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3. The process should be developed with the input of subject matter experts
(e.g., incumbents, managers, users of the system, etc.) to ensure that it
meets their needs and expectations, and that they will be committed to its
implementation.

Antonioni (1996); Bancroft et al. (1993); Bernardin et al. (1993); Bracken (1994);
Bracken and Rose (2011); Church and Waclawski (2001); Drew (2009); Gillespie
(2005); Heslin and Latham (2004); R. Hoffman (1995); Johnson and Ferstl {1999);
Lepsinger and Lucia (1997); London and Beatty (1993); London et al. {1990, 1997);
McEvoy and Buller (1987); Salam et al. (1997); Smither (2008); Smither et al. (1995);
3D Group (2013); Toegel and Conger (2003); van der Heijden and Nijhof (2004):
Waldman (1997); Waldman and Atwater (2001); Waldman et al. (1998); Walker and
Smither (1999); Westerman and Rosse (1997); Wimer and Nowack {1998}; Woehr,
Sheehan, and Bennett (2005)

4.The purpose, policies, procedures, uses of the data, and other aspects of the pro-
cess should be clearly defined and communicated to managers and employees.
Atwater et al. (2007); Atwater and Waldman (1998); Bernardin (1986); Bernardin and
Beatty (1987); Bernardin, Konopaske, and Hagan (2012); Bracken (1994); Bracken and
Timmreck (1999); Bracken et al. (2001); Brutus et al. (2006); Church and Bracken
(1997); Church and Waclawski (2001); Fleenor et al. (2008); Garbett, Hardy, Manley,
Titchen, and McCormack (2007); R. Hoffman (1995); Kanouse {1998); London and
Beatty (1993); Maylett (2009); McCarthy and Garavan (2001, 2007); Metcalfe (1998):
Morgan et ai. (2005); Peiperl {2001); Pollack and Poliack (1996); Redman and Snape
(1992); Robertson (2008); Smith and Fortunato (2008); Testa (2002); 3D Group (2013);
Waldman and Atwater (2001); Waldman et al. {(1998); Westerman and Rosse (1997);
Wimer {2002); Wimer and Nowack (1998)

5.The process and performance indicators {items) rated should be linked to the
organizational strategy and aligned with business goals and objectives.
Bracken and Timmreck (1999); Bracken et al. (2001); Brutus and Derayeh (2002);
Carson (2008); Church and Waclawski (2001); Drew (2009); Fleenor et al. {2008);
Hezlett (2008); R. Hoffman (1995); Kanouse {1998); London and Beatty (1993); London
et al. (1990); Maylett (2009); Morgan et al. (2005); Nowack and Mashihi (2012); Rogers
et al. {2002); Smither et al. (1995); Waldman et al. (1998)

6.The performance expectations (including the performance indicators) should
be clearly communicated and agreed on with employees at the beginning of
the evaluation period.

Bracken and Timmreck (1999); Church and Waclawski (2001); Dominick, Reilly, and
McGourty (1997); Fleenor et al. (2008); Lepsinger and Lucia (1997); London and
Beatty (1993); London and Smither (1995); London et al. (1990, 1997); Nowack
and Mashihi (2012); Reilly, Smither, and Vasilopoulos (1996); Tornow (1993a);
Williams and Johnson {2000)
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et al. (2008); Garbett et al. (2007); Ghorpade {2000); Gillespie {2005); Heidemeier and
Moser {2009); Herold and Fields (2004); Heslin and Latham (2004); B. J. Hoffman et al.
(2012); Jelley and Goffin (2001); Johnson and Ferstl {1999); Kaiser and Craig (2005);
London and Beatty (1993); London and Smither (1995); London et al. {1997); Luthans
and Peterson (2003); McCarthy and Garavan (2007); Nowack and Mashihi (2012);
Redman and Snape {1992); Rogers et al. (2002); Salam et al. (1997); Toegel and Conger
(2003); Viswesvaran et al. (2002); Waldman and Atwater {2001); Walker and Smither
(1999); Woehr et al. (2005); Yammarino and Atwater (1997); Yukl and Lepsinger (1995)

11. A broad range of items should be considered, including citizenship-related
performance.

Antonioni {1996); Atwater and Van Fleet (1997); Bracken (1994); Funderburg and
Levy (1997); Garbett et al. (2007); Heidemeier and Moser (2009); Heslin and Latham
{2004); London and Beatty (1993); Luthans and Peterson (2003); McCarthy and
Garavan (2007); Smither et al. (1995); Thomason, Weeks, Bernardin, and Kane (2011);
3D Group {2013); Waldman and Atwater (2001); Waldman et al. (1998); Waldman and
Bowen (1998); Walker and Smither (1999)

12. The behavior reflected by the items should be under the control of the em-
ployee and amenable to change (i.e., actionable).

Antonioni (1996); Atkins and Wood (2002); Bracken (1994); Bracken and Timmreck
(1999); Fleenor et al. (2008); Garbett et al. {2007); London and Beatty (1993); Luthans
and Peterson {2003); McCarthy and Garavan (2007); Smither, London, and Reilly
(2005); Smither et al. (1995); Tornow (1993a); Vecchio and Anderson {2009)

13. The items should be clear and understandable to everyone involved (e.g.,
raters, ratees, managers, etc.).

Antonioni (1996); Bracken (1994); Bracken et al. (2001); Brutus and Facteau (2003);
Church (1995); Fleenor et al. (2008); Garbett et al. (2007); Gillespie {2005); Herold
and Fields (2004); Kaiser and Craig (2005); Lepsinger and Lucia (1997); London and
Smither (1995); Luthans and Peterson (2003); Nowack and Mashihi (2012); Smither
et al. {1995); Waldman and Atwater (2001); Wohlers and London {1989)

14. The .items should generate reliable data (e.g., sufficient number of
items, sound statistical properties, such as internal consistency, good factor
structure, etc.).

Bracken andTimmreck (1999); Fieenor et al. (2008); Fletcher, Baldry, and Cunningham-
Snell (1998); Penny (2003); Yammarino (2003)

Scales

15.The rating scale should be clear that performance is being evaluated.
Antonioni (1996); Atwater and Waldman (1998); Bracken (1994); Bracken and
Rose (2011); Bracken and Timmreck (1999); Dai et al. (2010); DeNisi and Kluger
(2000), Farh, Cannella, and Bedeian (1991); Fleenor et al. (2008); Greguras, Robie,
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Bernardin and Beatty (1987); Bernardin et al. (1993, 2012); Bracken {1994); Bracken
and Rose {2011); Bracken et al. (2001); Brutus et al. (2006); Carson (2006); Church and
Bracken (1997); Conway et al. (2001); Craig and Hannum (20086); DeNisi and Kluger
(2000); J. D. Facteau and Craig (2001); Farh et al. (1991); Fleenor et al. (2008); Fletcher
and Baldry (2000); Furnham and Stringfield (1994); Garbett et al. (2007); Gillespie
{2005); Greguras, Ford, and Brutus (2003); Greguras, Robie, et al. {2003); Greller
and Herold {1975); Guenole, Cockerill, Chamorro-Premuzic, and Smillie (2011); Harris
and Schaubroeck (1988); Heidemeier and Moser (2009); B. J. Hoffman, Bynum, and
Gentry (2010); B. J. Hoffman and Woehr (2009); R. Hoffman (1995); Holzbach (1978);
Johnson and Ferstl (1999); Lance, Hoffman, Gentry, and Baranik (2008); LeBreton,
Burgess, Kaiser, Atchley, and James (2003); Lepsinger and Lucia (1997); London and
Smither (1995); London et al. (1990); Luthans and Peterson (2003); Manning et al.
(2009); McCauley and Moxiey (1996); Metcalfe (1998); Mount, Barrick, and Strauss
(1994); Mount et al. (1998); Ng et al. (2011); Nowack {2009); Nowack and Mashihi
(2012); Peiper! (2001); Pollack and Pollack (1996); Sala and Dwight (2002); Salam et al.
(1997); Seifert and Yukl (2010); Siegel (1982); Smither, Brett, and Atwater (2008);
Stone and Stone (1984); Testa (2002}; 3D Group (2013); Toegel and Conger (2003);
Tornow (1993a); van der Heijden and Nijhof (2004); Vecchio and Anderson (2009);
Vinson (19986); Waldman and Atwater (2001); Wohlers and London (1989); Yammarino
(2003); Yammarino and Atwater (1993); Yammarino and Atwater (1997); Yukl and
Lepsinger (1995)

20. Self-ratings should also be included.

Albright and Levy (1995); Antonioni (1996); Atkins and Wood (2002); Atwater et al.
(1995, 1998, 2002, 2007); Atwater and Van Fleet (1997); Atwater and Waldman (1998);
Bailey and Austin (20086); Bailey and Fletcher (2002); Bernardin et al. (1993); Campbell
and Lee (1988); Cheung (1999); Church (1995); Fleenor et al. (2008, 2010); Fletcher
and Baldry (2000); Flint (1999); Furnham and Stringfield (1994); Goffin and Anderson
(2007); Harris and Schaubroeck (1988); Heidemeier and Moser (2009); R. Hoffman
(1995); Holzbach (1978); Johnson and Fersti (1999); Lane and Herriot (1990}); London
and Beatty (1993); London and Smither (1995}; Luthans and Peterson (2003); Metcalfe
(1998); Morgan et al. (2005); Mount et al. (1994); Nowack (1992, 2009); Nowack and
Mashihi (2012); Pollack and Pollack (1996); Reilly et al. (1996); Sala and Dwight (2002);
Salam et al. (1997); Seifert and Yukl (2010); Shrauger and Kelly (1988); Shrauger and
Terbovic (1976); Smither (2008); Smither, London, and Reilly (2005); Smither, London,
and Richmond (2005); Smither et al. (1995); 3D Group (2013); Toegel and Conger
(2003); Tornow (1993a); van der Heijden and Nijhof (2004); Vecchio and Anderson
(2009); Van Velsor, Taylor, and Leslie (1993); Williams and Johnson (2000); Williams
and Levy (1992); Wimer and Nowack (1998); Wohlers and London (19839); Wohlers,
Hall, and London (1993); Yammarino and Atwater (1993); Yammarino and Atwater
(1997); Yuk! and Lepsinger (1995)
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{2006); Cederblom and Lounsbury (1980); Church (1995); Conway {1996); Conway
et al. (2001); Eichinger and Lombardo (2004); Fleenor et al. {2008, 2010); Flint (1999);
Garbett et al. (2007); Ghorpade (2000); Hannum {(2007); B. J. Hoffman et al.and (2010);
Jellema et al. (2006); Johnson and Ferstl (1999); Lepsinger and Lucia (1997); Lewin
and Zwany (1976); Maylett (2009); McCarthy and Garavan {2001); Metcalfe (1998);
Nowack and Mashihi {2012); Redman and Snape (1992); Rogers et al. (2002); Sala and
Dwight {2002); Smith and Fortunato (2008); Smither et al. {1995); Tornow (1993a); van
Hooft et al. (2006); Vinson {1996); Waldman and Bowen (1998); Westerman and Rosse
(1997); Wimer (2002); Woehr et al. (2005); Yammarino (2003); Yukl and Lepsinger {1995)

24. Selection of raters should follow a standardized process that is similar for
everyone (with minimal potential for biased selection).

Antonioni (1996); Atkins and Wood (2002); Bernardin et al. (2012); Bracken (1994);
Bracken and Rose (2011); Bracken and Timmreck (1999); Bracken et al. (2001); Brutus
et al. (2006); Fleenor et al. (2010); Fox, Ben-Nahum, and Yinon (1989); Garbett et al.
(2007); Gillespie (2005); Jellema et al. (2006); Lewin and Zwany (1976); London et al.
(1990); McCarthy and Garavan (2007); McEvoy and Buller (1987); Metcalfe (1998); Mount
et al. (1998); Nowack and Mashihi (2012); Robertson (2008); Rogers et al. (2002); Seifert
and Yukl (2010); 3D Group (2013); Wimer and Nowack (1998); Yukl and Lepsinger (1995}

25. Ratees should have input, but there should also be oversight in the selec-
tion of raters (e.g., by manager, HR, etc.) to ensure consistency and following
the correct procedures.

Antonioni (1996); Atkins and Wood (2002); Bernardin and Beatty (1987); Bernardin
et al. (2012); Bracken (1994); Bracken and Rose (2011); Bracken and Timmreck (1999);
Bracken et al. (2001); Brutus and Derayeh (2002); Carson (2008); Fleenor et al. (2008,
2010); Flint {(1999}; Gillespie (2005); Lewin and Zwany (1976); Maylett (2009); Nowack
(2009); Nowack and Mashihi {2012); Redman and Snape (1992); Rogers et al. (2002);
Seifert and Yukl {2010); 3D Group (2013); Toegel and Conger (2003)

26. When necessary, there should be statistical adjustments or other control
for outliers and average score differences by various factors (e.g., rating source,
organizational unit, etc.).

Atwater and Waldman (1998); Bernardin and Beatty (1987); Bracken and Timmreck
(1999); Ghorpade (2000); Lepsinger and Lucia (1997); McEvoy and Buller (1987); Ng
et al. (2011); Nowack and Mashihi (2012)

Administration

27. Standardized procedures should be used for administration to help ensure
reliability.

Bernardin and Beatty (1987); Bracken and Timmreck (1999); Bracken et al. {2001);
Church and Bracken (1997); Craig and Hannum (2006); Fleenor et al. (2008); Gillespie
(2005); Heslin and Latham (2004); R. Hoffman (1995); Johnson and Ferstl (1999);
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(1997); London and Beatty {1993); London et al. (1997): McCarthy and Garavan
(2007); Ng et al. (2011); Nowack (1992); Nowack and Mashihi (2012); Peiperl (2001);
Pollack and Pollack (1996); Redman and Snape (1992); Robert and Shipper (1998);
Rogers et al. (2002); 3D Group {2013); Waldman and Atwater (2001); Waldman et al.
{1998); Westerman and Rosse (1997); Yammarino and Atwater (1997): Yukl and
Lepsinger (1995)

34. Employees receiving the feedback should be trained or well instructed.
Antonioni (1996); Atwater et al. {2002, 2007); Atwater and Waldman (1998): Bancroft
et al. (1993); Bracken (1994); Bracken et al. (1997 2001); Bracken and Timmreck
(1999); Church and Bracken {1997); Fleenor et al. (2008); R. Hoffman {1995); Kanouse
{1998); London and Beatty (1993); London et al. (1990, 1997}; Luthans and Peterson
{2003); McCarthy and Garavan {2001); Metcalfe (1998); Peiperl (2001); Poliack and
Pollack (1996); Robert and Shipper (1998); Rogers et al. {(2002); Seifert et al. (2003);
Smither (2008); Smither, London, and Reilly (2005); 3D Group (2013); Toegel and
Conger (2003); Tornow (1993b}; Tyson and Ward (2004): van der Heijden and Nijhof
{2004); Waldman and Atwater (2001); Westerman and Rosse (1997):Yammarino and
Atwater (1997); Yukl and Lepsinger (1995)

35. Managers using the 360 results should be trained or well instructed.
Antonioni (1996); Atwater et al. (2002); Bracken (1994); Bracken et al. (1997): Bracken
andTimmreck (1999}; Carson (2006); Fleenor et al. (2008); R. Hoffman (1995): London
and Beatty (1993); London et al. {1997); Nowack and Mashihi (2012): O'Reilly and
Furth (1994); Peiperl (2001); Rogers et al. (2002); 3D Group (2013); Wimer (2002);
Yammarino and Atwater (1997)

Interpretation of Feedback

36. Feedback should be detailed (including statistics showing central tendency
and dispersion), and there should be standardized guidance on interpreting the
feedback (e.g., instructions, graphics, etc.).

Antonioni (1996); Atkins and Wood (2002); Atwater and Brett (2008); Atwater et al.
(2007); Bernardin (1986); Bernardin and Beatty (1987); Bernardin et al. (1993): Bracken
{1994); Bracken et al. (1997, 2001); Bracken and Rose (2011); Bracken and Timmreck
(1999); Brutus et al. (2006); Church and Waclawski (2001): DeNisi and Kluger (2000);
Fleenor et al. (2008, 2010); Gillespie (2005); Hezlett (2008); Johnson and Ferst!
(1999); Lepsinger and Lucia (1997); London and Beatty (1993); London and Smither
(1995); London et al. (1990); Luthans and Peterson (2003); Maylett (2009); McEvoy
and Buller (1987); Morgan et al. (2005); Mount et al. (1998): Nowack (2009); Nowack
and Mashihi (2012); Pollack and Pollack (1996); Reilly et al. (1996); Robertson (2008):
Seifert et al. (2003); Smither (2008); 3D Group (2013); Vinson (1996): Waldman and
Atwater (2001); Westerman and Rosse (1997); Yammarino and Atwater (1997); Yukl
and Lepsinger (1995)
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39. Results should be interpreted with consideration of potential biasing factors
(e.g., types of job, business conditions, opportunity to perform, unexpected
events, other constraints, etc.).

Antonioni {1996); Bernardin and Beatty {1987); Bernardin et al. (1993); Herold and
Fields (2004); Johnson and Ferst! (1999); Metcalfe (1998); Nowack (2009}; Toege! and
Conger (2003); Yammarino and Atwater (1997)

40. The meaningfulness of differences in feedback from the different sources
and between self and others should be interpreted.

Albright and Levy (1995}, Antonioni (1996); Atkins and Wood (2002); Atwater et al.
{1995, 1998, 2002, 2007); Atwater and Van Fleet (1997); Atwater and Waidman (1998);
Bailey and Austin (2006); Bailey and Fletcher (2002); Baril, Ayman, and Palmiter (1994);
Bass and Yammarino (1991); Bernardin and Beatty {1987); Beyer {1990); Bowen et al.
(2000): Bozeman {1997); Brett and Atwater (2001); Campbell and Lee (1988); Carless,
Mann, and Wearing (1998); Cheung {1999); Church and Bracken (1997); Church and
Waclawski (1998); Conway (1996); Conway et al. (2001); Craig and Hannum (2008);
Eichinger and Lombardo {2004); C. L. Facteau, Facteau, Schoel, Russell, and Poteet
(1998); J. D. Facteau and Craig {2001); Farh et al. (1991); Farh and Dobbins (1989);
Fleenor, McCauley, and Brutus (1996); Fleenor et al. (2008, 2010); Flint (1999); Fox et al.
(1989); Furnham and Stringfield {1994); Furnham and Stringfield (1998); Garbett et al.
(2007); Gioia and Sims {1985); Goffin and Anderson (2007); Greguras, Ford, et al. (2003);
Greguras, Robie, et al. (2003); Greller and Herold (1975); Hannum (2007); Harris and
Schaubroeck (1988); Hazucha, Hezlett, and Schneider (1993); Heidemeier and Moser
(2009); Herold and Fields (2004); B. J. Hoffman et al. (2010); B. J. Hoffman and Woehr
{2009); Holzbach {1978); Jellema et al. {2006); Johnson and Ferstl (1999); Kaiser and
Craig (2005); Lance et al. (2008); LeBreton et al. (2003); Lepsinger and Lucia (1997);
Levy, Cawley, and Foti {1998}, London and Beatty (1993); London and Smither (1995);
London and Wohlers (1991); London et al. (1997); Luthans and Peterson (2003); Maurer,
Raju, and Collins (1998); Maylett {2009); McEvoy and Buller (1987); Metcalfe (1998);
Morgan et al. (2005); Mount et al. (1994, 1998); Ng et al. (2011); Nilsen and Campbell
(1993); Nowack (1992, 2009); Nowack and Mashihi (2012); Ostroff et al. (2004); Penny
{2003); Pollack and Pollack (1996); Riggio and Cole (1992); Salam et al. (1997); Schrader
and Steiner (1996); Scullen (1997); Seifert and Yukl (2010); Seifert et al. (2003); Shrauger
and Kelly (1988); Siegel (1982); Smither (2008); Smither et al. (2008); Smither, London,
and Reilly {2005); Smither et al. (1995); Stone and Stone (1984, 1985); Testa (2002);
Thomason et al. {2011); Tornow {1993a, 1993b); van der Heijden and Nijhof (2004);
van Hooft et al. (2006); Van Velsor et al. (1993); Varela and Pemeaux (2008}; Vecchio
and Anderson {2009); Vinson (1996); Viswesvaran et al. (2002); Waldman and Atwater
{2001); Williams and Johnson (2000); Williams and Levy {1992); Woehr et al. (2005),
Wohlers et al. (1993); Wohlers and London (1289); Yammarino (2003); Yammarino and
Atwater (1993); Yammarino and Atwater (1997); Yukl and Lepsinger (1995}
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45. Narrative comments should normally be made anonymously if needed and
otherwise made more useful for feedback purposes (e.g., by summarizing,
interpreting, or eliminating identifying information).

Bernardin and Beatty (1987); Bracken (1994); Church and Waclawski (2001); Gillespie
(2005): London and Beatty (1993); London et al. (1990); Nowack and Mashihi (2012)

46. Narrative comments should be interpreted along with the ratings and other
information on the employee's performance.

Bracken (1994); Bracken and Timmreck (1999); Bracken et al. (2001); Johnson and
Ferstl (1999); London et al. (1990); Nowack {2009); Nowack and Mashihi (2012);
Smither and Walker {2004); Smither et al. {1995); Vinson (1996); Waldman et al. (1998)

47. Employees receiving the feedback should be allowed to suggest
interpretations of the feedback before the performance review is finalized.
Flint (1999); Luthans and Peterson (2003); Smither (2008); Yukl and Lepsinger (1995)

48. In some situations, it is useful for ratees to meet with raters {e.g., manager,
subordinates, peers, etc.) to help interpret the results and create action plans.
Antonioni (1996); Atwater et al. (2002, 2007); Atwater and Waldman {1998); Bancroft
et al. {1993); Bracken et al. (1997 2001}, Bracken and Rose (2011); Bracken and
Timmreck (1999): Fleenor et al. {2008); Flint {(1999); Ghorpade (2000); Johnson and
Ferstl {1999); Lepsinger and Lucia {1997); London and Beatty (1993); London et al.
(1990, 1997); Metcalfe (1998); Morgan et al. (2005); O'Reilly and Furth (1994); Poltack
and Pollack (1996); Rogers et al. {2002); Smither (2008); Smither, London, Reilly,
Flautt, Vargas, and Kucine (2004); Smither et al. {1995); Waldman and Atwater (2001);
Walker and Smither (1999)

Development

49.The process should be used for performance development as well as for per-
formance evaluation, and resources for development should be provided.
Antonioni (1994, 1996); Atkins and Wood (2002); Atwater et al. (2002, 2007); Atwater
and Waldman (1998); Bailey and Austin (2006); Bailsy and Fletcher (2002); Bancroft
et al. {1993); Bozeman (1997); Bracken (1994); Bracken et al. (1997 2001); Bracken
and Timmreck (1999); Brutus et al. {2006); Carson (2006); Church (1995); Church
and Bracken (1997); Church and Waclawski (2001); Craig and Hannum {2008); Dai
et al. (2010); Drew (2009); Farh et al. (1991); Fleenor et al. (2008, 2010); Garbett et al.
(2007); Gillespie (2005); Hazucha et al. {1993); Heidemeier and Moser (2009); Hense!
et al. (2010); Herold and Fields (2004); Hezlett {2008); R. Hoffman (1995); Johnson
and Ferstl (1999); Lepsinger and Lucia (1997); London and Beatty (1993); London and
Smither (1995); London et al. {1990, 1997); Luthans and Peterson (2003); Maylett
{2009); McCarthy and Garavan (2001); McCarthy and Garavan (2007); McCauley and
Moxley (1996); McEvoy and Buller (1987); Metcalfe (1998); Morgan et al. (2005);
Mount et al. (1998); Ng et al. (2011); Pollack and Pollack (1996); Robertson (2008);
Rogers et al. (2002); Seifert et al. {2003); Smither, London, and Reilly (2005); Testa
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55. An appeal mechanism should be allowed for incumbents to raise concerns
to a higher level or outside authority if needed.

Barrett and Kernan (1987); Cascio and Bernardin (1981); Catano, Darr, and Campbell
(2007); DeNisi (2011); Folger, Konovsky, and Cropanzano (1992); Gilliland and Langdon
(1998); Grote (2000); Kleiman and Durham (1981); Kline and Sulsky (2009); Latham,
Almost, Mann, and Moore (2005); Martin, Bartol, and Kehoe (2000); Martin, Bartol,
and Levine (1986); Mobley (1982)

56.The process itself should be reviewed on some regular basis to determine if
it is effective and to identify improvements.

Bracken and Timmreck (1999); Church and Waclawski (2001); DeNisi and Kluger
(2000); Fleenor et al. (2008); Rogers et al. (2002); Wimer and Nowack (1998)
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raters can evaluate the focal leader (Hoffman et al,, 2012). Moreover, it may be useful to
utilize a number of different scales (e.g., FORS, absolute) to derive the most information

on the focal leader.

Raters

What sets 360s apart from traditional evaluation systems—whether designed for de-
velopment or PM—is that it attempts to increase reliability of ratings by triangulating
among several viewpoints and allows for a more comprehensive illustration of the
focal leader’s performance. Thus, raters are a critical component in the successful
implementation of 360s, and choosing raters to participate is one of the most impor-
tant decisions.

In addition to there being several raters, as the name of the system implies, they
should be appropriately included such that managers should carefully consider whether
an individual’s perspective will contribute above and beyond the existing perspectives.
Traditionally, raters include peers, subordinates, supervisors, and customers. However, it
is crucial employees are afforded the opportunity to rate themselves. Not only does this
increase perceptions of fairness, but also discrepancies between self and other ratings pro-
vide an opportunity for the focal leader to develop greater self-awareness. Finally, rater
anonymity is encouraged but can vary depending on the purpose of the 360s. For ex-
ample, a majority of research on 360s states that raters should, in no uncertain terms, be
anonymous to allow raters to be completely honest without fear of retribution (Bracken,
Timmreck, Fleenor, & Summers, 2001). The use of software to collect 360s ratings now
makes anonymity difficult, so it is recommended that feedback remains confidential.
However, there are instances in which knowing the source allows for more specific feed-
back (Antonioni, 1996).

An overlooked occurrence in the 360 literature is the assumption that raters, given
anonymity and a proper understanding of the process, will be sufficiently motivated
to participate. As is commonplace in data collection in the social sciences (e.g., Rose,
Sidle, & Griffith, 2007), incentives may have a place in 360s should there be difficulty
obtaining raters, particularly customer ratings. Research on customer surveys suggest
that customers self-select into surveys, potentially introducing a systematic error due to
the lack of representativeness in the sample (Lin & Jones, 1997). This problem could be
reduced by offering meaningful incentives that appeal to a larger demographic, poten-
tially yielding a more representative sample and a higher response rate (Cobanoglu &
Cobanoglu, 2003).
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Training/Instruction

As noted, 360s are a complex evaluation mechanism with many moving parts. Therefore,
proper training on how to implement, complete, and interpret data is required for the
program to be successful and for the information collected to be useful. There are three
key groups that require training: the individuals managing the process, the raters, and the
focal leaders.

To lessen the burden of 360s on raters and focal leaders, well-trained managers of
the process will be able to streamline it more effectively, find solutions to issues during
administration, and ideally decrease the amount of time between ratings and interpre-
tation. Further, by training the raters and the employees receiving feedback, organiza-
tions reduce the chance of large discrepancies between self- and other ratings, which have
several potential negative consequences. First, employees may be less likely to trust the
procedure, the information gathered, and their supervisors if ratings among raters (ie,
self vs. other, other vs. other) differ too much. A critical factor in the success of 360s is
employee buy-in (Atwater et al,, 2007), so it is important that managers of the process
be trained to seek explanations regarding why differences occur by meeting with other
raters. Understanding discrepancies in ratings will be beneficial when communicating
feedback to the focal leader being evaluated. Second, inaccuracies in ratings may not
provide enough useful information to pinpoint areas of possible development, marking
a missed opportunity for the employee and the organization (Atkins & Wood, 2002).
Therefore, training raters on the instruments—and more specifically creating a common
mental model of the scales used—increases reliability of the responses (Guenole,
Cockerill, Chamorro-Premuzic, & Smillie, 2011).

Research on training and instruction is fairly straightforward: Make sure everyone in-
volved in the process is well trained. However, scholars remain concerned that raters may
still suffer from emotional responses to the focal leader (Robbins & DeNisi, 1994). As
such, biases such asleniency and halo remain threats to the effectiveness of the 360 system.
Perhaps including items after the evaluation that are related to the raters’ relationships to
the ratee (e.g., How long have you two worked together? Do you spend time together
outside work? Do you consider this person a friend?) would allow those who analyze the
data to control for such biases. While this concept is in direct contradiction to the best
practice of ensuring 360s remain anonymous or at least confidential (perceived or actual)
from the perspective of the rater, interestingly, it may serve as a safeguard for organiza-
tions, allowing them to control for social context issues affecting accuracy after the fact,
and it may ensure raters provide more accurate ratings to begin with as questions such

as these may suggest to them that these factors are being taken into account. Comparing
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organizations within the United States need to accommodate the diverse set of values by
taking steps such as guaranteeing restricted access to 360 results, limiting meetings about
results to essential personnel, or providing feedback in writing before consulting the focal
leader in person to allow him or her the chance to emotionally process the information

in private.

Development

While the original intent of 360s was for development purposes, over time the method
has migrated to being used for PM (Maylett, 2009). However, scholars recommend that
itis used simultaneously to assess and develop employees. To evaluate an employee’s per-
formance without the intent of developing him or her is a wasted opportunity for the
employee and the organization. As such, this category includes best practices regarding
the use of 360s for development.

For example, scholars suggest that it is a best practice that, even when 360s are used
for PM, the employee should also receive resources for development. In so doing, focal
leaders will be more likely to perceive organizational and managerial support of their role
in the company and potentially strengthen their willingness to use feedback from 360s
(Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). Further, when identified as a competency for de-
velopment and provided appropriate support and resources, research shows individuals
will be more likely to focus on gaining those skills (Dai, De Meuse, & Peterson, 2010).
Perhaps most critical to actual development, however, is planning, Assuming other
best practices have been following—items and scales are clear, raters are trained, and
employees are invested—the feedback only becomes actionable when employees work
with their managers or coaches to create development goals (Smither, London, Flautt,
Vargas, & Kucine, 2003).

This category could benefit from research that considers the employees’ workplace
network. Social capital is an incredibly powerful force that can be used to gain employ-
ment (Granovetter, 1973), access resources (Burt, 1992), harness needed social support,
and provide access to alternative ideas, potentially yielding greater performance and cre-
ativity (Reagans, Zuckerman, & McEvily, 2004). Therefore, it is reasonable to theorize
that an employee’s connections at work can contribute to his or her development. While
the best practices in this category offer recommendations regarding how managers can
provide all needed resources for employee development, employees at the same level
who reach out to each other for assistance in gaining a new skill or practicing an existing
one may be better resources given equal status and similar experiences in the organiza-

tion. Future research should examine how individuals armed with feedback from their
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an employee (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Second, ratings tend to be biased and do
not differentiate employees (e.g.,, Roberson, Galvin, & Charles, 2007; Steiner & Rain,
1989). Finally, such bias leads to employee perceptions of unfairness and a lack of
user acceptance (Folger, Konovsky, & Cropanzano, 1992). Moreover, by basing these
evaluations on the input of a single respondent, the amount of information garnered
and utilized is often low, neglecting potentially critical social and contextual factors rel-
evant to the evaluation itself (Levy & Williams, 2004), as well as ignoring opportunities
for development.

We propose that 360s offer a way in which organizations can overcome these
shortcomings of traditional PM. Further, when used in a manner consistent with the best
practices outlined in this chapter, we propose they may enable PM systems to better cap-
ture and create value in two important ways (Edwards & Ewen, 1996). First, their use, ifit
is consistent with these best practices, may allow an organization to derive more value by
exploiting human capital resources (HCRs) already in existence within it. For example,
this may include sending strong signals about which behaviors are desired, effectively
measuring employee performance, and so on.

Second, a PM system may be able to better create value by rapidly altering the nature
of HCRs within the organization (e.g., in response to environmental or organizational
changes). For example, this may include the ability to quickly acquire information re-
garding changes in work requirements, redefine roles, and motivate individuals to acquire
knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAOs) relevant to enacting these
roles. Consistent with March’s (1991) argument that the most competitive firms strike a
balance between exploitation and exploration, the best PM systems are likely capable of
both, making them ambidextrous.

Finally, Ennen and Richter (2010) suggest that some complementarities among or-
ganizational practices exist by virtue of another factor. Here, we propose that if 360s are
incorporated into PM in a manner consistent with the best practices, then they create
a powerful complementarity between performance appraisal and training and develop-
ment within the PM system. This enables it to impact individual and, potentially, unit-
level outcomes more strongly. For example, 360s extract information from a greater
number of role partners (e.g., supervisor, peers, subordinates, customers). Because of
this, they are more precise about pinpointing which KSAOs are relevant to individual
and unit-level outcomes and measure their behavioral demonstration more accurately.
Similarly, 360s allow for less external attributions to be made by employees. Thus, they
may more strongly motivate employees to develop desired behaviors, thus impacting
the accessibility of their KSAOs to the unit in which they work and their capacities to

perform,
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