How to
Evaluate
Your 360
Feedback
Efforts

By Kenneth M. Nowack,
Jeanne Hartley, and William Bradley

You can demonstrate results through this follow-up survey.

our training manager calls you in andvhether this isn’t just “another training

asks how well your 360-degree feedand development trend” that many com-
back programs are actually resulting ippanies are using without much evalua-
more effective supervisory behavior andion to back it up. You're asked to
management practices. You assure herovide some information to the senior
that the use of the multirater instrument¥P to demonstrate that the use of multi-
are always the highlight of your trainingrater interventions is having a positive
and OD consulting assignments and thatffect on participants and on the strategic
participants seem to feel that they’re exbusiness of your organization.
tremely useful for becoming more aware You also want to know what impact
of their strengths and areas needing dgeur 360-degree feedback interventions
velopment. are having in your organization. After

Your training manager mentions thagll, you put a tremendous effort into de-
her own boss, the senior vice presidersigning and implementing a variety of
of HR, isn't totally convinced of the val- programs—supervisory training, indi-
ue of multirater feedback instrumentwidual coaching, and management de-
and wonders whether anyone “is reallyelopment—that have included some
candid” or “takes the time” to providetype of multirater feedback system.
quality feedback. In fact, he wondersyou’'ve purchased some instruments
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from outside vendors and de-
signed others specifically to as-
sess critical competencies
relevant to the particular needs
of an internal client.

You know that an evaluation
study will be a bit challenging
because of some recent down
sizing in your department and
because the multirater instru-
ments have been used in sever:i
different interventions, have tar-
geted different competencies,
and have linked to development
planning after completion of the
intervention. In some cases, fol-
low-up feedback has been giver
by outside consultants who
helped facilitate the interpreta-
tion of the summary reports.

You begin contacting col-
leagues in other organizations tc
see what they’ve done aboult
evaluating their multirater feed-
back interventions, looking for
best practices. You begin to re-
alize that few organizations
have tried to measure whethe
the use of 360-degree feedbac
makes a real difference in skill
transfer or development. It ap-
pears that despite the growing
use of multirater feedback inter-
ventions for development and
performance evaluation, few

evaluation studies have been conducted. Despite the grOWing use of

As you begin designing your evalua-

tion study, you realize you don't have a multirater feedback

lot of time to interview participants and ,

feedback providers or to hold focu_s|nterventi0ns f()r development

groups. You decide that the most effi-

cient way to help you evaluate your pro- and performance eva|uati0n’

grams is to administer a post-program,

multirater, 360-degree feedback survey. feW eva|uati0n StUdieS have
Step 1: Defining what to been conducted.

evaluate and measure
The first step in evaluating your multi-
rater 360-degree intervention is to defineus-group questions to use.

A Checklist

multirater evaluation survey.

signed for different departments).

assignments.

evaluation purposes.
sulted in a loss of evaluation subjects.

learning may effect results.

impact.

for conducting an evaluation.

survey results in a small sample size.
tion survey.

vey questions are poorly designed.

Here are some typical challenges to conducting
/ Multiple 360-degree assessment instruments hav
been used in your organization (purchased from dif-
ferent vendors for different programs or custom de-
/ The competencies being measured in different
multirater feedback interventions aren’t the same.
/ The 360 instruments have been used in diverseco
types of interventions, such as training or coachingfe
/ Some of the 360 interventions have been linked to
other HR systems, such as performance manageme
/ Ratersare difficult to identify for post-program
/ Employee turnovernd downsizing have re-

. O
/ The follow-up timeframe to measure transfer of
/. The sample size of raters and participants is small
/ Organizational changes concant with the
360 interventions make it difficult to determine their
/ There’s little or nosenior management support
/ A poorresponse or participation in the evaluation
/ There’s a lack of clarity ofocus in the evalua-

/ The evaluation, dcus group, interview, or sur-

o Were participants expected
to have greater readiness and
9motivation to improve one or
more critical competencies?
% Were participants expected
to have greater confidence and a
sense of efficacy in their ability
to use more effective behaviors
on the job?
0 Were participants expected
create and implement a pro-
ssional development plan suc-
cessfully?

Were patrticipants’ develop-
ent plans integrated within
other HR systems (such as per-
formance evaluation, succes-

sion planning, and so forth)?
Were participants expected
to meet with their managers to
discuss development plans?

T Did the multirater interven-
tion result in some key changes
in specific and measurable orga-
nizational outcomes?

o Did it resultin some key
changes in specific and measur-
able individual outcomes?

0 Was the multirater interven-
tion cost-effective?

Once you've clarified what
you want to evaluate, you're
now ready to design a set of
guestions that can be part of a
multirater evaluation survey in-
strument, interview guide, or focus
group. The questions may address only
one or several of the questions listed
previously.

Step 2: Designing the survey

The key to evaluating your multirater
feedback intervention is to develop a
well-constructed survey. Here's how.
Select a target audience (rater or
participant). Typical multirater pro-
grams include participants and their
managers, staff, team members and other
peers, and internal and external cus-

what you hoped to accomplish. The use Were participants expected to havéomers as part of the rating process. Each
of a multirater intervention should al-increased awareness about thenater group has a different, yet important,

ways be purposeful and tied to specifistrengths and development areas?

perspective. In fact, current research

business needs and strategic organiza- Were participants expected to besuggests that different rater groups em-
tional objectives. The business needsome more proficient in one or morephasize different aspects of an individ-

and objectives should be tied directly teompetencies?

ual’'s competencies and performance.

your evaluation approach. The followingn Were participants expected to hav&osses tend to emphasize technical com-
guestions should help you determine theore trusting, collaborative, or effectivepetence and bottom-line performance;
focus of your multirater evaluation effortrelationships with their bosses, staff, ostaff weight interpersonal and relation-

and the kinds of survey, interview, or fopeers?

ship factors.
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Multirater Feedback
Participant survey: sample Q

Feedback Results

pvaluation
uestions

dback Impact

g The 360 feedback | received increased my moti-
ingness t0 change specific manage-

o In general, the 360 teedback | received from my X ;
supervisor was vation and wil .
ment behaviors pack onthe job.
1 positive
2 negative 12‘{‘%5
3 mixed
5 Comparedtomy direct reports, MY ratings on the o e%\é?erg“r\n th;&:fﬂfs?g?gs\?g\;ei?:ﬁ%\\( g;éas
360 feedback instrument were generally el Y p :
1 higher 1 strongly agree
2 agree
2lowel 3 neither agree nor disagree
3 about the same el g 9
A disagree
0 The average length of time following the 360 5 strongly disagree
i i isor 10 o Y
feedback that had @ meeting With 1 supervisort o The activitieS outlined in My deve\opmenta\
discuss My results was . L
plan genera\\y covered these time periods:
1 less than one week .
1 |ess than SiX months
2one o W2 s 2 more than six months put less than one year
3 one year of more

3 three or moré weeks
4 never met after receiving my feedback 2 not appli cable
o In eneral, the develo mental feedback | re- . T
ce'\ve% trom others on thg 360 instrument Was o The 360 program | participated inwill increase
the trust, cooperation and communication petween
1very unexpected my supervisor and myself.
2 somewhat unexpected | strongly agree
3 somewhat expected ziéreg y a9
4 expected 3 neither agree nor disagree
o Ingeneral, the extent towhich there was direct z;d\tsagre\ze P
agreement among the feednack | received from My 63 r(t)ng y\ ‘S&%r
supervisor and direct reports Was not appiice
1 high As aresult of the feedback | received on the 360
» moderate instrument, | am likely t0 change my management
3low pehavior on the job.
4verylow 1 strongly agree
2 agree
3 neither agree nor disagree
A disagree
5 strongly disagree

For that rea

spectives of
people wh i
back to the participants0 Ip;roowde ey (react,
. For examplesight, trans:‘z?' et ottective
, or cost-effecti -
ctive-

ence you'll foc e
_ us on when evaluati
impact of your multi n evaluatin | managerse Once you decid
¥ g thgrou m antto m
Itirater process. Mos el:celgt?otw Ptt pebetailiel e on the targe
P ption of a partici reess
ant’s behavi s). Once you decl
p oraudience to v nthe t
survey, you n rget
: eed to defin
e

likel '
y, you'll want to know how partici
ici-

change o
r progress in hi
in his o
r her developvhat level of evaluati
ion you're [
most in-

pants reacted i
e to their feedba
e the fonds ck, hownent pla rei
ment planning, and whgtcg for developple tarr)gerl' e P
intend to change on the jggawors thegonstruct n?gdlekr]]ces, el havueltlt_tereStEd i e
o ' diences. . survey th i el
it e ne evaluati RSO e e
specific questions on arec;r; ?/giessed. e examgllgp;/% commcash
articipant reacti ‘the multirate
ction to the multi i
ultirater in-

also want t
_ o explore
multirater pr e el
0 explore tf t o thewvant to m
he multiple perddentify tﬁzsal\”e.
ppropriate eva i
luation
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Multirater F
Rater Survey:

eedback

Evaiuation
Sample Q

Uestions

Feedback Process

O Overaii, |

Support the 360 assessment and feeq- 0 The 360 as back Process wijjy
back process for my direct reports, increase the trust, COoperation, and Communicatjop,
etween my direct r'éports ang myself,
1 Strongly agree
2 agree 1 Strongly agree
3 neither agree nor disagree 2 agree
4 disagree 3 neither agree nor disagree
5 Strongly disagree 4 disagree
5 Strongly disagree
O Ibelieve that oyr Organizationg) Culture SUpports ¢ Nnot applicaple
e 360 assessment and feedback process.
U Asaresylt of the 360 assessment ang feedback
1 Strongly agree Process, | haye been able to observe Some
2 agree improvement inone or Mmore specific behaviors
3 neither agree nor disagree or Management Skills in My direct reports,
4 disagree
5 Strongly disagree lyes
2no
O Ibelieve that the 360 feedback réports were ke t  3no Opportunity to observe
Confidentig) and were not shared with anyone in the 4 not applicable
Organization except the program Participants,
O Overall, | have confidence that by participating
1 Strongly agree in the 360 feedback Process, my direct reports wijj|
2 agree € Successfy jn changing their behaviorg and in
3 neither agree nor disagree enhancing their effectiveness on the jop,
4 disagree
5 Strongly disagree 1 Strongly agree
2 agree
0 Overall, | Spend quality time Completing the 3 neither agree nor disagree
€haviorg| rating Section (for €Xxample, the nonwrit- 4 disagree
N comments Section) of the 360 instrument to en- 5 Strongly disagree
sure that My responses Were thoughtfui, Complete, ¢ not applicaple
Candid, an accurate,
U Atthe time of our 360 foiiow—up Meeting, my
lyes direct reports
2no

1 had not Completed an action plan
Partially Completeq plan
Completeq plan
With me,

uestions |evaluation ltirater feed-
ior transfer, the q what pacal ey ssessing a mu
_ ill letbehavior measure wha tions for a:
. rvey |n5trum.ent wil 's should enable you to less, or dlﬁe_rques ess. rehen-
well-designed 'stiuca| information that szcipants are doing rraore,pzsirtiCiP"ition inback proscurvey should be Cor|T]pnce Al-
ther cri luation ques sult of their The Your su re compliance.

you ga t to your evalu apently as a re back process. The et brief, to ensure rveys may
most relevan 've decided on the ap ultirater feedback he more agive, y hy evaluation su ;
. ou've us ofthe m o estion is, tl ugh lengthy - tion, they're
tions. Once y ion level and foc ; re specific a qu ; Regardless aho ; re information, ned

iate evaluatio begin writ-mo sults will be. Reg st peovide mo leted and returned,
propria 're ready to urate your re h question mu . to be comple t always

ey, you're r ¢ dience, each q t benlikely rate almos
your surv uestions. the rater au ise and must not low response lidity of the
ing the survey g ions. Survey e and concis ions inand a bout the vali
ngerate survey quev?/tr:tten specific tofonc[ﬁ; barreled” (two ques\side typiereates doubt a
questions shou:d bei you're assesS'”g'dOl)J The sample surveys pr
the evaluath_ 're most interes
if youre

For example,
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findings and whether they can be gener- Keep n mlnd that planning. You can explore such differ-
alized across the entire organization. ences easily, using statistical software

Determine appropriate response yOU aren’t attemptlng programs.

scales. Once you've written the evalua- Whether you use sophisticated statis-

tion questions, you should determine tO dO academ|C researCh tical analyses or simple frequency analy-
what you're actually trying to measure, sis (percentage responding to each of the
such as frequency of behavior practiced bUt tO |eam hOW response categories within a question),
back on the job, level of satisfaction, . it's important to summarize your evalua-
commitment, or confidence. Then, you tO use multlrater tion results in a simple, straightforward
can create the appropriate response . . manner. Remember: The purpose of
scales. Most numerical-response, Likert feedbaCk Interventlons your evaluation is to facilitate successful
scales can be even (1 to 4) or odd (1 to . implementation and use of multirater
5). Regardless of which you prefer, more EffeCt|VE|y. feedback processes within the organiza-
make sure to provide labels or anchors tion. Consider your audience, and that
for each number in the scale—for exam- will serve as your best guide for prepar-

ple, 1 = very dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisa high rate of compliance. Getting reing a summary report that’s easily under-
fied, 3 = neither dissatisfied norspondents to complete the survey can Is#ood. Keep in mind that you aren’t
satisfied, 4 = satisfied, and 5 = very satehallenging. Here are some suggestionsattempting to do academic research but
isfied. Check against each survey quesr Consideradministering the survey to learn how to use multirater feedback
tion to ensure that you're using aronline—through your company’s in-interventions more effectively.
appropriate response scale. tranet or via the Internet. By designing and administering
Pilot test the survey. It's importantto o0 Providefeedback and specific find- a well-constructed multirater feedback
pilot test the survey with a group of emings from your evaluation study throughevaluation survey, you can explore
ployees. That will provide you with appropriate means to all respondentsow well participants gained insight
feedback about the clarity of your in-(company newsletter, email, intranetand translated their learning to new
structions, survey questions, and admirpostings, and so forth.) behaviors. Carefully developed, a
istration procedures. The pilot will alsoo Insert survey questions into a broadnultirater feedback evaluation survey
give you valuable information aboutannual employee satisfaction or other omelps you understand what you can do

poorly designed or ambiguous quesganizational survey project. to ensure that your organization is
tions, which you can revise. Rememben Maximize anonymity and confiden- implementing best practices in these
that the pilot can reveal serious flaws itiality for respondents. types of training and development

the survey before you administer it taa Minimize the use of multiple, open- interventionso
your target audience. Better to redesiganded questions to ensure that the survey

and improve your survey than to sends brief yet comprehensive. Kenneth M. Nowack is a psychologist
out one that’s inaccurate or confusing. with Organizational Performance Dimen-
Respondents are busy and are likely t8tep 4: Analyzing the data sions, Santa Monica, California; 310.
ignore poorly constructed, ambiguousand summarizing results 450.8397; knowack@opd.ngleanne
surveys, and you'll get a low responsénce you have returned surveys in hanéiartley is principal of Jeanne Hartley
rate and limited data. you're ready to analyze the results. WittConsulting, Encino, California; 818.

Revise and finalize the survey. Your the use of commercially available stat783.2224; jeannehb@aol.comwilliam
revised survey should look graphicallyistical software (such as StatisticaBradley is an organizational consultant.
appealing and easy to complete. Somieackage for the Social Sciences) or

surveys may be administered througkpreadsheet software (such as Excel),

the Internet or intranet or in written for-you should be able to generate basic data

mat. In any case, the survey should banalyses useful for your evaluation

easy to read and complete. Don’t forgestudy, including item frequencies, chi-

to include a cover letter on why you’'resquare analyses, correlations, and t-tests

conducting the evaluation, where to senfbr specific analyses.

completed surveys, and when they’re For example, you might be interested

due. Now, you're ready to begin the adin the effects of organizational tenure

ministration process. or gender as related to specific mul-
tirater experience—such as whether
Step 3: Gathering data gender differences in self-ratings exist

Now that you've prepared a customizedr whether younger employees take
multirater survey, it's important to ensuregreater initiative in development
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