activities would be conducive to 1nproved
performance since the unterpretation of feedback and the identification of relevant developmental solutions
would be required

Feedback experience was not significantly related to performance unprovement, however, 1t was
significantly related to level of commitment exlubited through developmental efforts (/= 384. p < 01). the

other independent vanable exammed i this hypothests It appears that individuals who have more
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experience with 360-degree feedback more readily engage 1n development activities that require hugher
levels of commutment to development. perhaps they are less intimidated by the translation of feedback
information into subsequent action steps for improvement Alternatively, the correlation could also be
explamed by a possible tendency for individuals who are highly development-oriented to have sought or
capitalized upon opportunities to recerve 360-degree feedback 1n the past

In addition. 360-degree feedback experience was also found to be significantly correlated with self-
efficacy for managing a developmental response to 360-degree feedback (= 307. p < 05) Tlus finding
suggests that as mdividuals gain experience mn receiving 360-degree feedback. they become more confident
m therr abihity to self-manage the development needs that.are 1dentified through that process and they show
a stronger tendency to engage 1n developmental activities that require greater levels of commutment In
general, this finding 1s ‘supported by the extant self-efficacy literature As Gist and Mitchell (1992)
explained, “efficacy judgment changes over time as new mformation and expenience are acquired” (p 184)
In addition, research has found that self-efficacy influences goal commitment as well as choice of activities
and tasks toward goal attainment (see Gist and Mitchell, 1992, for a review) Nevertheless, these results
suggest that while more extensive 360-degree feedback experience may be related to heightened
expectations of success and a greater level of activity, apparently 1t does not contribute to increased
1mprovement

The second part of tlus hypothesis predicted that managers with a stronger hustory of engaging in
development would rezihze greater improvement  When operationalized as the expert-weighted composite
scores reflecting commitinent to development, developmental effort was significantly related to
1mprovement Once again, although the relationstup proved signuficant, 1t was in the opposite direction of
the prediction, those who showed less cominitment to their development received higher ratings of
improvement Yet again, these results present something of an enigma One explanation mught suggest
that the development activities reflective of greater commutment to development (e g, requesting a transfer
or overseas assignment. taking a college class. networking) are actually less effective 1n bringing about
improvement  According to the expert ratings. the activities reflecting greater commitment were more

experiential in nature  Consequently. the qualitative research of McCall. Lombardo. and Momson (1988)
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presents evidence i opposition to the assertion that the development activities reflecting greater levels of
commitment are less effective in umproving performance Baldwin and Padgett (1994) drew a similar
conclusion “When managers are asked to describe their most significant learning experiences. they
mvarniably describe on-the-job expenences as having contributed the most to their development” (p 281)

An alternattve explanation might posit that the extensive developmental activities undertaken by
managers in the current study were not focused on the development areas they reported The development
goals they reported for this study were generated from an elective, prestigious leadership development
program It 1s unknown whether or how closely these development goals relate to other performance goals
they mught have — for example. goals stemming from the formal performance appraisal process Itis
possible that managers participating i this study have any number of developmental goals which they are
endeavonng to improve only two of which were represented 1n thus study Perhaps their 1mprovement
efforts are less focused on the development areas reported herein, whereas the reported goals for those
showing less investment 1n development constitute a greater focus on fewer goals — and consequently,
greater gains

The Impact of 360-Degree Feedback and Development Expenience on Attempt to Use the Feedback

The two components of the fifth hypothesis predicted that a stronger attempt to use the feedback
would be made by managers with more prior expenience with 360-degree feedback or those with a stronger
lustory of development activities The logic behind these hypotheses was that those with greater
experience in the two key components of self-managed development would be less mtimudated by the
apphication of the feedback for development, thereby making a stronger attempt to use 1t Neither
component was supported. however. self-efficacy was sigmificantly correlated with attempt to use the
feedback

Relatedly. the sixth hypothesis projected that managers with lugher self-efficacy for managing the
development process would realize greater umprovement 1n their development areas  Although self-
efficacy was significantly positively related with the attempt to use the feedback, 1t was not related to
performance 1mprovelr;ent Those with higher expectations that their efforts would yield success

apparently did not realize the improvement they were antictpating



The Relationship of Performance Improvement to Setting Goals and Rewarding Achievements

Goal setting thgory has established that individuals who set clear, spectfic goals are more likely to
realize improvement, and that those who reward achievements are more likely to sustamn their performance
over time The seventh hypothesis predicted that managers who had established development goals for
themselves would be more likely to realize improvement than those who did not. thus hypothesis was not
supported Once again, the test of this hypothesis reached sigruficance but i the opposite direction of the
prediction Managers ‘who reported that they did not currently have a development goal recerved higher
ratings of improvement than those who reported having a development goal at the present ime  Tlus
undermunes the possible explanation argued for hypothess four. apparently 1t 1s not a matter of having
fewer. better focused éoals that leads to improvement, but having no goals at all

In the introduction to this research, the relevance of the goal setting literature as applied to the
abstract performance expectations suirounding managers was questioned A critical perspective was taken
of the historical use of 'concrete tasks and specific standards of proficiency (Locke. Shaw Saan, & Latham.,
1981) and lab-based research (Tubbs. 1985). and of the common elements of managerial situations that
would impede the typical impact of specific. challenging goals (Locke and Latham, 1994) Caution was
encouraged in the application of the extant Iiterature to the typical managenal situation However, none of
these 1ssues were of a nature to have suggested that the greatest improvement would be realized by
managers without any goals whatsoever Whether the current findings are the unanticipated but natural
sequitur to concerns addressed here cannot be determuned from the present study

The final 11ypotﬁe51s predicted that managers who reward thetr own acluevements are more Iikely to
realize performance improvement in their development efforts than those who do not Previous scholars
have suggested that self-managed efforts that are to be maintained over time must be remforced (see Manz,
1986 for a review) In the current study, self-rewarding behavior was operationalized 1n two ways First,
engaging in reward behaviors was measured through participants’ response to the tem, “1 regularly reward
myself for attaining my goals” Second, participants were presented a list of possible reward behaviors and
were asked to mdicate which, 1f any, they engaged in F ifty percent of the participants mn this study

responded erther “Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree” or the self-reward item, only 34% expressed
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agreement When 1t came to 1dentifying rewards they engaged . 30% of participating managers reported
admuustenng self-rewards of time off work. splurging on something fun. doing sometlung special with
famuly or friends. and Bllylﬂg themselves something Eighteen percent reported buying themselves
something as a reward. and eight percent said they take vacations Twenty-two percent of manager said
they do not admunuster any tangible rewards but instead feel rewarded by the accomphishment of their goals,
and twenty-eight percent said that they structure their work 1n such a manner as to be rewarding Contrary
to the 1tem responses reported above, only ten percent said that they do not self-reward after being asked to
complete the rewards inventory

Regardless of the operationalization method. the administration of self-rewards was not related to the
improvement of developmental areas There was no sigmificant difference between managers who
rewarded themselves a;ld those who did not when 1t came to realizing improvement as a result of their
efforts

Of nterest 1s the finding that about as many managers rely on “natural” or intrinsic rewards — those
inherent in the structure or accomphshment of the work — as reported relying on various extrinsic rewards
Most of the previous Iiterature did not take the natural rewards mto consideration, however, the results of
this study suggest that natural rewards may be an equally legitimate classification when measuring self-

reward behaviors

The Relationships Among Tasks 1n the Self-Managed Development Model

A final finding of interest concerns the relationships among the self-managed development variables
Model 2 I depicted a series of sequential tasks that must be effectively met 1n order for performance
umprovement to be possible  Specifically. the tasks required for self-managed development include the
accurate interpretation of ratings information (e g , agreement withun and across rater groups), the correct
diagnosis of the likely 1‘mderly1ng cause of performance, the effective pniontization of relevant
development goals. and the ability to discern and mmplement an appropriate developmental solution As
shown in Table 4 21. general support was provided for the progression of this task The accurate

Interpretation of ratings information was sigmificantly correlated wath the correct diagnosis of the

underlying cause of the performance 1ssue (» = 291, p < 05) The correct diagnosis of the underlying



cause of the performance 1ssue was. i turn, significantly related to the 1dentification of an appropriate

developmental solution issue (»= 521, p < 01) However, all three vanables were negatively related to
performance unprovenjlent with a sigmficant correlation emerging between diagnosis of cause and ratings
of 1mprovement Taken together. 1t appears that the ability to effectively navigate the steps required for
self-managed development are nversely related to improvement, with a significant effect 1n the case of
diagnostic ability

Returning to the model there appears to be a disconnect between the steps presented laterally. and
the final step. presented vertically That 1s 1t appears that coworker perceptions of improvement do not
flow logically or sequentially from the self-managed development sequence This finding 1s not supported
by or explicable from the extant literatures reviewed here, and presents a challenge for future research to

ether replicate or disprove

Consideration of the Self-Managed Developmental Response to 360-Degree Feedback

The concerns which gave nise to the current research were both underscored and undermmed To the
question of whether managers can effectively navigate the steps required for self-managed development,
the answer 1s affirmative  The managers in the current study were largely effective 1n interpreting rating
information, diagnosing likely causes of performance. and identifying appropriate developmental solutions
Moreover the findings allayed the concern for whether a self-managed model would allow protean career-
minded individuals to ]%\ursue goals that better served the individual than the orgamzation, the managers in
the current study were lughly orgamizationally-commutted and tended to choose as a development prionty
the goal which represented a key orgamizational value

At the same time, the results of the current study were even more dire than antictpated 1n terms of

the lack of information'about whether development occurs 1n response to 360-degree feedback, and how to

measure 1t when 1t does  The results of the current study might prove discouraging to the manager who has
made a strong and earnest attempt to make progress toward his development goals, given that greater
mprovement was found for generic behaviors that were not a part of the development plan At present, too

Iittle 1s known regarding the key 1ssue of whether coworkers — 1 e , raters — can accurately recognize and

rate improvement 1f and when 1t does occur Whule the dynamucs of this crucial 1ssue are bewmg explored
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and determined. unheeding practitioners and the managers who use their systems run the nsk of drawing
some erroneous conclusions regarding the utility of 360-degree feedback programs and of what resultant
outcomes can reasonably be expected In short. the results of this study have reahzed the greatest fear that
compelled thus research. while managers are capably and willingly dong their part 1n self-managing their
development. the surrounding system 1s flawed 1n such a way as to potentially sabotage the results of their
efforts Until more 1s known about coworker perceptions and ratings of “truth” in performance
Improvement contexts, managers can be disappointed and even nusled by the change ratings they receive
Summary

In summary. managers 1n the current study exhibited a reasonable facility for accurately
interpreting 360-degree feedback mformation, correctly discerming the probable underlying 1ssue mdicated
by the rating pattern. and 1dentifying an appropnate developmental solution More specifically. a
sigmificant difference existed between managers who effectively differentiated person- and sttuation-based
performance 1ssues However, an unexpected and nexplicable pattern of performance 1mprovement ratings
emerged The greatest level of performance unprovement was reported for areas of pre-existing strength.
moreover. the improvement ratings for distractor items - presumably not part of managers” development
efforts ~ surpassed the improvement ratings for managers’ development areas

Perhaps owing to low power. many of the predicted relationshups did not emerge as sigruficant
When significant relationships with performance improvement ratings did occur, they were consistently 1n
the direction which favored managers who were less skilled 1n self-managed development Specifically,
managers who showed the greatest amount of umprovement were those who were less able to diagnose
performance 1ssues showed less commitment to development through their developinent efforts. and who
did not have specific development goals

The findings of the current study encourage caution mn the application and practice of 360-degree
feedback Important questions re£nam regarding the ability to perceive and rate change. and whether
development efforts and energies nught. 1n fact. be best served through a focus on leveraging strengths

rather than working to address performance deficiencies



Study Limitations

There are numerous limitations of the current study that need to be addressed

Scales Designed for This Study

As previously mentioned, the scales designed for tlus study were not thoroughly validated pror to
therr inclusion 1n the current research  Time restrictions protubited an extensive exarmnation of the
properties and intercorrelations of the items In addition, space restrictions on the questionnaire completed
by managers prevented the mclusion of additional 1tems. which may have allowed for hugher alpha
coefficients in some cases The Development Practices and Values Scale and the Protean Career Values
Scale both showed low internal consistency reliabihity, indicating that the 1tems did not adequately or
cohestvely tap the constructs they were respectively intended to represent
Measuring Perceptions of Change

Insofar as true performance change/improvement 1s not known. 1t 1s impossible to determine whether
the ratings of change made by coworkers 1n thus study accurately reflect the amount of change made by
managers That managers’ performance was seen to 1mprove more m the areas of their strengths than 1n the
areas of their development goals was a surprismg finding It 1s not known whether managers in fact made
greater strides toward improvement with regard to their strengths, whether such improvements may have
surreptitiously occurred, whether coworkers may have failed to percerve change that 1n truth did occur, or
whether they treated the task as an absolute rating task rather than a relative one Thus. wlule 1t 15 possible
that change may have occurred that remains undetected by managers” coworkers. 1t 1s not possible to
determune the extent to which this may have taken place n the present study It 1s probable that raters in
the current study were unaccustomed to making ratings on a “relative” scale. the typical 360-degree
feedback process asks that raters make absolute ratings of performance, so 1t 1s unlikely that the raters 1n
this study have much expenence in making ratings of change The pattern of findings 1n the current
research suggests as a distinct possibility that either raters don’t percerve change when 1t 1n fact occurs. or

they don’t know how to rate 1t, the distinction cannot be made because of Limitations to the design of this

study



Operationalization of Feedback Interpretation Abilitv

Of central unportance to the present study were the three feedback scenarios designed to assess

managers’ ability to comprehend agreement information. to diagnose likely causes of performance ratings
and to 1dentify valuable developmental measures These measures represent fictitious data, and were
designed specifically for the purposes of thus study It 1s possible that the framing of these scenarios was
overly stmplistic. and therefore not sufficiently representative of the information managers must mterpret in
situ Similarly 1t 1s possible that the “static” nature of these scenarios created a bias favoning nothing but
cognitive ability, or deductive reasomung skills As such, performance on the critical dimensions posed by
these scenarios may better represent critical thinking skalls than an ability to interpret 360-degree feedback
mformation Insofar as cognitive ability was not assessed 1n the present study. the possibility of an
mtellectual bias in performance cannot be ruled out

Relatedly. because this was a paper task mvolving fictitious data recerved by a “colleague”. the
results may not generalize to the workplace. where the data 1s real and the “ego” 1s mvolved It 1s possible
that participants n thus study were able to diagnose performance 1ssues more objectively than they would in
a situation involving ther own, real feedback In reality. managers might make more situational
attributions of performance 1ssues 1n keeping with ego-protection mechamisms or self-enhancing biases,
wheren information-processing 1s distorted 1n order to maintain a favorable opinion of oneself (Cardy &
Dobbins, 1994)
Operationalization of Career Commitment and Organizational Commitment

Of interest to the current research was how managers’ values regarding therr organizations, jobs. and
careers would relate to therr performance unprovement ratings The protean career paradigm would
suggest that managers today are increasingly loyal to therr own careers, and less loyal to the orgamzation
than was true 1n past generations The current study found that 78% of participants reported the highest
level of commutment to their employing orgamzation. with only 16% professing therr first loyalty as being
toward their careers These findings were based on participant responses to Mowday et al “s (1979)

measure of organizational commitment. and on Carson et al s (1994) measure of career commitment It 1s
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possible that the constructs of organizational and career commutment as measured by these scales fail to
capture the dynamics of the protean career mindset It 1s possible that managers possessing the protean
career muindset, for example, are highly loyal to their organizations to the extent that the orgamization 1s the
prnumary vehicle for aciuevmg their career- or life-objectives. rather than the more traditional attitudes
which engendered the loyalty of employees to paternalistic organizations  Sumularly the conventional
operationalization of “career” may be outdated. whereas mdividuals are increasingly expectant of multiple
careers over a llfetlme‘. traditional measures define “career” in more singular terms Thus, one possible
limutation of this study 1s reflected in the absence of a direct measure of protean career values, and the
subsequent use of multiple measures that may not adequately tap the evolving construct
Participation Rate

The exceptionally low rate of participation cannot escape notice Given that only 50 of 837
managers contacted agreed to participate and returned all necessary matenals, 1t 1s possible 1f not probable
that those participating m this study differed from therr non-participating counterparts in one or more
fundamentally 51gmﬁc‘ant ways First a companson of the demographic charactenstics of participants to
those of non-participants revealed that the attributes of participants were representative of non-participants,
including age. tenure. and race  An exception was found for sex. a disproportionately lhugh number of
women participated m'tlus study. as compared with their representation in the overall management

Beyond that. one obvious charactenstic that might differentiate the two groups 1s that of

commitment to development. 1t seems plausible that those participating in this study were more highly
commutted to their development and thus more mterested in determining what, 1f any. mmprovements have
been ganed through their developmental efforts  An examination of the data showed that participants n
this study engaged 1 anywhere from 9 to 222 hours of development activity annually. with an average of
73 hours (SD = 50 43) No comparative statistics are available to determine whether the sample average 1s
comparable to industry- or nation-wide averages As an aside, however. one participant 1n the current

sample was termmated during the study, so there 1s at least some evidence that not all of the participants

were exceptionally commutted to their performance and development
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In summary, 1t 1s not entirely possible to know what charactenistics might be present 1 the self-

selection bias of participants when compared with non-participants. but they do appear representative of the
larger management population in terms of demograplucs In addition. there 1s quite a range 1n the number
of hours spent annually on development within the participating sample, such that range restrniction of this
nature 1s not overly probable

It should be noted that the low participation rate was thought to be attnibuted. 1n part. to an extensive.
multisource. quarter-long performance appraisal effort that was being conducted within the orgamization at
the same time that the current study was undertaken Although mevitable. the demands upon managers
resulting from the appraisal effort were reported to be substantial, and were cited by numerous non-
participants as the reason for declining their involvement 1n the study
Generalizability

The generalizability of the findings 1n thus study to other orgamizations 1s limited 1n several aspects
First, the host organization was situated within the financial services/lending industry. 1t is possible that the
current results may not apply to managers of other industries  Second. 40% of the participants i this study
represented themselves as early career, 54% categonzed themselves as mid-career, and only 6% 1dentified
therr career stage as late career, consequently, caution should be drawn. in particular. when generalizing the
results of thus study to managers in the late career stage Third, the average age of managers participating
1n thus study (34 90 years of age) — and n the host organization as well (under 35 years of age) —1s
relatively low The values of these relatively young managers may differ from older managers in a manner
that 1s not captured or represented by the current findings

Practical Implications

Rating Change

When considenng the probable reaction of the manager who has high self-efficacy for self-managed
development but realizes little improvement for his/her efforts. 1t quickly becomes apparent that the
persistence of this outcome over more than one repetition of the feedback-development cycle would
probably lead to disenfranchisement and/or a learned helplessness response Because of this, it 1s

especially important that future research and practice clarify whether the 1mprovement expectations



inherent within current 360-degree feedback practices are unrealistic or even faulty 1n terms of the

improvement that can reasonably be effected and/or recognized by others

The ratings of ymprovement in the current study proved contrary to expectations, and relatively
mexplicable within the current design  The dynamics underlying the rating pattern observed — wheremn
strengthens were unproved the most. distractor 1tems second most, and development areas the least — are
not well understood

Apart from the well established problems with the reliability of change scores (Cronbach and Furby.
1970). Tume 1-Tune 2 ratings of performance that deduce change through the repeated admuustration of
the same absolute rating scale over time contribute an equally large number of problems to the assessment
of improvement It 1s far too common that changes 1n roles. job responsibilities, raters. coworker
expectations, and competitive pressures transpire within a short period of time, making compartsons of
sequential ratings akin to measuring apples agamnst oranges Clearly. more attention needs to be given to
this 1ssue before any firm conclusions are drawn regarding the effectiveness of 360-degree feedback or of
the subsequent development efforts made by managers

Finally, the current results call into question previous research that has found and touted
1mprovement in targeted areas without the related ratings such as for strengths or distractor areas that
provide some basis of comparison Wlule the news of improvement in the development areas 1s
undoubtedly pleasant. 1t loses 1ts appeal when viewed 1n the larger context of comparative improvement
rating information

Developmental Efforts

On the basis of the improvement ratmgs provided n the current study. there 1s reason to behieve that
the most advantageous focus for developmental efforts 1s on pre-existing strengths Coworkers conferred a
perception of improvement upon strengths to a significantly greater degree than was true of managers’
development areas If this result generalizes to other populattons. managers would be well advised to focus
on leveraging therr strengths, identifying additional opportunuties to apply them Conversely. the 1deal
strategy suggested by this model would also include avoiding circumstances that require skills which are

1ll-developed. or collaborating with other who are more competent in those areas
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Ultimately. 1t 1s unrealistic for most people to be wholly competent on all relevant performance
dimensions It may be equally unrealistic to expect that most people can unprove performancce mn any given
area. assuming that only a few goals are targeted dunng one development period Executive coaches and
performance consultants may be well advised to take heed from the example of selection experts, who

'

differentiate between skalls that can be easily taught versus those that must be selected for
Self-Managed Development

The current research suggests that managers are reasonably adept at progressing through the
requisite steps 1n a self-managed development model As such the expectation of self-managed
development appears tenable However, extreme caution 1s urged 1n the handling of subsequent
admnistrations of multisource feedback Based on the results of thus study. 1t 1s imperative that a 360-
degree feedback program include systemuc support and guidance for the interpretation of subsequent
admunistrations of feedback regarding whether improvement has occurred

Future Research

There are numerous deficiencies with the current study that lend themselves to suggestions for future
research  First. a measure tapping the protean career construct would be of value The current research
employed a values prioritization format to operationalize the protean career construct, in the absence of a
rehable scale The design of the current study precluded determination of whether the predictions of the
protean career tenets failed to gam support or whether the current operationalization was hopelessly flawed
Further research n ﬂu§ area would likely permut valuable msights mto the dynamics of protean career-
driven behaviors. and whether career- and organizational-commitment mu ght exist in a dynamic
relationship that fluctuates in response to the utility of the employment situation

An additional hine of inquiry suggested by the current research 1s whether cognmitive schemas tend to
“overnide™ or preclude perceptions of behavioral change In any case, 1t would be 1nteresting to determine
what constitutes a “just noticeable difference” for improvement m behavior It 1s conceivable that the
threshold might vary according to the nature or even the salience of the behavior i question It may vary
according to the current level of skill that 1s possessed Perhaps there 1s a numerical value involved, 1t may

be that a new or improved behavior needs to be exhubited x number of times before observers become
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aware of the change It may take additional repetitions for observers to become convinced of the change
These are interesting questions for further examination

In addition. 1t would be interesting to query managers upon receiving their feedback regarding the
attributions they make for the probable performance 1ssues mdicated by the rating patterns  As suggested
earlier. self-enhancement protective biases may lead managers to deny the accuracy of the feedback or to
erroneously over-attribute performance problems to external factors Future research could examine this
1ssue 1n a real-world setting

Simularly. 1t would be 1nteresting to examine managers’ choice of developmental prionties within an
actual work context Are priontization judgments made singularly on the basis of the seventy of ratings or
on agreement information, or might there be a subjective of value-driven consideration 1n the decision as
well? If values are tniggered 1n the prionitization process, which values come nto play and why? Insofar as
managers have been cnticized for being short-sighted, 1s 1t possible that they don’t plan far enough out
when 1dentifying developmental prionties? If that 1s the case, how long can a self-managed development
model prove effective? Future research might examine questions such as these

Finally. at the heart of the current research. the question remams of whether self-managed
development translates into performance improvement Future research 1s needed to further exarmne and

elucidate the conditions under which self-managed development leads to performance 1mprovement
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(LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM)
DEVELOPMENTAL 360° FEEDBACK
FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

(HOST ORGANIZATION NAME)

PERSON YOU ARE RATING:

(NAME) has identified you as her:

Direct Report

Background Information:

Please check the box that best represents how long have you have worked with the person
identified above

0 - 3 months

4 — 6 months

6 months to a year

more than a year but less than two years
two years or more

0ooo0ooo

Please use the envelope and one of the mailing labels provided
1o return vour completed questionnaire no later than

(date).




NOTE TO DIRECT REPORT RESPONDENTS:

The mdividual named above 1s participating 1n a study examimung how (the host orgamzation)
associates use the 360-degree feedback they recerved during the (leadership development)
program In exchange for partictpating 1n tlus study, she will receive valuable feedback from
coworkers — including you - regarding her professional performance and development

Thank you for taking the time to complete tlus brief questionnaire  The individual named above
has 1dentified you as a valued coworker with important performance feedback to provide Your
feedback will provide her with important information to ensure her continued success It should
take approximately 5 to complete this questionnaire,

As a direct report rater. your ratings will be combined with all other direct report responses and
averaged together. to maintain confidenttality The individual you are rating will not know what
ratings you gave. she will only receive an average of ratings from all direct reports on each of the
five items below To further protect your confidentiality, a mumumum of three direct report raters 1s
required for thus person to recerve direct report feedback

Your colleague 1s counting on you to provide thoughtful and complete feedback We appreciate
your prompt and considerate follow-through Please return your ratings no later than (date) Be
sure to follow the nstructions provided on the last page to return your ratings

If you have any questions regarding this questtonnaire or the research of which 1t 1s a part. please
feel free to contact either (HR representative) i Corporate Human Resources at (phone number).
or the principal investigator of this research, Lauren Baumann, at (phone number)

Questionnaire Instructions

The person you are rating has selected several behaviors to be rated Your task 1s to rate the extent to
whuch thus person’s effectiveness on each behavior has changed dunng the last (6 months year, 2

vears)

DIRECTIONS: Using the scale provided, please check the box above the number that most
accurately describes the recent change in your manager’s performance on

each behavior. Mark only one box per question.

Example of the Rating Scale:

Less No Perceptible More
Effective Change Effective
< —»
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3




i

DIRECTIONS: Using the scale provided, please chech the box above the number that most
accurately describes the recent change in your manager’s performance on
each behavior. Mark only one box per question.

1. Considers the impact of decisions on other people or areas.

Less No Perceptible More

Effective Change Effectlve>

Q Q Q d Q Q Q

-3 -2 -1 0 l 2 3
2. Individual participant’s first development area.

Less No Perceptible More
Effective Change Effective
<+ —>
Q Q Q Q a

-3 -2 -1 0 2
3. Individual participant’s strength to leverage.

Less No Perceptible More
Effective Change Effective
< —>
Qa a a Q a Q a
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

4. Ensures that good suggestions are implemented.

Less No Perceptible More
Effective Change Effective
< >
a a a a a a a
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Thank vou for taking the time to participate in this study.




Options for Returning Your Information to the Researcher:

For your convenience, we have devised several methods for returning your completed information

=
" Return Via Regular Mail:
Please print your completed information and make a copy for vour own file Then choose the mailing label
you prefer to use and return your completed materials to

Direct Method — OR
Lauren Baumann

Department of Management

404 Stokely Management Center

The University of Tennessee

Knoxville, TN 37996-0545

This method assures that your responses will be
seen only by the researchers at The Umiversity of
Tennessee Your confidenuakity 1s assured

Indirect Method -

(HR Representative) - Human Resources
(Interoffice mail address)

Mark the envelope “UT Study” - she will then
forward them unopened 1n a bulk mailing to
Lauren Baumann at UT

This method does not assure that your
responses will be seen only by the researchers
at The Umversity of Tennessee Your
confidentiality 1s not assured




APPENDIX B

AN EXAMINATION OF MANAGER'S USE OF 360-DEGREE FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE






Dear Participant

Thank you for taking the tume to participate 1n this important study of the impact of the
(Leadership Development) Program on individual development.

By completing and returning this questionnaire and the 5-1tem mini-assessment, your
name will be entered 1n the drawing for one of five $25 gift certificates to local places of
interest. Please return both the questionnaire and the mini-assessment in the envelope
provided.

Please be sure to answer all 1tems on this questionnarre.

If you have any questions about this study, please contact the principal researcher,
Lauren Baumann, at (423) 330-3534 or Lbaumann@utk.edu

Again, your participation in this study 1s most appreciated!

Options for Returning Your Questionnaire:

For your convenience, we have devised several methods for returning your completed
information. With each option, you will receive confirmation once your matenals have
been recerved by the researcher. Please select the option that best suits your needs

=
Return Via Regular Mail:
Please print your completed information and make a copy for your own file. Then use
one of the mailing labels provided to mail your completed materals to:

Direct Method - OR Indirect Method -

Lauren Baumann (Internal contact) - Human Resources
Department of Management (Interoffice Mail Address)

404 Stokely Management Center Mark the envelope “UT Study” - she
The Universitv of Tennessee will then forward them, unopened, 1n a
Knoxville, TN 37996-0545 bulk mailing to Lauren Baumann at UT
This method assures that vour This method does not assure that vour
responses will be seen onlvy bv the responses will be seen onlv bv the
researchers at The Universitv of researchers at The Untversitv of
Tennessee. Your confidentalitv is Tennessee. Your confidentalitv 1s not

assured. assured.


mailto:Lbaumann@utk.edu

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION

Please provide the following mformation about yourself as accurately as possible

Name Age years

Sex O Male O Female

Race. OAfnuan American OAsian O Caucasian  OHisparue OCther

How long have you worked for (thus orgaruzation)? years

Number of previous employers

How long have you been a manager? ___years _____ months or O lam not a manager

Number of employees currently reporting direc tly to you or
8 ldon’t currently have direct reports

Whch best describes your level as a manager? O Tier4 OTier5 OTier6 O Tier7 O Other
What 1s your current career stage? O Early Career O Mid Career (3 Late Career

Which best describes your posihon? (0 Analyst O Operations Manager O Speciabst (J Other
What 1s the lughest level of education you have completed?

0 Some hugh school O High school diploma or GED
0 Some college O Associate’s degree

O Bachelor’s degree (B A., BS.) 0O Some graduate school

O Master’s degree (M.A, M 'S, MBA) O Doctoral degree (Ph D )

O Other

(LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM) PARTICIPATION INFORMATION

Please provide the following information about yourself as accurately as possible.

How many of the (Leadershup Development) workshops did vou attend? 0O1 02 O3
When did you complete the (Leadership Development) program? month year
When did you receive your (Leadership Development) 360° Feedback report? month year

How many times have you recewved developmental (not used for performance apprasal, promotion
deusions, pay decisions, etc.) 360° feedback, ether withun or outside of (host organuzation)?

01 g2 4d3 0O+ 05 0O 07 0O8 0O9 O10ormore

What type of preparation did you receive on how to mterpret and use your (Leadership Development) 36(°
feedback? O Classroom-style tramnng O Written materials or information

O Both trarmng and written mformation 3 Other

O [ didn’t recetve anv preparation on the interpretation and use of my feedback

Please priontize the following in order of importance to you by numbering them 1-3, with 1 bemng most
unportant:

Success m your current position/job

Sw cess tn your current orgaruzation

Career suc cess




'sb D N A
Strongly Disagree Neutral/ Agree
Disagree - No Opmon .

U ww

wO,m NN

10
1

13
14

17
18
19

16.

| feel that keeping current mn my field of expertise 1s very important
My manager feels that keeping current in the field 1s very important
I am very much mvolved personally in my job

I do not have a strategy for achieving my goals 1n this career field

| engage in enough development activities to rematn highly successful
mn my work

| currently have a specific career goal(s) for myself

I am confident in my abiity to :improve my work performance
Most of my personal life goals are job-orented.

I am highly committed to my own development

I have created a plan for development 1n thus career field

The development activities I've pursued have been very effective in
helping me remamn haghly sucvessful n my work

2 My 36(0° feedback provided useful nformation for my development.

I do not often think about my personal development in this career freld.
I largely agree with the feedback | received from my 360

If I work hard I can umprove those areas that were rated as least
effective on my 360° feedback.

[ currently have a specific development goal(s) for myself
I am confident 1n my ability to manage my own development.
[ like to be absorbed tn my job most of the time

My 360° feedback was very accurate in describing my work
performance
I do not identzfy specific goals for my development in this career field.

I have made a strong attempt to use my 36(° feedback for
development.

22. Iflapply myself ] can use my 36(° feedback to develop professionally

My raters were completely fair in describing my typical work
performance on my 36(° feedback

19]
SD
Sp
SD

SD

Sb
Sb
Sb
Sb
SD

Sb

SA

Please note that 1) “orgamization” refers to the company for which you work, 2) “job” refers to your current
position withmn the company, and 3) “career field” means your profession or general occupation

Using the scale shown below, please carcle the option that best represents your response to each item

Strongly Agree

O U U0 U O 0O U U U U UYUuuUuu Uu ooy

O

o)

Z2 2 2 z Z 2 Z Z Z4 & ZA2 Z Z A Z Z Z 2 Z 2 %

z Z

I S - A

I e

>

7.9
SA
SA
SA

SA

SA
SA
sA

Sa
SA

SA
SA
S

sa
Sa

SA
SA
SA

SA
SA
SA

SA
SA



Please note that T) “organization” refers to (host orgamzation}, 2} “job” refers to your current posibion
within the company, and 3) “career field” refers to your profession or general occupation. *

sD b N A sac”
Strongly Disagree Neutral/ Agree Strongly Agree
...Disagree No Opmon

26

27
28

29

30

31

32.

The 360° feedback I recerved increased my motvation to change
spectfic behaviors back on the job

On my 360, my raters were fully capable of accurately assessing my
work performance

Overall, the results of my 360° feedback mncreased my awareness of
developmental areas

I feel very little loyalty to this organuzation
As a result of the feedback I recerved on the 360 mstrument, 1am likely
to change my management behavior on the job

[ am willing to put 1n a great deal of effort beyond that normally
expected in order to help thus orgamzation be successful

I talk up this orgaruzation to my friends as a great orgaruzation to work
for

The 360 program I particzpated in increased development focused
interaction between my supervisor and myself.

I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep
working for this orgamzation

I do not believe that a person must be loyal to his or her organization
l am proud to tell others that | am part of this organization
] plan to leave (host orgamization) in the near future

1 could just as well be workung for a different orgaruzation as long as
the type of work was stmilar

1 do not feel “emotionally attached” to this career field

I am extremely glad that | chose this orgaruzation to work for over
others [ was considering at the time 1joined

To me, my job is only a small part of who [ am
For me tlus 15 the best of all possible orgaruzations for which to work

If I got an offer for a better job elsewhere, | would not feel that 1t was
night to leave my current orgamzation

. 1 find that my values and the orgaruzation’s values are very sumular

- Ithink that people these days move from company to company too

often

My career field 1s an important part of who | am.

- This career field has a great deal of personal meanung to me

SD

SD

SD

g

Sb

5D

Sb

SD

Sb

SD

S

Sb

sb
Sb

o

O U U U U UU U U Uu uuouuou o

Z

2

2 Z2 Z ZzZ 2 Z Z2 Z Z Z Z zZ Z Z.

SA

SA

SA

SA
SA
SA
SA
SA
5A

SA
SA

SA
SA
SA

SA
SA

SA
SA
SA

SA
SA



SD D N A SA

Strongly Disagree Neutral/ Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree No Opmmon o
46 Thus orgamzation really mspires the very best in me in the way of job SD D N A SA
performance
47 1strongly identify with my chosen career field SO D N A sA
48 The most important things that happen to me involve my present job SO D N A saA
49 [ really care about the fate of this orgamzation. sb D N A sA
50 1live, eat, and breathe my job S D N A Sa
51 Most of my interests are centered around my job sb D N A S5aA
52 1have very strong ties with my present job which would be very Sb D N A Sa
difficult to break.
53 Usually I feel detached from my job sSD D N A saA
54. I regularly reward myself for attairung my goals Sb D N SA
55 1 consider my job to be very central to my existence. Sb D - N A SA

NOTE: Please skup the following items 1f you do NOT currently have employees reportmg fdxrectly to you

56 I very frequently set performance or development goals for my direct Sb D N A Sa
reports

57 Iregularly reward my direct reports for attarming their goals Ssb D N A SA

58 Overall, [ support the 360 assessment and feedback process for my SD D N A SA

drect reports

DEVELOPMENT HISTORY

59 A specificexample of a development goal 1 have set for myself 1s

60 Please mndicate the manner in whih you reward yourself for making progress toward or accomplishing
a goal, aclieving an mportant milestone, completing an important or undesirable task, accomphshing
your daily objectives, ete. .Please mark all that apply. To reward myself for my performance, L.

0 Take tune off from work O [don't engage i rewards of this type ~ the

O “Splurge” on something fun (1 e, 1ce cream, feeling of accomplishment s all the reward I need
shopping, movies, dinner at a mice restaurant) O I don't engage in rewards of thus type - I structure

3O Do something special with famuly or friends my work so that 1t 1s rewarding just to check

O Buy myself something something off of “the hst"

O Take a vacation O I don't reward myself atall

0 Indulge in an activity I usually don’t have 3 Other:

time for (Le, golf, a massage, leisure reading)

61 Onaverage, | spend about (hours) per year in development or continuing education activities




DEVELOPMENT HISTORY (continued)

62 1engage in development activities (1., trarung, conferences,

the purpose of (check all that apply)

aoaoaaooao

Trymng to mamtain an “edge” over my colleagues

1 don’t engage 1n development activities

Maintaining a « ompetent level of performance i my job

Advancing my career in the direc tion [ have planned

challenging job assignments) primanly for

Staying current on new developments tn my area of expertise
Increasing my opporturties for promotion within ths organization

Being hughly marketable to other competitive orgaruzations in my field

66

Please use the spaves provided to write m the a
development activity n just the past 24 mon
than ane category In the

development activity 1s:

]

LT

Created a development plan

Took a class at a college or uruversity
Attended a traimng class, workshop, or
semunar for technical, mnterpersonal or
managenal skuls, or for leadershup
development

Attended a professional conference

Met with my boss to discuss my
development

Met with an executive coach

Met with my mentor

Actively created or sought out professional
networking opportunities

Participated in a discussion group with
colleagues in my career field

N

pproximate number of mes your have partiarpated m each
ths. Do notcount the same development activity'm more

past 24 months, the approamate number of ttmes T have partiapated mn each

Read relevant books, business

magazines, or professional journals
(estumate the total # of hours per month)
Reviewed videos, audiotapes, or baoks on
tape relevant to my development goals
Requested a lateral transfer, job rotation,
Or overseas assignment

Requested a challenging job assignment
Attended a career fair or expo

Voluntanly completed skul/interest
assessment mventories

Been a member or officer (e.g , president,
treasurer) of a professional society

Served on the Board of another
orgaruzation (each vear of service = 1)

64. Based

(Rank order all thatapply):

an your experience, which methods have proven most effective for you m your development?

OR

Classroom lecture (tradihional tramumng)
Offsite meetings or activihies
Challenging assignments/ project work
Computer-based or multimedia tramning

——

O Idon’t know whch method(s) work best for me

Videotapes or audiotapes
Group Discussions

An executive coach
Working with a mentor




DEVELOPMENT HISTORY (continued)

65 Please select your top three (3) responses to the following question and rank order them (1 = single
greatest 1ssue, 3 =thurd greatest issue). [ would engage in development activities more if

1 had more encouragement from my manager . I thought my efforts would lead to promotion
—__ 1had greater finanaial resources/support __ 1thought my efforts would lead to a
_ I knew what development areas to focus on challenging job assiznment
__ I'knew what resources/activities are avaiable ___ T'had more ime
____ I knew what resources or activities are likely ___ l'were not plannung to retire soon

to be most effective for me ___ I were planrung to stay with this company
____ lthought my efforts would lead to a raise O No matter what, | wouldn’t engage more in

development activities

Please go on to the next page ...




Managers’ Use Of 360° Feedback Exercise

Contextual Information for this Exercise

~ Assume that you are helping a colleague understand his 360° feedback and use 1t to create a
development plan

# Your colleague 1s a middle manager with seven years of managerial expenence.

~ Your colleague has been in his current position for 9 months, and with this company for 3
years

~ Because you are a trusted colleague, he has asked for your advice on interpreting and using
his 360° feedback He wants to use your mput to create a development plan

~ This feedback 1s used solely for development.

Your task has several components

D
2)
3)
4)

Review the items from your colleague’s 360° feedback.

Identifv the most likelv reason for the ratings

Provide suggestions for improving each skill

Recommend which skill should take top priontv for your colleague’s development plan
this year

With this in mund, please review the information below and respond to the questions
provided. For each item, the rating scale used by raters to provide feedback was:

1 = Never
2 = Almost Never
3 = Occastonally
4 = About half the ime
5 = Usually
6 = Almost Always
7 = Always
and the number of co-workers who provided feedback was
Self - 1
Boss -1
Peers - 5

Direct Reports - 7 (employees who report directly to this manager)
Overall - 13 (all raters except self)
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Scenario #1 Treats all people with respect and dignity.

Rater Agreement

Overall ;,v,w%/,;’,’/,%,g»f%gr”y@,//wmﬁ/ T ﬁ’/ﬁ«rfﬁﬁlw

A .

A M/? R st R S ﬁ% %%ﬁ‘% h’/?f?/ ‘3’4 %

Faigh
High
10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Rating
(1 =Never) (4 = About half the time) (7=Always)

NOTE: Treating people with respect and dignty represents.one of your organization’s five “Core Values” -
behavioral characteristics that are highly valued by your organizabon as key to itssuccess. Your colleague
has something of & reputatior for treating his direct reports poorly, and he has had a.number of complaints
fled against him 1n the past by his directreports. As a peer;. your colleague has afways treated you wath.
respect, but you have at imes observed him treating his direct reports in @ marmer that you didn’t approve
of. Moreaver, it is quite unusual in your organzation for direct reports.to make complamnts against their
managers. Ths skill area is akey considerabon in all promotion decisions within your company.

66. How would you best describe the agreement among raters? Please mark omly one response.

O Nearly all of the raters agree on how frequently O The rater groups agree with each other on how
he demonstrates thus skill frequently he demonstrates ths skill, but raters
withun each group don’t agree
O Raters within each group agree on how
frequently he demonstrates ths skill, but there O There 1s httle agreement on how frequently he
1s a lack of agreement across rater groups demonstrates thus skill.

O Ican’tbegmn to interpret the agreement mnformation.

67 Whuch explanation best identifies the likely cause of the ratings shown above? Please mark only one response.

O Thus manager appears to have a skill deficency 3 Thus manager appears to treat some mndividuals
differently

O This manager probably does not understand the
expectations of hum that are held by lus vanous
rater groups

Some raters may be unaware of hus efforts

Thus appears to be mostly a commumication 1ssue.

with some co-workers

The 1ssue stems primarly from the situation, not o
the manager

I have no 1dea what the real 1ssue behund these

o
O Thus manager may have personality differences
a
= ratings might be

This manager appears to treat different groups of
co-workers differently

68 How confident are you that you correctly identified the likely cause of these ratings?

3 Completely unsure- O Mostly Unsure O Farrly Sure 3 Absolutely sure 1 correctly |
need more information identified the cause




69 What about the information above led you to your conclusion about the cause of the ratings?
Please check all that applv:

Just looking at the self-rating Comparing the levels of agreement between

, the different rater groups
Just looking at the ratings from thus manager’s
boss Looking at the agreement of individuals

, within each rater group
Just looking at the ratings from thus manager’s

peers

Just looking at the ratings from thus person’s
direct reports

Looking at a combination of ratings and
agreement.

Past expenence

Comparing the self-ratings with others’ ratings Instinct.

o ao o oaa
aaoao o a A

Comparing the ratings of boss, peers, and direct
reports

Just a wild guess, really

70 What corrective steps or achons would you suggest that your colleague take to address ths performance 1ssue?
Please rank order all that apply, with 1 bemng the most important step for this manager to take:

O Dasregard the results since not everyone felt O Focus on bemng more consistent in the way he
thus was a problem. treats hus co-workers
O Try to commurucate more clearly O Take a class to better understand how his
Iity affects others.
O Talk with hys coworkers to clanfy their Personaiity atiects others
expectations of hum. O Try to change the situational factors or
a

Work on improving the skill through classes, constraints that are causing thus issue

workshops, books, mentor, etc O No corrective action 1s requred

71 Bnefly explain your reasons for suggesting this developmental step or action

72 Do you beheve that thus skill area should be a top prionity for your colleague’s development plan for the year?

O a a a a
Defirutely Not a Rather Unumportant, Indifferent Important, but not Definitely a
top prionty not a top pnionty really a top prionty top priority

Please go on to Scenario #2

P




Scenario #2  Creates “win-win” solutions when disagreements with others arise.

; Rater Agreement
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NOTE: This tem represents a very mportant managertal skill - one that could mmpede your colleague’s
career if left unaddressed, or heighten his visibility if mastered. Your colleague has told you m.the past that
ke 1s nncomfortable with conflict and he’s never sure how to handle jt. Becanse of his considerable
expertise, your colleague 1s.accustomed to having people accept and adopt his recommendations with little
orno disagreement or debate. Thss skill area 1s an important determinant of managenal success, no matter

*. whak organization a manager is working for.

"

73. How would you best describe the agreement among raters? Please mark ondy one response.

O Nearly all of the raters agree on how frequently O The rater groups agree with each other on how
he demonstrates ths skill. frequently he demonstrates this skull, but raters
witlun each group don't agree
O  Raters within each group agree on how
frequently he demonstrates this skull, but there O There s hittle agreement on how frequently he
15 a lack of agreement across rater groups demonstrates thus skull.

O Ican’tbegm to interpret the agreement mformation

74. Which explanation best identifies the likely cause of the ratings shown-above? Please mark only one response.

O Ths manager appears to have a skill defiqency O This manager appears to treat some mndividuals
differently.

O Ths manager probably does not understand the
expectations of lum that are held by his varous

rater groups

Some raters mav be unaware of hus efforts

Thus appears to be mostly a commumucation 1ssue.

a

O This manager may have personality dufferences
with some co-workers.

a

a

The 1ssue stems primarly from the situation, not g
the manager.
O I have no idea what the real 1ssue betund these

Thus manager appears to treat different groups of ratings mught be

co-workers differently

75 How confident are you that you correctly identified the likely cause of these ratings?

3 Completely unsure- O Mostly Unsure 3 Farrly Sure 3 Absolutely sure 1 correctly [
need more mformation identified the cause




76. What abont the information above led you to your conclusion about the cause of the ratings?

.

Please check all that apply:

O  Just looking at the self-rating O Comparing the levels of agreement between
, the different rater groups
O Just looking at the ratings from this manager’s
boss O Looking at the agreement of ndividuals
, within each rater group
O  Just looking at the ratings from this manager’s
oors O Looking at a combination of ratings and
, agreement.
O  Just looking at the ratings from thus person’s
direct reports O Past experience
O Comparing the self-ratings with others’ ratings O Instinct
O Comparing the ratings of boss, peers, and dure«t O  Justa wild guess, really

reports

77. What corrective steps or actrens would you suggest that your colleague take to adidress this performance issne?
Please rank order ail that apply, with 1 bemng the most important step for this manager to take.

constramts that are causing this issue.

O Disregard the results since not everyone felt O Focus on being more consistent 1n the way he
this was a problem treats hus co-workers
O Try to commurucate more clearly O Take a class to better understand how hus
Lty affects others.
O Talk with his coworkers to clarify their personality affects others
expectations of hum. O Try to change the situational factors or
o

Work on improving the skill through classes,
workshops, books, mentor, etc. O No corrective action 1s required.

78 Brefly explaimn your reasons for suggesting this developmental step or action:

79 Do you believe that thus skill area should be a top prionity for your colleague’s development plan for the year?

a a g a a
Definutely Not a Rather Unumportant, Indufferent [mportant, but not Defirutely a
top priority not a top prionty really a top prionty top priority

Please go on to Scenario #3

P







83 What about the mformation abave led you to your conclusion about the cause of the ratings? Please check all
that appiv-

Just looking at the self-rating Comparing the levels of agreement between

Just looking at the ratings from this manager’s the different rater groups

boss Looking at the agreement ot individuals

3,
Just looking at the ratings from this manager’s withun each rater group

peers

Just looking at the ratings from this person’s
direct reports

Comparing the self-ratbings with others’ ratings

Looking at a combination of raangs and
agreement

Past expenence

Instinct.

aao a o aaqa
aaogao a a a

Comparing the ratings of boss, peers, and direct
reports

Just a wild guess, really

81. What corrective steps or actions would you suggest that your colleague take to address this performance 1ssue?
Please rank order all that apply, with 1 being the most important step for this manager to take:

O Disregard the results since not everyone felt this O Focus on bemng more consistent in the way he
was a problem treats hus co-workers

O Try to commurucate more clearly O  Take a class to better understand how hus

O Talk with hus coworkers Lo clarify thewr personality affects others
expectations of hum O Try to change the situational factors or

O Work on improving the skall through classes, constramts that are causing this 1ssue
workshops, books, mentor, etc O No corrective action 1s requured

85 Brefly explain your reasons for suggesting thus developmental step or action

86 Do you beheve that this skull area should be a top prionty for your colleague’s development plan for the year?

0 a o a a
Defirutely Not a Rather Urumportant, Indifferent Important, but not Defirutely a
top prionty not a top prionty really a top prionty top prionty

§7 If you had to prioriize among these three development needs, which two (2) of these areas would you
recommend that your colleague focus on for his development plan this year? Rank order your top two choices
(1=most important, 2=second most important):

Treats all people with respect and digmty
Effectively creates “win-win” solutions when disagreements with others arse

Effectively implements « hange when « hange 15 needed

88 Please brretlvexplain the reason for your recommendation




148

Thank You for taking the tume to participate 1n this important study!

Please complete your five-item assessment now.

Once you have completed both the questionnaire and the five-item assessment, please follow
the directions on page 2 to return your completed matenals to the researcher.
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