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Performans Yonetimi: Performans Degerlendirme
Sistemi, Siirec ve Yontemler, Geri Bildirim

Neslihan TURNALAR-CETINKAYA '

PERFORMANS YONETIMI

Performans yonetimi, “bireylerin ve ekiplerin perfor-
mansinin belirlenmesi, 6lgiilmesi ve gelistirilmesi ve
performansin kurumun stratejik hedefleriyle uyumlu
hale getirilmesi” olarak tanimlanabilir (Aguinis, 2013,
ss. 2-3). Stireklilik arz eden bir siire¢ olarak perfor-
mans yonetimi, kurumlarin performansa dayal ida-
ri kararlar almasini ve bireylerin gelisimine katkida
bulunmasini saglamak amaciyla hedeflerin belirlen-
mesini, degerlendirme kriterlerinin tespit edilmesini,
degerlendirme siirecini ve geri bildirimi igerir (Mu-
chinsky, 2005). Performansi bu hedefler baglaminda
tanimlayarak bireysel davranis ile kurumsal stratejiler
ve hedefler arasindaki baglantiy1 vurgulayan; yoneti-
ciler ve onlara raporlayan bireyler tarafindan ortak-
laga gelistirilen bir sistemdir (Aguinis, 2013). Buna
paralel olarak, Adler (2023, s. 16), performans yone-
timini gerektiginde stratejik degisikliklerle ilgili bilgi
saglayan ve bir kurumun ist diizey yoneticilerinin,
kurumun stratejisini uygulamak amaciyla ¢aliganlari
etkileme siireci olarak agiklar. Yani, diger bir deyisle,
her bireyin ve ekibin performansinin kurumun genel
hedefleri agisindan anlamli oldugundan siirekli ola-
rak emin olunmasi anlamina gelir (Riggio ve Johnson,
2022).

Performans yonetimi teriminin ilk kullanimi
1950’lere dayanmakta olup, o zamanlarda bir kuru-
mun hedeflerinin etkili ve verimli bir sekilde siirekli
olarak gerceklestirilmesini saglama zorunlulugu ola-
rak tanimlanmigtir. Bu kurumsal zorunluluk, yonetim
ve kontrol mekanizmalarindan sorumlu olan ¢aligan-
larin birincil gérevi olarak gortlmiistiir (Adler, 2023).

Giiniimiizde de performans yonetimi, bagarili ku-
rumlarin en 6nemli 6zelliklerinden biri olarak 6ne
¢ikmaktadir. Calisanlarinin performansina odakla-
nan kurumlarin, digerlerinden daha iyi performans
gosterme olasilig 4,2 kat daha fazladir. Caliganlarinin
performansini dogru yonetebilen kurumlar ortalama
yiizde 30 daha yiiksek gelir artig1 saglarlar ve yiizde
bes daha diisitk ¢alisan yipranmasi yagarlar (Lasa
ve ark., 2024). Rekabeti siirdiiriilebilir kilmanin ¢ok
daha zorlu oldugu bir ortamda kurumlarin hayatta
kalabilmesi ve bagarili olabilmesi icin calisanlarinin
performansi her zamankinden daha kritik bir role
sahiptir. Bircok kurumun bunu bagaramamasi, per-
formans yonetimi ve degerlendirme sistemlerinin ek-
siklikleri veya sorunlu isleyisleri ile iliskilendirilmek-
tedir (McMohan, 2013).

Performans yonetiminin kurumlarda bir¢ok fark-
I islevi ve kullanim amaci vardir. Her seyden once,
iyi yapilandirilmis bir performans yonetimi sistemi,
kurum c¢aliganlarinin istenen sonuglara ulagsmak i¢in
birlikte verimli bir sekilde ¢alismasini saglar (Mc-
Mohan, 2013). Ayrica, performans ydnetimi ¢ogu
kurumda, yoneticilerin ve bu yoneticilere dogrudan
raporlayan ¢aliganlarin gelisim alanlarini analiz edip;
calisanin giiglii yonlerini desteklemek i¢in bir plan
tasarlamasini, egitim ve gelisim ihtiyaglarini belirle-
mesini, potansiyellerini ve kariyer gelisimlerini de-
gerlendirmesini igerir. Bunun yaninda, yeni yoneti-
cilerin ¢aliganlarin hedefleri, gegmis performanslari,
ozel durumlari veya talepleri ile ilgili bilgiye kolayca
erisebilecegi bir ¢aligan kayith veri seti olusur. Per-
formans yonetimi ayrica, ¢alisgan memnuniyetini ve
bagliligin1 artirmayi, maas artiglar: ve ikramiyeler gibi
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2024).

Bu egilim, performans degerlendirmelerini ger-
ceklestirmek igin ileri teknolojilerin kullanimini da
kapsamaktadir (Riggio ve Johnson, 2022). Ozellikle
iiretken yapay zeka (generative AI) alanindaki gelis-
meler bu siiregte 6nemli bir rol oynamaktadir. Yone-
ticilere geri bildirimleri etkin bir gekilde sentezleme,
degerlendirme raporlar1 hazirlama ve hedefler belir-
leme konusunda yardimec: olarak, ¢alisanlarla daha
anlamli etkilesimler i¢in zaman kazandirmaktadir
(Lasa ve ark., 2024). Bu teknoloji destekli yaklasim,
kurumlarin degisen is ortamina uyum saglamasina
ve ¢alisan ihtiyaglariyla daha yakindan hizalanmasina
olanak tanir (Wigert ve Harter, 2017).

Sage’in (2023) cagdas performans yonetimine dair
gercek bir bakis acis1 yakalamak amaciyla 1.000’den
fazla insan yonetimi lideri ve st diizey yoneticiyle
yaptig1 yakin zamanl bir ¢aligma, liderlerin perfor-
mans yonetiminde teknoloji konusunda hemfikir
oldugunu ve neredeyse tamaminin (yiizde 95) tekno-
lojinin ve gok biiytik bir kisminin da (yiizde 89) daha
fazla ve daha iyi veri kullaniminin gelecekte basarili
bir performans yonetiminin kritik bilesenlerinden
ikisi oldugunu diistindiiklerini ortaya koymaktadir.
Bu liderlere gore teknoloji sayesinde kurumlar is gii-
ciine dair daha net ve dogru bir tablo elde ederek terfi,
licretlendirme, yedekleme planlari, egitim ve gelisim
gibi konularda daha iyi ve adil kararlar alabilecektir.

Ozetle, performans yonetimi anlayisinda, geviklik,
diizenli geri bildirim, kapsamli bilgi tabanlari ve uyar-
lanmis teknoloji entegrasyonunu saglayan kurumlar,
kurumuna daha bagli, motive ve yiiksek performansl
bir is giicii yaratma olasilifina sahiptir (Lasa ve ark.,
2024).

SONUC

Insan yonetimi fonksiyonu ve is liderlerinin yarisin-
dan fazlasi, performans yonetiminin her zamankin-
den daha 6nemli oldugunu diisiiniirken, yiiksek bir
oran da hibrit ¢alisma nedeniyle bunun daha zorlas-
tigin1 belirtmektedir (Sage, 2023). Ne var ki i haya-
tindan ist diizey yoneticilerle yapilan ¢aligmalar, ¢ok
kiigiik bir kisminin kurumlarindaki giincel perfor-
mans yonetim sistemlerinin ige yaradigini (6rn., Wi-
gert and Barrett, 2024); bircogunun da performans
yonetimine geleneksel yaklagimlarin calisanlarin is
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beklentileriyle ilgili belirsizlikleri bertaraf etme, ada-
letli degerlendirilme, yoneticilerinden kogluk alma,
gelisim firsatlarina temel olusturma gibi performans
yonetiminin bircok temel hedefini gerceklestirmekte
yetersiz kaldigini diisiindiiglinii gostermektedir. Bu
nedenledir ki bir¢ok kurum, geleneksel performans
yonetimi yaklagimlarini terk etmektedir (6rn., Wigert
ve Harter, 2017).

Etkili bir performans y6netiminin, biitiinsel bir
insan yOnetimi stratejisi olmasi gerektigi ve insan
yonetimi politikalari, kiiltiir, performans hedefleri ve
iletisim sistemleri gibi ¢alisanlarin karar verme sii-
reglerini 6nemli 6lgiide etkileyen her alani kapsama-
s1 gerektigi vurgulanmaktadir (Armstrong ve Baron,
2000). Elbette en dogru performans yonetimi sistemi
kurumdan kuruma degisecektir. Yine de kanitlanmig
bir dizi temel yenilik iizerine insa edilmis, teknoloji-
den beslenen, amacina uygun bir tasarimi benimse-
yen kurumlar, yetenek ¢ekme ve elde tutma konusun-
da digerlerinin 6niine gegecektir.

KAYNAKLAR

Adler, R. W. (2023). Strategic performance management.
Accounting for organizational control (2. baski). Rout-
ledge.

Aguinis, H. (2013). Performance management (3rd ed.). Pe-
arson.

Aguinis, H., Gottfredson, R. K. ve Joo, H. (2012). Delivering
effective performance feedback: The strengths-based
approach. Business Horizons, 55(2), 105-111.

Allen, H. (2008). Using routinely collected data to aug-
ment the management of health and productivity loss.
Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine,
50(6), 615-632. Allworth, E., & Hesketh, B. (1999).
Construct-oriented biodata: Capturing change-related
and contextually relevant future performance. Interna-
tional Journal of Selection and Assessment, 7(2), 97-111.

Atwater, L. E., Waldman, D. A., Atwater, D. ve Cartier, P.
(2000). An upward feedback field experiment: Super-
visors’ cynicism, reactions, and commitment to subor-
dinates. Personnel Psychology, 53(2), 275-297.

Baker, N. (2010). Employee feedback technologies in the
human performance system. Human Resource Deve-
lopment International, 13(49), 477-485.

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E. ve Verbeke, W. (2004). Using
the job demands-resources model to predict burnout
and performance. Human Resource Management,
43(1), 83-104.

Baldassarre, L. ve Finken, B. (2015, August 12). GE’s re-
al-time performance development. Harvard Business
Review.

Banks, C. G. ve May, K. E. (1999). Performance manage-
ment: The real glue in organizations. A. I. Kraut ve A.
K. Korman (Ed.)i Evolving practices in human resource



Performans Yonetimi: Performans Degerlendirme Sistemi, Stirec ve Yontemler, Geri Bildirim

management i¢inde (s. 118-145). Jossey-Bass.

Blanz, F. ve Ghiselli, E. E. (1972). The mixed standard sca-
le: A new rating system. Personnel Psychology, 25(2),
185-199.

Borman, W. C., Buck, D. E., Hanson, M. A., Motowidlo, S.
J., Stark, S. ve Drasgow, E. (2001). An examination of
the comparative reliability, validity, and accuracy of
performance ratings made using computerized adap-
tive rating scales. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(5),
965-973.

Borman, W. C. ve Motowidlo, S. J. (1993). Expanding the
criterion domain to include elements of contextual
performance. N. Schmitt ve W. C. Borman (Ed.), Per-
sonnel selection in organizations iginde (s. 71-98). Jos-
sey-Bass.

Brief, A. P. ve Motowidlo, S. J. (1986). Prosocial organizatio-
nal behaviors. Academy of Management Review, 11(4),
710-725.

Brutus, S., Leslie, J. B. ve McDonald-Mann, D. (2001).
Cross- cultural issues in multisource feedback. D. Bra-
cken, C. Timmreck ve A. Church (Ed.), Handbook of
multisource feedback iginde (s. 433-446). Jossey-Bass

Campbell, J. P. (1990). Modeling the performance predic-
tion problem in industrial and organizational psycho-
logy. M. D. Dunnette ve L. M. Hough (Ed.), Handbook
of industrial and organizational psychology Vol. 1 iginde
(s. 687-732). Consulting Psychologists Press.

Campion, M. C., Campion, E. D. ve Campion, M. A. (2015).
Improvements in performance management through
the use of 360 feedback. Industrial and Organizational
Psychology: Perspectives on Science and Practice, 8(1),
85-93.

Cleveland, J. N., Murphy, K. R. ve Williams, R. E. (1989).
Dimensions of job performance. R. E. Dillon ve J. W.
Pellegrino (Ed.), Testing: Theoretical and applied pers-
pectives iginde (s. 218-247). Praeger.

Clifton, D. O. ve Harter, J. K. (2003). Strengths investment.
K. S. Cameron, J. E. Dutton ve R. E. Quinn (Ed.), Po-
sitive organizational scholarship iginde (s. 111-121).
Berrett-Koehler.

Conte, J. M. ve Landy, E J. (2019). Work in the 21st century:
An introduction to industrial and organizational psy-
chology (6. baski). John Wiley & Sons

DeNisi, A. S. ve Murphy, K. R. (2017). Performance appra-
isal and performance management: 100 years of prog-
ress? Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(3), 421-433.

Dewettinck, K. ve Van Dijk, H. (2013). Linking Belgian
employee performance management system charac-
teristics with performance management system effec-
tiveness: Exploring the mediating role of fairness. The
International Journal of Human Resource Management,
24(4), 806-825.

Drucker, P. (1954/2012). The practice of management (Revi-
sed ed.). Routledge.

Eckert, R., Ekelund, B. Z., Gentry, W. A. ve Dawson, J. E
(2010). “I don’t see me like you see me, but is that a
problem?” Cultural influences on rating discrepancy in
360-degree feedback instruments. European Journal of
Work and Organizational Psychology, 19(3), 259-278.

Escorpizo, R. (2008). Understanding work productivity and

99

its application to work-related musculoskeletal disor-
ders. International Journal of Industrial Ergonomics,
38(3-4), 291-297.

Farr, J. L. (1993). Informal performance feedback: Seeking
and giving. In H. Schuler, J. L. Farr, & M. Smith (Eds.),
Personnel selection and assessment: Individual and orga-
nizational perspectives (pp. 163-180). Erlbaum.

Flanagan, J. C. (1954). The critical incident technique.

Psychological Bulletin, 51(4), 327-358.

Fletcher, C. (2015). 360-degree feedback as a developmen-
tal tool. K. Kraiger, J. Passmore, N. R. dos Santos ve S.
Malvezzi (Ed.), The Wiley handbook of the psychology
of training, development and performance improvement
iginde(s. 486-502). John Wiley & Sons.

Gentry, W. A., Hannum, K. M., Ekelund, B. Z. ve de Jong,
A. (2007). A study of the discrepancy between self- and
observer-ratings on managerial derailment charac-
teristics of European managers. European Journal of
Work and Organizational Psychology, 16, 295-325.

Griffin, M. A., Neal, A. ve Parker, S. K. (2007). A new model
of work role performance: Positive behavior in uncer-
tain and interdependent contexts. Academy of Manage-
ment Journal, 50(2), 327-347.

Harari, M. B. ve Viswesvaran, C. (2018). Individual job per-
formance. In D. S. Ones, N. Anderson, C. Viswesvaran
ve H. K. Sinangil (Ed.), The SAGE handbook of indust-
rial, work and organization psychology - Personnel ps-
ychology and employee performance (s. 55-72). SAGE
Publications Ltd.

Harris, I. E. (1993). Applied organizational communication:
Perspectives, principles, and pragmatics. Erlbaum.

Hoffman, B. J., Gorman, C. A., Blair, C. A., Meriac, J. P,
Overstreet, B. ve Atchley, E. K. (2012). Evidence for
the effectiveness of an alternative multisource perfor-
mance rating methodology. Personnel Psychology, 65,
531-563.

Jawahar, I. M. (2010). The mediating role of appraisal feed-
back reactions on the relationship between rater feed-
back-related behaviors and ratee performance. Group
& Organization Management, 35(4), 494-526.

Knauft, E. B. (1948). Construction and use of weighted che-
cklist rating scales for two industrial situations. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 32(1), 63-70.

Koopmans, L., Bernaards, C. M., Hildebrandt, V. H., Schau-
feli, W. B., de Vet, H. C. W. ve van der Beek, A. J. (2011).
Conceptual frameworks of individual work perfor-
mance: A systematic review. Journal of Occupational
and Environmental Medicine, 53(8), 856—866.

Krebs, D. J. (1970). Altruism: An examination of the con-
cept and a review of the literature. Psychological Bulle-
tin, 73(4), 258— 302.

Lam, S. S., Yik, M. S. ve Schaubroeck, J. (2002). Responses to
formal performance appraisal feedback: The role of ne-
gative affectivity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1),
192-201.

Lasa, A. N., Pedroni, A., Komm, A. ve Lavallée, S. G. (2024).
In the spotlight: Performance management that puts pe-
ople first [Article]. McKinsey & Company.

Latham, G. P. ve Locke, E. A. (2006). Enhancing the benefits
and overcoming the pitfalls of goal setting. Organizati-



Endiistri Is ve Orgiit Psikolojisi

onal Dynamics, 35(4), 332-340.

Latham, G. P. ve Wexley, K. N. (1977). Behavior observation
scales for performance appraisal purposes. Personnel
Psychology, 30(2), 255-268.

London, M. ve Mone, E. M. (2015). Designing feedback to
achieve performance improvement. In K. Kraiger, J.
Passmore, N. R. dos Santos, & S. Malvezzi (Eds.), The
Wiley handbook of the psychology of training, develop-
ment and performance improvement (pp. 462-485).
John Wiley & Sons.

MacKenzie, S. B., Podsakoff, P. M. ve Ahearne, M. (1998).
Some possible antecedents and consequences of in-ro-
le and extra- role salesperson performance. Journal of
Marketing, 62(3), 87-98.

McMahon, G. (2009). Successful performance management:
Effective strategy, best practice and key skills. Liffey
Press.

McMabhon, G. (2013). Performance management. In R. Car-
bery ve C. Cross (Ed.), Human resource management
(s.106-121). Palgrave Macmillan.

McMahon, G. ve Gunnigle, P. (1994). Performance apprai-
sal: How to get it right. Productive Personnel Ltd.

Morrison, E. W, Chen, Y. ve Salgado, S. R. (2004). Cultural
differences in newcomer feedback seeking: A compari-
son of the United States and Hong Kong. Applied Psy-
chology: An International Review, 53(1), 1-22.

Muchinsky, P. M. (2005). Psychology applied to work (8. bas-
ki). Thomson Wadsworth.

Murphy, K. R. (1989). Dimensions of job performance. R. F.
Dillon & J. W. Pellegrino (Ed.), Testing: Theoretical and
applied perspectives iginde(s. 218-247). Praeger.

Murphy, K. R. ve Cleveland, J. N. (1995). Understanding
performance appraisal: Social, organizational, and goal-
based perspectives. Sage.

Murphy, K. R., Cleveland, J. N. ve Hanscom, M. (2018). Pet-
formance appraisal and management: Why does it fail
and how can it be fixed? Sage.

Niven, P. R., (2023). OKRs for dummies. For Dummies.

Niven, P. R. ve Lamorte, B. (2016). Objectives and key results.
Driving focus, alignment, and engagement with OKRs.
John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Organ, D. W. (1997). Organizational citizenship behavi-
or: Its construct clean-up time. Human Performance,
10(2), 85-97. Organ, D. W. (2018). Organizational ci-
tizenship behavior: Recent trends and developments.
Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Orga-
nizational Behavior, 5, 295-306.

Paterson, D. G. (1922). The Scott Company graphic rating
scale. Journal of Personnel Research, 1, 361-376.

Pearson, C. M., Andersson, L. M. ve Porath, C. L. (2000).
Assessing and attacking workplace incivility. Organiza-
tional Dynamics, 29(2), 123-137.

Ployhart, R. E., Schneider, B. ve Schmitt, N. (2006). Staffing
organizations Contemporary practice and theory (3.
baski). CRC Press.

Ployhart, R. E., Wiechmann, D., Schmitt, N., Sacco, ]J. M.
ve Rogg, K. (2003). The cross-cultural equivalence of
job performance ratings. Human Performance, 16(1),
49-79.

Podsakoff, N. P., Whiting, S. W., Podsakoft, P. M. ve Blu-

100

me, B. D. (2009). Individual- and organizational-level
consequences of organizational citizenship behaviors:
A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(1),
122-141.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Paine, J. B. ve Bachrach,
D. G. (2000). Organizational citizenship behaviors: A
critical review of the theoretical and empirical literatu-
re and suggestions for future research. Journal of Ma-
nagement, 26(3), 513-563.

Pulakos, E. D., Arad, S., Donovan, M. A. ve Plamondon, K.
E. (2000). Adaptability in the workplace: Development
of a taxonomy of adaptive performance. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 85(4), 612-624.

Pulakos, E. D, Hanson, R. M., Arad, S. ve Moye, N. (2015).
Performance management can be fixed: an on-the-job
experiential learning approach for complex behavior
change. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 8(1),
51-76.

Pulakos, E. D. ve O’Leary, R. S. (2011). Why is performance
management so broken? Industrial and Organizational
Psychology: Perspectives on Science and Practice, 4(2),
146- 164.

Riggio, R. E. ve Johnson, S. K. (2022). Introduction to indust-
rial and organizational psychology (8th ed). Routledge.

Rotundo, M. ve Rotman, J. L. (2002). Defining and mea-
suring individual level job performance: A review and
integration. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(5), 225-
254.

Rotundo, M. ve Sackett, P.R. (2002). The relative importance
of task, citizenship, and counterproductive performan-
ce to global ratings of job performance: A policy cap-
turing approach. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1),
66-80.

Sage. (2023, September 28). The future of performance ma-
nagement [Report]. https://www.sage.com/en-gb/blog/
future- performance-management-research/#about

Sanchez, J. I. ve Levine, E. L. (2001). The analysis of work in
the 20th and 21st centuries. N. Anderson, D. S. Ones,
H. K. Sinangil ve C. Viswesvaran (Ed.), Handbook of
industrial, work & organizational psychology - Volume
1: Personnel psychology i¢inde (s. 71-89). SAGE Publi-
cations Ltd.

Sanosra, A., Maimun, A., Budi Satoto, E. ve Qomariah, N.
(2022). Role of key performance indicators and com-
pensation in improving employee integrity and perfor-
mance. International Journal of Economics and Mana-
gement Studies, 9(2), 35 -43.

Smith, P. C. ve Kendall, L. M. (1963). Retranlsation of ex-
pectations: An approach to the construction of unam-
biguous anchors for rating scales. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 47(2), 149-155.

Sommer, K. L. ve Kulkarni, M. (2012). Does constructive
performance feedback improve citizenship intentions
and job satisfaction? The roles of perceived opportuni-
ties for advancement, respect, and mood. Human Re-
source Development Quarterly, 23(2), 177-201.

Tierney, P. ve Farmer, S. M. (2011). Creative self-efficacy de-
velopment and creative performance over time. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 96(2), 277-293.

Wigert, B. ve Barrett, H. (2024, May 7). 2% of CHROs think



Performans Yonetimi: Performans Degerlendirme Sistemi, Strec ve Yontemler, Geri Bildirim

their performance management system works. Gal-
lup.  https://www.gallup.com/workplace/644717/ch-
ros-think- performance-management-system-works.
aspx

Wigert, B. ve Harter, J. (2017). Re-Engineering performance
management [Report]. Gallup, Inc.

Viswesvaran, C. (2001). Assessment of individual job per-
formance: A review of the past century and a look
ahead. N. Anderson, D. S. Ones, H. K. Sinangil ve C.
Viswesvaran (Ed.), Handbook of industrial, work ¢ or-
ganizational psychology - Volume 1: Personnel psycho-
logy iginde (s. 110-126). SAGE Publications Ltd.

Vuong, T. D. N. ve Nguyen, L. T. (2022). The key strategies
for measuring employee performance in companies: A
systematic review. Sustainability, 14(21), Article 14017.

Zimmerman, R. D., Mount, M. K. ve Goff, M. (2008). Mul-
ti-source feedback and leaders’ goal performance: Mo-
derating effects of rating purpose, rater perspective,
and performance dimension. International Journal of
Selection and Assessment, 16(2), 121-134.

101



