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Abstract

Background Management by Objectives (MBO)-based evaluation is based on a differentiating
reward depending on the ability and rate of achieving a goal. MBO is a system for the development
of an organization and the motivation of an employee. For such a performance measurement system
to work correctly, a fair evaluation must be conducted through objective indicators regarding the
rate of target achievement. However, for teams at a design research center, which the main goal is to
propose a future design strategy and direction for the company through design thinking, is difficult
to evaluate with an objective indicator. Therefore, in organizations with design research teams, the
advantages of the MBO system are questionable.

Methods The study was conducted by recruiting eight experts who have more than five years
of experience in a design research team of a major electronics company. These experts have carried
out projects about future design directions of the company through design thinking. This study
collected expert’s opinions and factors to improve the MBO-based evaluation through Delphi. The
experiment consisted of an informal interview and using a 5-point Likert-type scale, to determine
whether to improve or not improve the evaluation factors of the MBO system.

Results The experiment was conducted through Delphi in which the opinions of the expert
panel converged to a content validity ratio (CVR) minimum of 0.75 or higher. This process was
repeated up to three rounds. Through this process, six factors were derived to more fairly evaluate
the ability of design thinking, which was previously difficult to evaluate objectively. The six factors
are the external evaluation, relative evaluation, separate evaluation, convergence evaluation,
responsiveness, and the degree of assistance from the subcontractor.

Conclusions  This study derived six factors that can facilitate a fair evaluation centered on design
thinking in the MBO system for company growth. The above factors will contribute to the fair
performance measurement of design research teams through a more objective evaluation of design
thinking, which will help the corporate design culture of the company.
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Table 1 Experimental Participation Panel

Experience Position Degree Field
11 years Senior MA Ul design
7 years Junior BA Ul design
6 years Junior BA Product design
12 years Senior MA UX design
7 years Senior MA UX design
6 years Junior BA Product design
9 years Senior MA Package design
7 years Senior BA Ul design
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Table 2 Evaluation Factors for Experiment

Category Factors Question
Basi The assessment of me was done fairly.
asic .
ability Fairness There was no intervention in superior's subjective
assessment. (R)
Empath Lead emotional communion/active emotional
pathy experience of others was evaluated.
Relationshi Responsibility for leading roles, understanding
with othersp Observation other people's abilities, and adaptation to the
situation were evaluated.
Thinking . : , .
ability Collaboration Q?g\éiiigggestlon, other people's abilities were
- An analysis of the objectives and an evaluation of
Individual Integrated thinking intuition were conducted.
Characteristics Continuous The constant process of improvement and

improvement modification to the objective was evaluated.
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Table 3 1st Result of Delphi

Category Factors Average CVR
Basic . 4.11 0.82*
. Fairness

ability 4.44 0.89*
Empathy 3.56 0.71
Relationship . %

with others Obsewatl?n 3.89 0.78

Thinking Collaboration 3.33 0.67
ability Integrated 3.78 0.76*

Individual thinking
Characteristics i
'Contmuous 3.89 0.78*
improvement
CVR ) 0.75*
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Table 4 2nd Evaluation Factors for Experiment
Category Factors Question

Like sales volume, there is no clear standard for
evaluating ideas.

Basic Fairmness Idea of someone, who is related external factors
ability as like promotion, is given priority.

The favoritism of the superior influences the
evaluation of ideas.

The superior, specialized in management, lacks
the ability to evaluate ideas.

Relationship

with others Observation The Difference in perspective of problem-solving

based period of continuous service or position
isn't evaluated in detail.

The differences in major and occupational groups
of project members aren't expressly evaluated.

Thinking Integrated - - - -
ability thinking The differences in observation period and method

according to the content of project aren't clearly
Individual evaluated.

Characteristics Quick responses and thinking, which change in
external circumstances, are not evaluated.

Continuous

improvement The ability of easy explanation and smooth

delivery of project for relevant departments are
not evaluated.

4,2, 2% Anto| Zut

27 diufol= Table 49| W82 vHIFo& 849 452t st 124 Aol theh Zhefet At =29
o B Bk 1Y W2 835k, A2 3582 100%% . 24 dufoliA= #4849 23l
doiA, S84z 282 2913 1 Wigoll HishM A el 2 HE F3UH ol gL R
AAE oAe v o, fARIA ARLE H71sh7] 913t MBO AHA| =9 290 whesty] kol

Ak ot

www.aodr.org 173



Table 5 2nd Result of Delphi
Category

Basic
ability

CVR
0.84*
0.80*
0.78*

Average
4.22
4.00
3.89

Factors

Fairness

Relationship
with others

0.76*
0.67

3.78
3.33

Observation

Thinking
ability

Individual
Characteristics

3.56
3.00
3.78
3.44

0.71

0.60
0.76*
0.69

Integrated
thinking

Continuous
improvement

CVR) 0.75*
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Table 6 3rd Evaluation Factors for Experiment

Factors

External Evaluation

Explain

- Evaluate the result such as competitions, patents
- Evaluate the perspective of development or business divisions : Useful or
Necessary.

Relative Evaluation

- Evaluate classifying the results such as competitions and patents, which are
separately registered by job categories.

- Evaluate the result of each job categories based on classifying the perspective
of development or business divisions by job groups.

Separate Evaluation

- Evaluate the ability of a promotion target separately

Convergence Evaluation

- Evaluate constraints considering the period of interest with the superior.
- Utilize horizontal evaluation of seniors and juniors relevant the project.

Responsiveness

—Evaluate considering of changes in the situation relevant direction and schedule
of tasks.

The degree of assistance
from subcontractor

- Consider the period of input and manpower of subcontractor for expressing
design thinking as an evaluation.
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Table 7 3rd Result of Delphi

Factors Average CVR

External Evaluation 4.22 0.84*

Relative Evaluation 4.56 0.91*

Separate Evaluation 3.89 0.78*
Convergence Evaluation 4.00 0.80*
Responsiveness 4.11 0.82*

The degree of assistance from subcontractor 3.78 0.76*

37 Wtolo]q WE aelo] oA CVR Ak 0.75 o49) AnHE £&stoitt. webd, Table 7914 ANE
671 R4 MBO THAEY BAIS AT aele2A Felatt. 37 dafolola] A AL bz
2.

A, 9% BoheH AT BoAelA BRAT BEE 5T AvH 2 3709 ol el wEel, 19 %7
#gol4 4857 oAtk 4 Telshor Goba Ak ol MBO TIAEA 19 A A 1%
sfgoR FA57] e, 3| AuHEe Fude] SSote] AnE Sfelskt WY sgto] 244 Bl

S A =S AAZS 2ok T Aol Ae,
S, §3 B7IA A1) Ho] T 2H oA v AL G Tefafof Gt Hek, o]t FHozR
o] 3HA 2AUY A9l SR FHAL BAS e 5 9] uhzoleka ALt Tzl
AFIL 59 719t 2L ORA Y ¥ H7HS SHAsHA TR stolof Fiekal AX| st
AR, W QA E82 WS A9, AU AT B AR WSt Aot AL AnE
FASHE A3 AR 2 5 QS ACA AN A,
4.4, 27

# Q7 dfo] APL FHA A1H AL 5L B | glol MBO WaAES AN Sl
291 7P TESE. ol e 2k,
AR, AR A3 52 9 A0 vd) Ak ET A AT 58 FRAT o] 555 5 Avko|
HE W3 §T $A] WHE Bl wgshs AR HAFTh B4, FRA, 53 55 glo] A7 ¥

wole] 53 ¥, A W HAPE Weja FoFch 4719 97k Q5L wakaae] F3 wetolet

www.aodr.org 175



>l
r‘;
=
o,
)
_\-ﬂ
B=)
M
=
i=)
)

N,
:—L
mlo
om
E
_CL
=
>
M
ol
l-J
A:i
il
ok
rO
ol
rir
N
Y
o,

A, 54 4
= bk 9A, w3 4
st Qs Aok, SIS A 24410 W AR FEAE BT B, 9] a0me XJT;L
S50 AR WA AR B0l GFS 1AL BA WA BT FASe o 28
Aoleh. EF, HAE PARE 22U BrHe DHAA7 BA BT RES 74 5 9] o] %
He §AsHe B wgol B Aolck. SHAT, B7h A 2L Fuo] FH e Faro] 1A 4
gl ol FOJsfot & Aolet,
FH2A Wk A gl wEn fAsh] dAtE U BT oiAA,
S o glol A9 5L AW AFF ‘Y
soke] @ A RIS BN E22 W 4
A9, 24U FANA e A2 YRE B W

O30 I3 o mgi o ol = N R

A IR Y e

lo ok m{m _x;

>

Fo off

L)

(9, |
iy
T
¥

H

r&

FE 71499 HAeld 7199 thETt o] ATH oz el P AR BEA g ATh
of Ty el WEHUT. ol Z19e] mld) A w2 g ANBL AWA B Hwst
zstel, 2499 UAA AT 5AS F2 FIA Ack whebA, MBO LRI G0z
4 28 Zolek. ofo] & AT T4 AR Hrbe] £go] D S Y E, MBO IS AHES
Fa f}’iiﬁ}

N J»

2,

ro o mel M o

[0

[¢]

Ku)
>~I
‘.
FN
r*°
0
b
S

G R o

m]o flo rlo
=
o]
o
R
L
=2
K1
é
2
OI-J
0_\.4 ok
o
=2
=
<

g Lo AW 4T HPe AR HoIA
% 1o 0. 757} Hi Qe 53347, ol o 91@% BigoR AHete BEdt] th HHE
¢

a
<
=
U

oi
%
J;
o
ftlo
[
hI
_C?_J
2
;L
b
OPN
2
e
o L

= I

B

Koo R ooft A% ofy
dr &= ope rr Koo

2

oh.

uzol o Aol Ao AT, 9 FMOM E2% A% 29 67 thet ek
=5 T2 AR PR WIS W o Wb e AR AaEe Belsle] 3o AnE
A P 9] BN B3 9 9l GAste wfoﬂ fi% 7150] 40 oIt tgo,
A 2485 vl 93 ¥E B a9
SEEEEDE P
g3 W) heow,
g Wb e el Ans

Y
1;
lm

et
_‘>i,
o
to
p)
OH'I
2 4
rL&
ol
ol
=3
oflt
ox
i, ﬂll°
F]l‘
>,
2
rO
oy
oX,
o
=3
i

0

lzI

]_

oﬁ

a7 st A A 3
o olsh ) WSl F212sel
EHHE WA A3 QA =g 3= Bh2 B,
IR, B 9T AU AL 1S B Al 78 S8 58] 2 MO 1AL W1
29 S 1 BHO2 Eaa, 4719 1A RS F, MBO THASE £ 52 1o
A AT 2400 4 Bt AR BeElel, BAT A 199 WAl FAAY AT
L S oI Sl 7196 A —Erg}OHE E%Ol g 4 9715 i,

2
;%
i
PN
2
e
lo

AR
0

o2
N
N

;

1o
N

=\.‘=
ro,
ofr
JE

ol 47] aQle wos wad } 2 qlakel ¢ &01]*1 1 9 gl HE 4SS B

176 Archives of Design Research 2022. 05. vol 35. no 2



References
1.Bae, M., & Lee, S. (2004). A Study on the Direction for Administration of Annual Salary System.
Management & economic research institute of Korea, 22, 25-56.
2. Bong, H. (2000). An explorative case study on obstacles in the process of introducing the MBO-
based performance appraisal system in a korean bank. Proceedings of the Korean Operations and
Management Science Society Fall Conference, 101-129.
3. Brown, T. (2008). Design thinking. MA: Harvard Business Review.
4. Choi, W., & Park, B. (2011). The Need of Design Management by Factor and Management
Performance - Focused on Environemental Design Firms. Journal of Korean Society of Design
Science, 24(2), 117-128.
5.Hyun, S. (2013). (A) study on the design thinking based Organization typology for creative
innovation - Focus on Team and leader level perspective. (Unpublished master's thesis). Hongik
University, Seoul, Korea.
6. Kane, S., & Freeman, A. (1987). MBO and performance appraisal : A mixture that's not solution, part
2. Personnel, 64(2), 26-32.
7. Kim, H. (2011). The Relationship between Design and Business Performances. Journal of the Korean
Society of Design Culture, 17(2), 135-144.
8. Kim, S. (2005). The Study of the Previous Factor and Effectiveness of an Annual Salary Wage
System. Research Kyunghee University, 18(1), 329-346.
9.Kim, S., & Park, H. (2015). A Study of the application of the Product Design Developing process to
environmental changes. Journal of Basic Design & Art, 16(2), 35-54.
10. Koontz, H., & O'Donnell, C. (1977). Essentials of Management. NY: McGraw—-Hill.
11. Lee, K. (2020). A Study of Measures for Utilizing Design Thinking in Performance Evaluation in the
Organization. (Unpublished master's thesis). Hongik University, Seoul, Korea.

12. MaConkie, L. (1979). A Clarification of the Goal Setting and Appraisal Processes in MBO. Academy
of Management Review, 4, 29-40.

13. Muczyk, P. (1979). Dynamics and hazard of MBO application. The Personnel Administrator, 51-62.

14. Park, S., & Shin, T. (1999). A Study on the Design and Adoption of MBO and Yeonbong—-Je Payment
System in the University Organization. Korean Association Of Human Resource Development, 1(2),
1-31.

15. Rubio, D., Ber-Weger, M., Tebb, S., Lee, E., & Rauch, S. (2003). Objectifying content validity:
Conducting a content validity study in social work research. Social Work Research, 27(2), 92-104.

16. Soung, Y., & Hong, A. (2010). Analysis on the Validity of Evaluation Items for ODA Projects in
Vocational Education and Training. Journal of Lifelong Education and HRD, 6(3), 45-67.

17.Stein, 1. (1975). Objective Management Systems : Tow to five Years After. Implementation
Personnel Journal, 525-548.

18. Yoon, H., Kim, J., & Bang, D. (2010). dentification of Variables as the Effects of Integrated Education
Using the Delphi Method. Journal of the Korean association for science education, 36(6), 959-968.

www.aodr.org 177



=

OFQl AGA9] gAFel Abare] st A A4S 9
MBO #H7} 7 Ao dfgt A+

]—/\_ﬁLl 10/\2

A epsta Al ZeiARQl g 214, o, ekt
*Rhode Island School of Design, A4}, RI, USA

EX
oAE  MBO AT 24 o) WA x4 o] 57]0AS A, & 4 % 948l met BA A
A gelshs Bk Aol o]elst MBO LI w7t Suta A A6 Slsias B3 B4 S| 40A A%
2 53 343 B} ol Aok Ak shAT 719 vle ekt S sk qu AF40] F g7l
TAR14 ALl gt B7He ARA AE2A B71E7] o1F7] vie] MBO TIHAI 2] A o] AR Ho]
ol2je Agolch

oy ATE A AR Fo) 249 vldl A FFS ANHe A2l A ATaS o
o2, AA1E st tr19 F 32 Ol Aadld A 54 o4 ARAE 89 wijsle] AYst
Ak AT dutel S FaA, AE/FES] A7 MG 291 SR AT MBOS] B7} 2<lef dfat
MR B2 BAE 58 Hrg AT Q01T uEk] giejA s a4 olgBa LAt

@RP A Wafol2 Bl AR D oJ7do] CVR H4ak0.75 ol o® SR B0 17y
w4iek. o] AL 3xHA AW, o] S Fo ABA LA 5] oA A Ade] 27

A9 g4 A9 58 B % 6744 2912 SE3Hc ol 9B ArhBAL, WEBTL &
7k e, Al B8 ol

I

2 2 ATE /199 A SusH MBO TR glol HAA ATE FHOR & 259 3
A% ke 2490 §7] FoIB s o mgo] B 4 2912 E2SH4T) 9] 4l Awd AE2A 3
7] olele bl e 289 A3t 37ke] A ohlel, Telx 7199l tixtold 2% Bafe] =gl
9 Rolt},

FHOL oAl AR TRl AT, sk TR, MBO, A7 24, BAE

178 Archives of Design Research 2022. 05. vol 35. no 2



	디자인 연구소의 디자인 사고에 대한 성과 측정을 위한 MBO 평가 개선에 대한 연구
	Abstract
	1. 서론
	2. 이론적 배경
	3. 연구 방법
	4. 실험 결과
	5. 결론 및 제언
	References
	초록


