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We dEriAe w28 A4, ke s iR AR 259 =98 2 4EEF A ofF oA
Ae] AR 7ERAgo] FHostglnh 137 84 208l A= o 13909 HrlsAE
Katz(1956; Chase, 199414 A¢1-8)9) #Az)71=e] ER/l 7]
39 HrlEAE Aol B4 z3tol, A4, A aa) A olslwdd, FejEe AdA
T8 A8 SAS B ZRIS ofgste] AFala Yl (conceptual skil)®, EA, A=A, P24, dAIeE, 4B
o] dubAQl E4& Wsl WiEg Huad FFHAE Pl L, Amd, A7k A7 71%(thuman skil) 2, AA, A&
i, 7 B8ke A= Cronbach's o Falgch Zolxtel A4 T SEAE A5 ARA %
Wi rs PriaEde Judee BEHAE Ferden  (technical skil)2 EFelAth =7 SATES 54 AEE
WA gk Aol AL W] EAd) whef ttest o4t Wl $, 4, BE BE S B s R
o BaHEALS ol gslgih BolglaL, Ha 1008614 Hslh 2089 WHE 2es FAs)
Ak AgE HEItETE <Table 1>3 Zth
V. o7&t
2. ciHEot Addn
1. CHHEIF EF o
D gdpgoiale) dwrd 4
gusrt =g Asly] fste 4 147 S < Argoizie] Aty S48 AR F Foxe] A
(Table 1) 360" Feedback of Nursing Unit Manager
5 4 3 2 1
Evaluation  Evaluation .
Domain Frem Evaluation Content Very » Very
Excellent Average Deficient .
Excellent Deficient
administrative OO0l 224 F2l9d 000 AHMNS
mind & sense ¢3St AHstHE A& A7} 9
Conceptual ©f mission FAEE?
Sill ‘ 9, ANE R BAS T, o33
apprebension -, xlw 498 B8, ABdoln
& judgement

Aoz Fdshe Aes




(Table 1) 360° Feedback of Nursing Unit Manager(continued)
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Evaluation
Domain

Evaluation
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Evaluation Content

5

4 3 2 1

Very
Excellent

vV
Excellent Average Deficient ery
Deficient

Conceptual
Skill

apprehension
& judgement

creativity

Human
Skill

activeness

cooperation

commumnicability

general atti-
tude

leadership

responsibility

Technical
Skill

professional
knowledge
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(Table 1) 360° Feedback of Nursing Unit Manager(continued)

5 4 2 1
Evaluation  Evaluation Evaluation Contertt
. valuation Cor Vi \Y%
Domain Ttem Y Excellent Average Deficitient ery
Excellent Deficitient
Fo1H A7 Ul 9F-& A, A&s)
job A Al 4=s?
performarce o] AF A& A 4
ey
F53 gFA4E S&5] EAHES
Technical o 751 A ]j S-8-3to] lu
) applicability — etet Huv} G942 FHAUHE A
Skill .
Aot AEE?
A AF-E wa s, vh2 A, G §
promptness & 533}11] @l—?_]-/\] Xé i—}?} Xé}—%?
accuracy AT T, A, AE99 A4
=57
{Table 2 The Subject's General Characteristics (N=276)
Self Subordinate Total
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
Ages(Y) 4159( 3.69) 2567( 313) 26.95( 5.37)
Total career(M) 214.23(6.145) 4850(37.95) 68.44(65.91)
Present career(M) 134.68(8413) 34.96(2841) 43.63(46.21)
N(%) N(%) N(%6)
.. staff nurse 0(0.00) 254(100.0) 254(92.06)
Position
nurse-manager 22(100.00) 0( 0.00) 22(7.97)
Nsg. College 6(2.17) 207(75.00) 213(77.17)
Education level RN-BSN 8(2.90) 13(4.71) 21(7.61)
ion leve
Heaton Nsg. Uni. 20.72) 31(11.29) 33(11.96)
Graduate S. 6(2.17) 3(1.09) 9(3.26)

dellom, Ao

A= 227 (797%) 01 vk L&
W71 2 71 Bk,
RN-BSNHAZY 21%(761%)9) 0.

2) WA gz} 2ol 4%
WA ke dig
2 AvEY <Table 3>3 2ok AR 714 £ A

A AES 695M 2 Ve T z2
AL E AL 254 (02.06%), 7Hade]  E81E7E 4100053)9) 2ok 18 a
%l @4 dsl

i, @A 7E

2 4363719436

y

7+s

g £ 213

2 Uelgdd<Table 2>,

o T

H7} 4.300044), B 7t 423(0.49), A7 417(0.25),

WA Wk

2 FFUAE HH Balg3rlAME 4
Zastst £ 33WAL9%), G Azl 43700692 71 =4 JElg I, o gge
2 A3 43606501302 AT 42600843 AEH=

4260707k 1 oz A UEbaTh FebgrielM 7
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{Table 3> Mean. SD among the subiects of evaluation item
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Subordinate Peer Self Supervisor
Evaluation Item
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)

professional knowledge 4.12(0.63) 4.31(0.56) 397(0.89) 4.40(0.36)
apprehension& judgement 4.12(0.67) 4.31(0.60) 4.38(0.63) 4.00(0.40)
job performance 4.18(0.60) 4.38(0.48) 4.27(0.75) 4.20(0.39)
applicability 4.05(0.76) 4.27(0.63) 4.27(0.63) 390(0.61)
creativity 3.89(0.74) 413(0.72) 3.86(0.80) 395(0.34)
leadership 3.78(0.86) 4.22(0.71) 4.02(0.56) 4.18(0.66)
promptness & accuracy 4.11(0.63) 4.36(0.60) 4.36(0.62) 411(0.26)
responsibility 4.26(0.84) 459(0.59) 4.63(0.65) 4.36(0.58)
administrative mind & sense of mission 4.37(0.69) 4.36(0.58) 4.45(067) 4.09(0.29)
activeness 4.35(0.65) 4.45(0.53) 4.340058) 413(0.44)
cooperation 4.12(0.86) 4.31(0.64) 463(0.58) 4.36(0.65)
communicability 3.95( 0.8) 4.04(0.89) 395(057) 4.22(0.75)
general attitude 4.26(0.77) 4.13(0.63) 4.27(0.63) 4.45(067)
Total 4.10(0.53) 4.30(0.44) 4.23(0.49) 417(0.25)

4040089 2 sttt Bk Azt 463(060)3 §24
463(058)0] 71g =A vEsen] A" 386(0.80)0] 71
A VEbgTh AT AgER 44506771 7S =4
vehgon S-g7)42e] 39006122 7 vl Yelth

BAFA daeld AAHY BARSE

EAHoz |

2 o] Ho|A| ko) 137] Bk AdA f-o5 Ajo]
2’9 HrkeAE o8 <Table 49 7o) Uit
Ay BElgrLE Hlagt A ARAA, Ang 2 AY e

{Table 4) Comparison of evaluation item by the evaluation subjects
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Evaluation subjects

Evaluation item differences by the evaluation subjects

professional knowledge leadership administrative mind &
Lsup. : sub. sense of mission
sup. >sub. sup.>sub. sup.<sub.
apprehension & judge- activeness
2. sup. © peer ment
sup.<peer sup. <peer
. apprehension & judge- administrative mind &
professional knowledge L.
3. sup. ¢ self ment sense of mission
Sup.>peer
sup. <peer sup.<self
leadershi
4.sub. © peer P

sub.<peer
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{Table 4) Comparison of evaluation item by the evaluation subiects

Evaluation subjects

Evaluation item differences by the evaluation subjects

responsibility cooperation
5. sub. © self
sub.<self sub.<self
6. self : peer - - - -
professional knowledge administrative mind & activeness
7. sup. © sub.speer sense of mission
sup.>sub.xpeer sup.>sub.*peer sup.<sub.*peer
professional knowledge leadership administrative mind & activeness
8. sup. ¢ sub.xself sense of mission
sup.>sub.xself sup.>sub.xself sup.>sub.xself sup.<sub.*self
apprehension & judge- applicability promptness & accuracy administrative mind &
9. sup. © peerkself ment sense of mission
sup.<peer=self sup.<peersself sup.<peersself sup.<peersself
professional knowledge administrative mind & activeness
10. sup. @ sub.xpeerxself sense of mission
sup.>sub.xpeerxself sup.>sub.xpeerxself sup.<sub.*peer=self

sup.=supervisor, sub.=subordinate
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A Study on 360° Feedback of Nursing Unit Manager
in a Hospital

Lee, Jung Hee* - Kwon, Sung Bok™ - Chi, Sung Ai***

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to develop 360
feedback for nursing unit manager based on the current
personnel evaluation system and to evaluate the new tool
according to evaluation subjects. Total of 277 subjects of
nurse unit managers and staff nurses were participated in
this study.

Method: The study was conducted in three phases each
for development, application, and analysis of 360 feedback.
SAS program was utilized for data analysis with descriptive

statistics, t-test, and analysis of variance.

Result: The evaluation criteria of the developed 360 feed-
back tool consisted of 13 subscales such as professional
knowledge, apprehension & judgement, job performance, ap-
plicability, creativity, leadership, responsibility, promptness
& accuracy, administrative ability & sense of mission, ac—
tiveness, cooperation, communicability, and general attitude.
The internal consistency of the tool was Cronbach’s alpha
.939. The evaluation score by! peers(M=4.30) was the high-
est one, followed by self-evaluation(M=4.23), evaluation by
stpervisor(M=4.17), and evaluation by subordinate(M= 4.10).
The differences in the total evaluation scores among the
subjects supervisor, self, peer, and subordinate were not
statistically ~significant, but significant differences were

found in some subscales scores.

Conclusion: Further research is required to test the reli-
ability and validity of the 360° feedback tool, and to test the
outcome and the process of 360°feedback system.

*Chung-Ang University, Graduate School
**Chung-Ang University, Lecturer
***Chung-Ang University, Professor





