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ABSTRACT

DOES ENRICHED MODE OF COMMUNICATION MAKE A DIFFERENCE IN
PERFORMANCE FEEDBACK FOR THE RATER AND THE RATEE?
COMPARING WRITTEN FEEDBACK WITH
WRITTEN PLUS VERBAL FEEDBACK

Erdemli, Cigdem
M.S., Department of Psychology
Advisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. H. Canan Stimer

Co-Advisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Reyhan Bilgi¢

September 2006, 143 pages

In the present study, the differential effects of two different feedback-delivery
methods (written feedback vs. written plus verbal feedback) were compared on the
utility and affective reactions of the feedback providers (i.e., raters) and the
recipients (i.e., ratees) toward the feedback process, and also on the job performance
of the feedback recipients in a military sample. Using a quasi-experimental design,
77 supervisors (who provided feedback) and 71 subordinates (who received
feedback) participated in the study.

Results indicated that the feedback-delivery technique was differentially
effective on the utility and affective reactions of the supervisors. Both the utility and
affective reactions of the supervisors who provided written plus verbal feedback
were more favorable than those of the supervisors who provided written-only
feedback to their subordinates. However, neither the reactions nor the job
performance of the subordinates in the two feedback conditions differed significantly

from each other.

v



Keywords:  Feedback-Delivery Method, Written-Only Feedback, Written Plus
Verbal Feedback, Feedback Provider (i.e., Rater), Feedback Recipient (i.e., Ratee),

Job Performance, Utility Reactions, and Affective Reactions.
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ILETiISIMIN ZENGINLESTIRILMESI, PERFORMANS GERIBILDIRIMINDE
DEGERLENDIREN VE DEGERLENDIRILEN iCIN FARK YARATIR MI?
YAZILI GERIBILDIRIM ILE YAZILI ARTI SOZLU GERIBILDIRIM
KARSILASTIRMASI

Erdemli, Cigdem
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog¢. Dr. H. Canan Siimer

Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Reyhan Bilgic

Eyliil 2006, 143 sayfa

Arastirmada, iki farkli performans geribildirim verme yoOnteminin (yazili
geribildirim ve yazili art1 sozlii geribildirim), geribildirim veren (degerlendiren) ve
alan (degerlendirilen) calisanlarin geribildirimi ne derece yararli bulduklar1 ve
geribildirimden ne derece memnun kaldiklarina iliskin goriisleri, ve geribildirimi
alan calisanlarin ig performanslar iizerindeki etkileri askeri bir 6rneklem iizerinde
karsilagtirilmistir. Yart deneysel bir desenin kullanildig1 arastirmaya, geribildirim
veren 77 amir ve geribildirim alan 71 ast katilmistir.

Aragtirma sonuclari, farkli geribildirim verme yontemlerinin amirlerin
geribildirimin yararliligina iliskin algilar1 ve geribildirimden memnuniyet dereceleri
tizerinde farkli etkiler yarattigini gostermektedir. Astlarina yazili ve so6zli
geribildirim veren amirlerin sadece yazili geribildirim veren amirlere gore
geribildirimi daha yararl bulduklar1 ve geribildirimden daha fazla memnun kaldiklar1
gorlilmiistiir. Fakat, her iki geribildirim kosulundaki astlarin; geribildirimin

yararliligmma iliskin algilari, geribildirimden memnuniyet dereceleri ve is
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performanslarindaki iyilesme agisindan anlamli farklhiliklar  gostermedikleri

saptanmigtir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Geribildirim Verme Yontemi, Yazili Geribildirim, Yazili Arti
Sozli  Geribildirim, Geribildirim Veren (Degerlendiren), Geribildirim Alan
(Degerlendirilen), Is Performansi, Geribildirimin Yararliligina iliskin Algilar ve

Geribildirimden Memnuniyet.
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

Performance feedback plays a very important role in the performance
management process (Jawahar, 2006; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). One of the
critical purposes of performance evaluations is to provide constructive feedback to
employees so that their subsequent performance can be improved. According to
Phoel (2006), feedback is “an important tool for shaping behaviors and fostering
learning that will derive better performance” (p. 3). As stated by Jawahar (2006),
feedback is important to both individual workers and organizations. It is important to
the individual mainly because it satisfies the individual’s need for information
concerning the extent to which personal goals are achieved. In this respect, feedback
has the potential to influence future performance. Furthermore, feedback can satisty
the individual’s social comparison needs. That is, the individual’s need to learn about
one’s relative performance.

Feedback is functional from the organization’s perspective as it directs/guides
the employees’ behaviors toward desired goals and stimulates a high level of effort
(Jawahar, 2006). Also, the way feedback systems are designed and carried out is
likely to influence the major work/organizational attitudes and to contribute to the
development of organizational climate.

Increased popularity of the multi-source feedback systems, better known as
360-degree feedback systems, is another evidence for the recognized importance of
feedback in performance management process. Multi-source feedback systems
involve appraisal of the performance of an individual worker by multiple sources,
including the self, supervisors, co-workers, subordinates, and customers (Antonioni,
1996; Dalessio, 1998; London & Smither, 1995; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005).

Although they are being more and more used for administrative decision making



(Bormon, 1997), multi-source appraisal systems are still largely used for
developmental purposes (Bono & Colbert, 2005; Garavan, Morley, & Flynn, 1997)
and in achieving this purpose, the way feedback given to the employees play a
crucial role.

There are a number of studies conducted to investigate the relationship
between feedback and job performance. Some researchers report that feedback
enhances performance (e.g., Mount, Judge, Scullen, Sytsma, & Hezlett, 1998;
Seifert, Yukl, & McDonald, 2003; Shipper, Hoffmon, & Rotondo, 2004; Walker &
Smither, 1999), whereas others state that feedback does not always result in
improvement in performance (e.g., Atwater, Waldman, Atwater, & Cartier, 2000;
Reilly, Smither, & Vasilopoulos, 1996; Waldersee & Luthans, 1994). There are also
studies with mixed findings about the effectiveness of feedback on performance
(e.g., Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005; Smither, Wohlers,
& London, 1995). The relationship between feedback and user reactions has been
another interesting topic for researchers (e.g., Bono & Colbert, 2005; Brett &
Atwater, 2001; Cawley, Keeping, & Levy, 1998; Jawahar, 2006; Seifert, Yukl, &
McDonald, 2003; Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). The findings on feedback-reactions
relationship are mixed in general.

One plausible explanation for the observed inconsistencies concerning
feedback effectiveness on both performance and reactions could be the fact that
feedback is a dynamic process influenced by a number of factors, such as the source,
recipient, organizational climate and culture, sign of feedback, etc. Majority of the
studies on feedback effectiveness have focused especially on feedback sign
(positive/negative) (e.g., Bono & Colbert, 2005; Brett & Atwater, 2001), feedback
source (e.g., Brett and Atwater, 2001; Seifert, Yukl, & McDonald, 2003), and
feedback recipient (e.g., Atwater, Roush, & Fischthal, 1995; Smither, Walker, &
Yap, 2004).

Another factor on effectiveness of feedback, which has not been extensively
and directly studied, is the feedback-delivery method or the medium of feedback.
The existing literature suggests that feedback-delivery method might affect the



perceptions about the accuracy and utility of feedback (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000;
Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). It was found that when verbal feedback took place
appropriately (e.g., allowing the ratees to participate in the feedback process), it was
superior to written feedback on both job performance and user reactions (Nemeroff
& Cosentino, 1979; Seifert, Yukl, & McDonald, 2003; Walker & Smither, 1999).

Finding the most effective and efficient way to convey feedback is important
to maximize the benefits of the feedback for both the recipient and the organization.
Hence an important purpose of the present study was to compare the effects of two
different modes of communication (i.e., “written-only” and “written plus verbal”) on
both job performance and user reactions (i.e., both feedback providers and recipients)
in the Turkish context.

When the feedback literature was examined, it was observed that most of the
studies on the effectiveness of feedback on performance and user reactions were
conducted in the western cultures. However, the research on feedback effectiveness
is quite scarce in the eastern cultures like Turkey, where performance feedback is not
a typical part of performance appraisal systems.

Therefore, the present study aimed to investigate the effects of feedback-
delivery method, which is not extensively and directly investigated in the literature,
on job performance and reactions (both utility and affective reactions) toward the
feedback process in Turkey. It was expected that written plus verbal feedback would
be more effective than written-only feedback on both job performance and user
reactions. The study was conducted in the Turkish Armed Forces, which is known to
be an organization with a learning and development orientation. Currently, the
organization is aiming to improve its performance management and promotion
system. Hence, finding a better way of providing performance feedback could
contribute to the organization’s effort to improve its performance management
system.

This study is expected to contribute to the emerging local literature on

performance management in Turkey and, perhaps, reinforce what we already know



about the effects of feedback on both job performance and user reactions, which has
traditionally been studied in the western cultures.

In the following sections of this introduction, first a brief summary of the
literature on performance appraisal and feedback is presented. Then, empirical
evidence about the effects of feedback on job performance and user reactions and the
factors influencing the effectiveness of feedback are briefly overviewed. Finally, the

hypotheses of the study are introduced.

1.2 Significance and Purpose of Performance Appraisals

Performance appraisal (PA) refers to the process including evaluation and
development of an employee’s job performance (Fletcher & Perry, 2001) and
improving organizational productivity (Martin & Bartol, 1986). The purpose of PA is
to determine the employee’s current job performance level and also his/her potential
to improve it (Fletcher & Perry, 2001). Therefore, PA results not only reflect
employees’ past performance, but also it is a powerful predictor of future
performance (Bretz, Milkovich, & Read, 1992).

PA information is used to make both between and within employees
distinctions in organizations, and also fulfills organizational needs such as system
maintenance —“‘uses of PA to implement and evaluate human resource systems in
organizations”, and documentation —“uses of PA to document or justify personnel
decisions” (Cleveland, Murphy, & Williams, 1989 p. 132). Accordingly,
organizations use PAs for two major purposes: administrative and developmental.
Administrative purposes involve determining salary levels, promotions etc.;
developmental purposes involve feedback, motivating and coaching the employees to
improve their subsequent job performance. Cleveland et al. (1989) found that
organizations used performance appraisal results for especially salary administration,
feedback, and determination of strengths and weaknesses, respectively. That is,
organizations paid more attention to between and within-individuals distinctions than
organizational needs such as system maintenance and documentation in performance

appraisals.



Separating the developmental purposes from the administrative purposes
increases the effectiveness of the system (Silverman, Pogson, & Cober, 2005). As
opposed to the old literature findings (McGregor, 1957; Sashkin, 1981; Sloan &
Johnson, 1968), the findings of Cleveland et al. indicated that a single performance
appraisal system could be used for more than one purpose within an organization.
Additionally, they stated that for different purposes using different parts of the same
system might be more useful than using an overall system to gain expected results
from the system.

The most important function of a PA system is to evaluate employees’ job
performance accurately, clearly, and justly. Only this way PA becomes an effective
developmental tool and results in expected positive effects such as improved job
performance and positive user reactions. A well-structured PA system plays an
important role in increasing motivation, satisfaction, commitment and productivity of
employees in four major ways: developing strategies consistent with the
organization’s vision, making decisions about employees based on justice and
equality, determining training and development needs, improving relationship based
on open communication and trust (Aycan, 2002).

Because of its importance, PA is still one of the most widely researched areas
for industrial and organizational psychologists and researchers. Over time,
performance appraisal process has moved away from a one-dimensional perspective
in which common feedback source was superiors, to a multiple-dimensional
perspective with the existence of multi-source feedback in which performance
ratings came from more than one source in the organization (Ludeman, 2000).

Multi-source feedback, which is often referred to as 360-degree feedback, is a
performance management approach including performance evaluations from
different sources (i.e., supervisors, subordinates, peers, customers, and self-
generated) in an organization. The availability of both upward and downward
feedback is the power behind the multi-source feedback process (Brett & Atwater,
2001; Fletcher & Perry, 2001; London & Smither, 1995; Wimer, 2002). A multi-

source feedback system provides employees opportunities for increasing self-



awareness concerning their performance by comparing evaluations from different
perspectives, resulting in improvements in subsequent job performance (Fletcher &
Perry, 2001, Hazucha, Hezlett, & Schneider, 1993; London & Smither, 1995;
Ludeman, 2000; Mount, Judge, Scullen, Sytsma, & Hezlett, 1998; Seifert, Yukl, &
McDonald, 2003; Shipper, Hoffmon, & Rotondo, 2004; Walker & Smither, 1999).
Employees could learn how their performance is perceived by others in the same
organization and they could find solutions for improvement on performance and
organizational development more easily (London & Smither, 1995; Tornow 1993;
Wimer, 2002).

As seen from the above explanations, multi-source feedback is used
especially for developmental purposes rather than administrative purposes (Bono &
Colbert, 2005; Mount, Judge, Scullen, Sytsma, & Hezlett, 1998 & Tornow, 1993).
For developmental purposes, performance appraisal process includes discussion
sessions for reviewing existing performance, setting goals and developing action
plans, motivating employees to maintain and/or improve their performance, so
encouraging development (Meyer, Kay, & French, 1965; Sloan & Johnson, 1968).
Therefore, with the popularity of 360-degree feedback approach, providing
performance feedback has been receiving increased attention in performance

appraisal process.

1.3 Performance Appraisals for Feedback Purposes

PAs are necessary for employees “who want to know where they stand and
what they must do to improve” (Vinson, 1996, p.11). No matter how performance
appraisal results are objective and accurate, improving performance would not be
possible unless a sound feedback system is established (Bretz, Milkovich, & Read,
1992; Wilson, 1997). Performance feedback has an important role in motivation,
development, career planning and performance management (London, 2003).

In order to produce expected behavioral change, feedback should be given
with great care; it should be good, honest, well-expressed, and specific (Wilson,

1997). The effective feedback session involves managers and employees identifying



problem areas, producing solutions, developing action plans, and setting specific
improvement goals. When employees learn how well they are performing on their
jobs and their current level of skill mastery, they can see their strengths as well as
weaknesses, therefore it may be easier to deal with problematic areas and maintain
and/or improve performance. On the other hand, serious consequences may occur for
both the individual and the organization when the employees fail to respond to the
feedback. Employees can not achieve the expected behavior change and they become
less productive and less effective for the organization (Silverman, Pogson, & Cober,
2005).

Feedback is an information exchange process in which the purpose is to
review the current performance with the aim of encouraging the subsequent
performance (London, 2003; London & Smither, 2002; Williams, Walker, &
Fletcher, 1977). That is, feedback is usually conducted to inform employees about
the level and the quality of their current job performance, to address issues which are
expected to correct or continue, to reinforce them for tasks well done, and to assist
them in the areas where improvements are required, in sum to help them maintain
and/or improve their performance (London & Smither, 2002; Martin & Bartol,
1986). Ilgen, Fisher, and Taylor (1979) investigated the relationship between
feedback and behavior change within four stages. First, the employee perceives the
feedback, then s/he believes the objectivity of feedback, third s/he intends to respond
to the feedback and last one s/he attempts to change inappropriate behavior.

Based on the literature above, feedback is expected to result in performance
improvement. In the following section, studies on feedback effectiveness are

reviewed.

1.4 Effects of Feedback on Job Performance and User Reactions

The relationships between feedback and both job performance and user
reactions have been an important topic for industrial and organizational psychology.
There are numerous studies examining the effects of feedback on job performance

(e.g., Atwater, Waldman, Atwater, & Cartier, 2000; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Reilly,



Smither, & Vasilopoulos, 1996; Seifert, Yukl, & McDonald 2003; Smither, London,
& Reilly, 2005; Smither, Wohlers, & London, 1995; Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004)
and on user reactions which have not been studied as many as job performance (e.g.,
Bono & Colbert, 2005; Brett & Atwater, 2001; Cawley, Keeping, & Levy, 1998;
Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Jawahar, 2006; Seifert, Yukl, & McDonald, 2003;
Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005; Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). Especially, the
meta-analysis of Kluger and DeNisi (1996) is one of the most important studies
deserving more attention on effectiveness of feedback. Nevertheless, these studies
involve some inconsistencies about the effects of feedback on job performance and
user reactions because of the complexity of feedback itself, factors affecting the
feedback process, or some other limitations (Bono & Colbert, 2005; Brett & Atwater,
2001; Early, 1986; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996).

Some researchers report that feedback improves subsequent job performance
(Atwater, Roush, & Fischthal, 1995; Hazucha, Hezlett, & Schneider, 1993; London
& Smither, 1995; Mount, Judge, Scullen, Sytsma, & Hezlett, 1998; Seifert, Yukl, &
McDonald, 2003; Shipper, Hoffmon, & Rotondo, 2004; Walker & Smither, 1999).
Feedback was not only an informative but also a motivational process to improve job
performance (Erez, 1977; llgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979; Locke, Shaw, Saari, &
Latham, 1981; Pearson, 1991). That is, performance feedback has both motivational
and cognitive elements that can enhance employee motivation, satisfaction,
productivity, and job performance. As consistent with Ilgen et al. (1979), Kluger and
DeNisi (1996) found that when employees expected that the feedback they received
would result in desired outcomes for them; they were more likely to respond more
favorably toward the feedback. Atwater, Roush, and Fischthal (1995) found that in
an upward feedback process, following the feedback by their subordinates, feedback
recipients’ perceptions about their performance came closer to the subordinates’
perceptions and also their performance increased.

Contrary to the above findings, others state that feedback does not always
enhance subsequent job performance (Atwater, Waldman, Atwater, & Cartier, 2000;

Dorman, Stephan, & Loveland, 1986; Kay, Meyer, & French, 1965; Reilly, Smither,



& Vasilopoulos, 1996; Waldersee & Luthans, 1994). Reilly, Smither, and
Vasilopoulos (1996) found that there was a little difference between feedback and
no-feedback groups in terms of improvement on job performance. It was found that
when they perceived performance appraisal results as biased and irrelevant,
subordinates’ defensiveness might increase and this resulted in no improvement in
their performance (Fried, Tiegs, and Bellamy, 1992; Kay, Meyer, & French, 1965;
Vinson, 1996). Kay et al. (1965) found that in the feedback process when
subordinates felt threatened, they became less favorable toward the performance
appraisal and feedback processes and there was not much improvement on
performance. Emphasizing performance improvement by the supervisors did not lead
to an improvement in the employees’ subsequent job performance (Dorfman et al.,
1986). Also, Atwater et al. (2000) found that upward feedback did not lead to
improvement on managerial job performance.

There are also studies with mixed results about the effects of feedback on job
performance (e.g., Becker & Klimoski, 1989; Kluger, & DeNisi, 1996; Smither,
London, & Reilly, 2005; Smither, Wohlers, & London, 1995). In their meta-analysis
Kluger and DeNisi (1996) found that whereas feedback increased job performance
on average, in over one third of the cases feedback caused a decrease in employee
performance. They indicated that when employees received negative feedback, rather
than being motivated, they often became demoralized and did not engage in any
attempt to improve their performance, especially when the feedback focused on the
person rather than the task itself. Smither, London, and Reilly (2005) conducted a
meta-analysis of longitudinal studies of multi-source feedback in order to investigate
the effects of feedback on subsequent performance. Despite their effects were small,
feedback from direct reports, peers, and supervisors resulted in improvement on
performance in the studies included in this meta-analysis.

Similar to the research findings on job performance, the studies on the
relationship between performance feedback and user reactions indicated that

feedback could have resulted in different reactions because of a number of factors



(Bono & Colbert, 2005; Brett & Atwater, 2001; Cawley, Keeping, & Levy, 1998;
Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004; Jawahar, 2006).

As it is seen in all these findings, empirical evidence concerning the effects of
feedback on performance and reactions is mixed. Organizations need to have
information about the situations in which performance appraisal results have critical
importance, which conditions are necessary for effective and supportive feedback
and which factors affect these conditions (Fedor, Rensvold, & Adams, 1992; Fletcher
& Perry 2001). Therefore, studying the factors playing role in feedback process may
contribute to our understanding. In the following sections these factors and their roles

in the feedback process are discussed.

1.4.1 Factors Influencing the Effectiveness of Feedback

Effectiveness of feedback refers to both how well feedback motivates the
employees to maintain and/or improve their job performance and how well it plays
role on employee perceptions of usefulness and enjoyment of feedback process.

There are a numerous factors influencing effectiveness of feedback. Smither,
London, and Reilly (2005) suggested that it is time to investigate under which
conditions and for whom feedback system is more effective rather than investigating
whether it works or not. They indicated a new theoretical model suggesting that
multi-source feedback was affected some employees to improve their performance
more than others and some variables play important role in the likelihood of
performance improvement following the feedback. Based on this information, they
suggested a theoretical framework (see Figure 1) describing eight major factors
which had an impact on behavioral change and improvement following the multi-
source feedback. These factors are characteristics of the feedback (e.g., frequency of
feedback, feedback sign etc.), initial reactions to the feedback, feedback orientation
and personality (e.g., characteristics of feedback source and recipient), beliefs about

change and perceived need for change, and, goal setting, and taking action.
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Source: J.W. Smither, M. London, & R. R. Reilly (2005). Does performance improve
following multi-source feedback? A theoretical model, meta-analysis, and review of

empirical findings. Personnel Psychology, 58, 33-66.

Figure 1. Theoretical Model for Understanding Performance Improvement

Following Multi-Source Feedback.

Based on their framework, Smither et al. (2005) indicated that reactions
toward feedback were affected by perceptions of accuracy and credibility of
feedback information and usefulness of feedback. The more feedback information
was perceived as accurate and credible, the more it was perceived as useful and the
more employees attempt to improve. There is a significant relationship between
effectiveness of feedback and employee beliefs about receiving clear and meaningful
feedback (accuracy of feedback) (Fried, Tiegs, & Bellamy, 1992; Kay, Meyer, &
French, 1965; Sargeant, Mann, & Ferrior, 2005). Similarly, Podsakoff and Farh
(1989) found that feedback credibility had a positive effect on subsequent job
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performance. Kinicki, Wu, Prussia, and McKee-Ryan (2004) found that the
perceived accuracy of feedback was positively related to the desire to respond to
feedback. That is, the more employees perceived the feedback as being accurate, the
more they engaged in attempts to respond to feedback.

According to their framework, Smither et al. (2005) also indicated that
acceptance of feedback and need for behavioral chance might not always result in
performance improvement because of the employees’ idea that behavioral change is
impossible and does not lead to improvement in performance. Perceiving a need for
behavioral change based on the feedback and receiving unfavorable feedback could
make employees highly motivated to set goals and take action plans. It was found
that feedback was a necessary but not sufficient condition to improve job
performance unless specific goals were determined in the feedback process (Locke et
al., 1981 & Erez, 1977). Feedback with goal setting resulted in an improvement on
performance especially when the feedback information was difficult to be interpreted
without an externaly set goal, but it was less than the expected level (Kluger &
DeNisi, 1996).

Silverman, Pogson, and Cober (2005) pointed out that positive improvements
on performance after receiving feedback depended on some individual antecedents
(i.e., awareness, sense of necessity, confronting change, willingness for feedback,
and development orientation) and organizational antecedents (i.e., organizational
alignment, feedback environment, individual growth opportunities, accountability,
and compensation system). These antecedents direct the employees during the
feedback process and affect their responses to the feedback. The stronger these
antecedents are, the more employees attempt to change their behavior.

Jawahar (2006) investigated the predictors and consequences of employee
satisfaction with the appraisal feedback. He found that employee satisfaction with the
rater and performance ratings had an important effect on employee satisfaction with
the feedback process. Further, employee satisfaction with the feedback process
resulted in high organizational commitment and job satisfaction, and less turnover

intentions.
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Furthermore, in their meta-analysis, Kluger and DeNisi (1996) investigated
moderator effects between feedback and performance. For example, the nature of
task and the mastery level of task were found to have a moderating effect on
feedback effectiveness on performance but this effect was weak. The effects of
feedback were more positive on simple-task performance than complex-task
performance. Jacoby, Mazursky, Troutman, and Kuss (1984) noted that there was a
direct relationship between type of feedback and type of task, for example they found
that for cognitive and complex tasks cognitive feedback —“the information describing
the accuracy and correctness of the response”— as opposed to outcome feedback —
“the information regarding how and why that underlies this accuracy”— (Jacoby et
al., p. 531) was the most effective feedback type. If the relevant type of feedback was
not used, feedback did not result in the expected improvement on performance.
Kluger and DeNisi (1996) found also some unexpected results; several task
dimesions had a moderating effect on performance. For example, physical tasks and
following rules tasks yielded weaker feedback effects, and memory tasks yielded
stronger feedback effects.

Ilgen, Fisher, and Taylor (1979), and Smither, Wohler, and London (1995)
summarized the factors influencing effectiveness of feedback in five major groups:
(1) characteristics of feedback-provider, (2) characteristics of feedback-recipient, (3)
information value of the feedback, (4) nature of the feedback, and (5) context.

Due to the high degree of relationships between these factors, studying their
effects on feedback is interesting but also more complex and difficult. In order to
make their effects clear on feedback, under these five themes stated above, there are
numerous studies focusing on more specific factors such as timing and frequency of
feedback (e.g., Chhokar &Wallin, 1984; Reid & Parsons, 1996), feedback sign
(positive/negative) (e.g., Bono & Colbert, 2005; Brett & Atwater, 2001; Fried, Tiegs,
& Bellamy, 1992; Podsakoff & Farh, 1989; Walker & Smither, 1999; Hazucha,
Hezlett, & Schneider, 1993), feedback source (e.g., Brett & Atwater, 2001; Bono &
Colbert, 2005; Smither, London, Flautt, Vargas, & Kucine, 2003; Seifert, Yukl, &
McDonald, 2003; Smither, Walker, &Yap, 2004), feedback recipient (e.g.,
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McFarland & Miller, 1994; Smither, Wohler, & London, 1995; Smither, Walker, &
Yap, 2004; Vancouver & Morrison, 1995), cultural factors as power distance and
individualism-collectivism (e.g., Early, 1986; Fletcher & Perry, 2001; Hofstede &
Hofstede, 2005; Rondeau, 1992), supervisor-subordinate communication (e.g.,
Cannon & Witherspoon, 2005; Fried, Bellamy, & Tiegs, 1992; Hazucha, Hezlett, &
Schneider, 1993; Wilson, 1997), employee participation in feedback process (e.g.,
Cawley, Keeping, & Levy, 1998; Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Kikoski, 1999; Murphy
& Cleveland, 1995), medium of feedback (e.g., Antonioni, 1995; Kikoski, 1999;
Nemeroff & Cosentino, 1979; Seifert, Yukl, & McDonald, 2003; Walker & Smither,
1999), and rater training-feedback training (e.g., Bracken, 1994; Hazucha, Hezlett,
& Schneider, 1993; Martin & Bartol, 1986; Pearce & Porter, 1986).

1.4.1.1 Timing and Frequency of Feedback

Although timing and frequency of feedback are important factors influencing
feedback effectiveness, there are few recent studies that have extensively
investigated their effects on feedback.

Kinicki, Wu, Prussia, and McKee-Ryan (2004) found that the feedback-rich
environment in which employees received frequent, specific, and positive feedback
was positively related to the perceived accuracy of feedback. Feedback became more
effective when it was delivered immediately after poor/inadequate performance as
the feedback recipients were more able to easily see the relationship between their
current performance, feedback and the expected performance (Ilgen et al., 1979;
Reid & Parsons, 1996). Martin and Bartol (1986) noted that an effective feedback
should be continuous, consistent and conveyed immediately after the employee
completed or failed to complete the task. Reid and Parsons (1996) compared
immediate verbal feedback with delayed verbal feedback and found similar results
with Ilgen et al. (1979), and Martin and Bartol (1986). In their study, immediate
feedback referred to the feedback given immediately after observing the target
performance, delayed feedback referred to the feedback given between two or seven

days after the observation. Participants were asked to choose type of feedback before
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receiving the feedback and after they received both types of feedback they were also
asked that which type of feedback they would like to receive in the future. The
results indicated that participants, both before and after receiving feedback,
consistently preferred immediate feedback over delayed feedback. Reid and Parsons
1996) concluded that feedback should be immediately given after observing the
employee performance and that immediate verbal feedback was a more acceptable
procedure for feedback recipients than delayed verbal feedback.

Nelson and Hay (1976) compared random feedback with contingent feedback
and they found that random feedback produced significantly higher ratings of
arithmetic problem completion than contingent feedback for third-grade children.
Cook (1967) assessed the effect of feedback frequency in two contexts: an
experimental study and a field study. The results of both studies indicated that there
was a significant and direct relationship between frequency of feedback and both
feedback recipients’ job performance and their attitudes toward feedback. In the
experimental context, the average attitude ratings and performance ratings were
highest for the participants who had received quarterly feedback, which was given
after each quarter of the task including 12 quarters, and lowest for the participants in
no feedback condition. Similarly, the field study results indicated that the average of
the attitude ratings by feedback recipients was highest for daily feedback and lowest
for annual reports. Also, feedback recipients’ job performance was highest for
weekly feedback condition and lowest for annual feedback condition.

In another study, Cook (1967) found similar results; she demonstrated that
feedback frequency was directly related to the interest and satisfaction (attitude) of
feedback recipients. Feedback recipients’ interest and satisfaction were highest for
quarterly feedback condition than annual feedback or no feedback condition,
respectively. Frequency of feedback also had a direct effect on the degree of success
or failure in job performance. Feedback recipients’ job performance in quarterly
feedback condition showed more improvements than feedback recipients’

performance in annual feedback or no feedback conditions.
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Contrary to the findings discussed above, Chhokar and Wallin (1984) found
that frequency of feedback did not have a significant effect on job performance.
More frequent feedback (once a week) did not result in more improvement on
performance than less frequent feedback (once every 2 weeks). This shows that,
feedback time and feedback frequency issue needs more research attention to clarify
their effects on subsequent performance.

At this point, it may be useful to note that the purpose of feedback is an
important determinant of time and frequency of feedback; for example, Murphy and
Cleveland (1995) stated that for developmental purposes feedback may be necessary

every 3 to 6 months, or even more often depending on the task.

1.4.1.2 Feedback Sign

Feedback sign is the most important feedback characteristics that affect
employee responses to feedback (Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). It concerns the
extent to which feedback provided is positive or negative. Positive feedback
indicates that the recipient’s performance is sufficient or/and successful, and the
recipient is acknowledged and supported to maintain his/her successful performance.
On the other hand, negative (corrective) feedback indicates that the recipient’s
performance is insufficient and not meeting the expectations and the employee is
encouraged and motivated to improve his/her performance. In a negative feedback
process suggestions and specific goals are determined to make the person more
knowledgeable about his/her insufficient weaknesses, clear up job problems, and
eventually improve his/her job performance.

There are mixed results about the effects of feedback sign on performance
and employee reactions. Feedback sign has a significant effect on subordinate
reactions, responses to the feedback, and acceptance of message in the feedback
process (Fedor, Eder, & Buckley, 1989; Ilgen et al., 1979). There is a positive
relationship between the level of performance ratings and satisfaction with the
feedback (Jawahar, 2006). Negative reactions toward feedback negatively related to

employee motivation to improve subsequent performance. That is, when
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subordinates reacted unfavorably to the feedback they received, their motivation
decreased to improve their performance. Subordinates’ reactions were more
favorable to the feedback when feedback was positive (Bono & Colbert, 2005; Brett
& Atwater, 2001; Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996), positive
feedback resulted in high satisfaction with the appraisal and feedback process
(Dipboye & de Pontbriand, 1981; Podsakoff & Farh, 1989).

Moderately positive feedback improves self-efficacy, cognitive processes and
job performance more than moderately negative feedback (Bandura & Jourden,
1991). Liden and Mitchell (1985) found that negative feedback resulted in a decrease
in performance. Negative feedback and criticism negatively affected the achievement
of goals set in the feedback session (Kay & French, 1965). Brett and Atwater (2001)
found a direct association between positive reactions and attempts for development.
However, the same relationship was not found between negative reactions and
attempts for development. Employees reacted less positively to negative feedback
especially when their self-ratings were higher than ratings from other sources. They
become demoralized, thought the feedback process as biased and ineffective, and
they would not engage in any attempts to improve their performance. Negative
feedback led to a decrease on self-efficacy and performance in contrast to more
positive feedback condition (Bandura & Jourden, 1991).

Negative reactions toward feedback did not significantly affect the employee
motivation to improve performance (Bono & Colbert, 2005). Bono and Colbert
(2005) found that when there was an agreement between self-ratings and ratings
from others and the ratings were high, employees’ satisfaction with the feedback was
also higher than the condition that ratings were in agreement and low. Furthermore,
there was a direct and positive relationship between sign of the ratings from other
source regardless of self-ratings and employee satisfaction with the feedback. These
two findings highlighted the independent effects of agreement and sign of feedback
on satisfaction with the feedback. The higher the ratings from other sources, the more
satisfied the employee with the feedback. These results were consistent with those of

Brett and Atwater (2001), which suggested that feedback might be the least effective
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for employees who needed it most. The discrepant and negative feedback resulted in
high goal commitment and increased motivation to improve job performance for the
employees who were on high core self-evaluations only. However, it was not the
case for the employees who were moderate or low on core self-evaluations which are
enduring evaluations of individuals about themselves. Bono and Colbert (2005)
concluded that employees high on core self-evaluations were highly motivated to
develop themselves, because they believed that they were capable of improvement
and they could change the other ratings as consistent with their self-ratings.

On the other hand, Brett and Atwater (2001) and Fried, Tiegs, and Bellamy
(1992) found that positive feedback did not result in favorable behaviors toward the
feedback process, it only prevented negative reactions. However, Podsakoff and Farh
(1989) found that negative feedback enhanced the subsequent job performance.
Employees who received negative feedback increased their subsequent job
performance more than the employees who received positive feedback or no
feedback. It is likely that employees receiving negative feedback became dissatisfied
with their performance level and became motivated to perform better and adopted
goals to improve their performance. On the other hand, employees receiving positive
feedback did not attempt to improve their job performance probably because with
positive feedback they thought that their performance was sufficient and there was
no need for further improvement.

In their study, which investigated the effects of 360-degree feedback,
Hazucha, Hezlett, and Schneider (1993) found that the managers who received
unfavorable feedback were likely to exert more effort for development than the
managers who received favorable feedback. Similarly, Smither, Wohler, and London
(1995) found that managers who received low-to-moderate ratings improved their
performance within 6 months. Wofford and Goodwin (1990) found that initial
negative feedback produced a variety of cognitive processes such as information
processing, evaluation and attribution, and also changes in feedback recipients’
decision styles more than initial positive feedback. They concluded that this could

have resulted from the fact that following negative feedback, an employee begins to
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cognitively search for new solutions and strategies to improve his/her performance.
Employees receiving repeated negative feedback engaged in decision styles and
cognitive processes (i.e., script, strategy, evaluation, expectation, and attribution)
more than did employees receiving repeated positive feedback or no feedback.
Walker and Smither (1999) indicated that there was a higher improvement in
performance when negative or average ratings were given initially than the condition
in which employees received positive ratings.

It is also concluded that positive feedback may have a harmful effect on job
performance on routine tasks. In his Closed Loop Model of Self Regulation Kanfer
(as cited in Waldersee and Luthans, 1994, p. 34) hypothesized that “positive
feedback my actually disrupt performance of behaviors which are very highly
learned and controlled by habit.” Waldersee and Luthans (1994) found that there was
less improvement in performance of employees working on a routine task who had
received positive feedback than employees who had received corrective feedback or
no feedback. Similarly, Waldersee and Luthans (1994) also found that corrective
feedback and no feedback groups did not show any difference in their performance
improvement levels, and initial performance improvement of corrective feedback
group disappeared over time, that is, the effects of corrective feedback was not found
to be permanent. Waldersee and Luthans (1994) also investigated non-performance
outcomes of the feedback and found that in both positive and negative feedback
conditions, employees’ satisfaction with supervision significantly decreased.
Furthermore, although the negative feedback group employees’ organizational
commitment did not significantly decrease, their psychological distance with the
supervisors increased. Waldersee and Luthans (1994) added that these results might
have been due to studying on only routine tasks in the study.

Lam, Yik, and Schaubroeck (2002) found that negative feedback did not
result in lower perceptions of organizational justice, organizational commitment and
job satisfaction in the short run, which was less than three months. On the other
hand, positive feedback led to increased perceptions of organizational justice,

organizational commitment and job satisfaction. As opposed to Lam et al. (2002),
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Pearce and Porter (1986) found that employees’ commitment and positive attitudes
toward the organization significantly dropped when they learned that they had been
rated relatively low. However, the below-average ratings did not result in negative
employees perceptions toward the appraisal system in this study. Pearce and Porter
(1986) noted that because ratings were not used for pay increases, the employees
might have minimized the importance of appraisal results; hence, they might not
have reacted negatively to the negative ratings. From this, one can concluded that the
effects of feedback sign on employee reactions depend on the purpose of the
performance appraisal. Other studies have also revealed that performance appraisal
may have a different effect on job performance and reactions based on its purpose
(e.g., Cleveland, Murphy, & Williams, 1989; McGregor, 1957; Sashkin, 1981; Sloan
& Johnson, 1968; Wilson, 1997). Wilson (1997) pointed out that the purpose of
feedback had an important role in employee perceptions and responses to the
feedback. Employees become more receptive to negative feedback if its purpose is
developmental, because employees prefer accurate ratings rather than high ratings
(Toegel & Conger, 2003). On the other hand, when feedback is used for appraisal
(i.e., administrative) purposes, their receptiveness to negative feedback decreases.
Steelman and Rutkowski (2004) investigated the effects of negative feedback,
which was provided for developmental purposes rather than administrative purposes,
on satisfaction with the feedback and employee motivation to improve. They found
that under certain conditions (i.e., existence of positive contextual factors) negative
feedback could result in positive outcomes for employees. Contextual factors such as
source credibility, feedback quality and feedback delivery could minimize the
unfavorable reactions toward negative feedback. These contextual variables had a
larger and direct effect on satisfaction with the feedback and motivation to improve
than did the negative feedback itself. Also, these three contextual variables had a
moderator effect between unfavorable feedback and motivation to improve, but did
not have a moderator effect between unfavorable feedback and satisfaction with the
feedback. Based on these findings, it can be concluded that employees are most

motivated to improve subsequent job performance when they received the
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unfavorable feedback from a credible source, in high feedback quality, and in a
considerate and constructive manner, and when the feedback was for developmental
purposes. Maiga and Jacobs (2005) found that there was a positive relationship
between feedback and performance, as the quality of feedback increased, the quality
of performance increased.

Sign of feedback from other source, and similarities and discrepancies
between self ratings and other ratings had an effect on employee reactions (Bono &
Colbert, 2005). London and Smither (1995) pointed out that even if the feedback is
negative, if all evaluations from all sources are consistent with each other, the ratings
are perceived as accurate and unbiased; feedback recipients don’t react negatively
toward the feedback and they use information gained in feedback process to guide
their work behaviors to enhance performance.

As can be seen from the above discussions, feedback sign is one of the most
important factors whose effects on performance and reactions were extensively
studied. However, it is still hard to have widely accepted results on effects of
feedback sign. Addition to feedback sign, some other factors were found to play an
important role on effectiveness of feedback on performance and reactions. In the

following section, feedback source which is one of these factors is discussed.

1.4.1.3 Feedback Source

Feedback source is another important factor on feedback utilization as it has
an effect on feedback recipients’ acceptance of performance appraisal results, their
desire to respond, and also their perceptions about feedback message and its utility
(Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979). In short, there is an association between feedback
source and reactions toward feedback (Bono & Colbert, 2005). There is a positive
and direct relationship between the satisfaction with the feedback source and the
satisfaction with the performance feedback (Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Jawahar,
2006; Nemeroff & Wexley, 1979).

Feedback-provider should be the person who knows the employee and his/her

job the best, who is supportive, and who makes the employee feel comfortable in the
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feedback process. When performance feedback is given in an appropriate way and by
an appropriate source, who is perceived to be an expert and an -effective
communicator, there is an increase on task knowledge of feedback recipient (Wimer,
2002). The credibility of feedback source has an influence on feedback effectiveness
(Smither, Wohler, & London, 1995). Kinicki, Wu, Prussia, and McKee-Ryan (2004)
found that employees perceived feedback as being more accurate when it came from
a trustworthy and competent supervisor. Feedback recipients’ perceptions about
expertise, objectivity, creativity, power, and paternalist behaviors of feedback source
affected feedback credibility and its acceptance even if feedback sign was negative
(Fedor, Rensvold, & Adams, 1992).

Feedback source affects not only employee perceptions but also their
behavioral changes following the feedback. There was a positive relationship
between source credibility and employee’s desire to respond and also between the
desire to respond and their subsequent job performance (Kinicki, Wu, Prussia, &
McKee-Ryan, 2004). Northcraft and Early (1989) found that feedback source might
directly lead to behavioral change by motivating them to improve their performance.
Highly motivated people believed that the feedback would be useful to improve job
performance, so they worked hard to maintain and/or improve their performance
more than did less motivated employees did.

Furthermore, feedback provider’s position in the organization plays an
important role. Becker and Klimoski (1989) reported that when feedback was given
by a supervisor there was higher degree of positive relationship between feedback
and subsequent job performance than when feedback was given by peers or by the
self. Brett and Atwater (2001) found that the impact of feedback delivered by
supervisors and peers was higher than the impact of direct reports on employee
reactions toward the feedback, and that employees perceived high ratings as to be
more accurate when they were delivered by supervisors and direct reports than by
peers. They found that the performance ratings from supervisors and direct reports
were found to be significantly accurate, but peers ratings were not. Also, feedback

from direct reports was not found to be as effective as feedback from supervisors and
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peers on reactions of feedback recipients. Even if there was a high discrepancy
between self-ratings and other ratings, it was more likely that this discrepancy
resulted in high motivation to improve, when other ratings came from a superior who
had an effect on salary decisions, promotions etc. (Bono & Colbert, 2005).

Brett and Atwater (2001) found that employees showed stronger reactions,
such as anger and discouragement, toward the negative feedback from supervisors
and peers than ratings from subordinates and direct reports. Ashford (1993) found
that regarding experience, manager employees were more likely to pay attention to
ratings especially from their supervisors. Ashford also found that regardless of
experience, performance ratings from supervisors were more important than ratings
from co-workers or self observations for the evaluated employees. On the other hand,
if the content of feedback message about their performance and career-development
was negative, for the evaluated employees their co-workers’ actions (opposed to their
words) became more effective on their perceptions and work behaviors.

There are also positive relationships between demographic characteristics of
the raters and their effects on feedback. Smither, Walker, and Yap (2004) examined
the correlations between rater characteristics and ratings, and found that older raters,
raters with high tenure, and raters with high work responsibility, tended to give more
favorable ratings to their subordinates. Fletcher, Baldry, and Cunninghamm (1998)
investigated raters’ age, education level, tenure, length of the time working with/for
the feedback recipient and the amount of contact with the recipient. They found that
there was a significant and positive correlation between the favorability of feedback
and raters’ age and tenure when feedback was given by peers. Furthermore the
favorability of feedback had a negative association with the age of raters who were
managers of the ratees.

Another important factor on the positive relationship between satisfaction
with the feedback process and future performance was supervisory status (Jawahar,
2006). That is, the relationship between satisfaction with the appraisal feedback and
future performance was valid for the managers only in the status that they both

receive and provide feedback in the same process. These managers could manage the
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feedback process more easily, because they had chance to see the process from both
sides (i.e., feedback provider and feedback recipient) and had a better understanding
of the feedback process.

Antonioni (1996) pointed out that working with a feedback facilitator such as
a consultant or a human resource professional instead of a supervisor might be more
effective to make employees feel more comfortable during the feedback process, and
persuade them to believe accuracy, necessity and utility of feedback. It was also
found that managers receiving feedback from an executive coach were more likely
than the others to set specific goals (instead of vague goals) to maintain and/or
improve their job performance (Smither, London, Flautt, Vargas, & Kucine, 2003).
Seifert, Yukl, and McDonald (2003) also found that feedback facilitator, especially if
s/he was not feedback recipient’s boss, directly affected the perceptions on the utility
of feedback and performance improvement. When feedback was given by a
supportive facilitator, feedback recipients’ believes on feedback utility and their

motivation to improve job performance increased.

1.4.1.4 Feedback Recipient

It is found that both situational and personal factors (individual differences)
are effective in subordinate interpretations of feedback information, reactions, and
responses to supervisor feedback (Fedor, Eder, & Buckly, 1989; Ilgen, Fisher, &
Taylor, 1979; Yammarino & Dubinsky, 1992). According to Podsakoff and Farh
(1989), a self-evaluative mechanism mediates the relationship between individual
reactions and feedback.

Self-esteem of feedback recipient has been shown to be an important factor in
feedback process. Ilgen, Fisher, and Taylor (1979) noted that employees with higher
self-esteem paid more attention to their own self-perceptions rather than their job
environment. Also they found that, when employees with high self-esteem received
positive feedback, they attempted to improve their job performance more than the
employees with low self-esteem, but when low self esteem employees received

negative feedback, there was a decrease in their job performance. Vancouver and
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Morrison (1995) found that when determining whether to ask for feedback,
employees with low self-esteem were more likely to be affected by the quality of
their relationship with the source. On the other hand, this was not the case for reward
power of the source. That is, feedback recipients were influenced by the source’s
reward power regardless of their self-esteem level. Vancouver and Morrison (1995)
also found a positive relationship between feedback recipients’ needs for
achievement and likelihood of being influenced by source expertise. When
determining whether to ask for feedback, employees with high need for achievement
were affected by source expertise more than did employees with low need for
achievement.

Another positive relationship was found between the probability of asking for
feedback and the reward power of feedback source especially when feedback
recipients had high performance expectations (Vancouver & Morrison, 1995).
However, for feedback recipients with low performance expectations, the hypothesis
that the reward power of source negatively affected the probability of asking for
feedback was not supported. That is, the higher the reward power of the feedback
source, the more the feedback recipients with high performance expectations wanted
to receive feedback. However, when the reward power of the feedback source was
low, there was no decrease in asking for feedback by the recipients with low
performance expectations.

The findings of McFarland and Miller (1994) supported the idea that different
levels of performance produced different employee reactions; high performers had
positive reactions whereas poor performers had negative reactions toward the
feedback process. Also it was shown that if there were too many employees to
compare their performance with each other, regarding their positions in terms of their
performance level, the pessimistic employees reported lower ability level to perform
better when they received negative feedback whereas the optimistic employees
reported higher ability level. However, this difference was not the case for

employees receiving positive feedback. It was found that employees’ affective
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reactions varied as a function of employees’ orientations and the number of
employees they were compared in terms of performance.

Smither, Wohler, and London (1995) emphasized that there was not any
improvement in performance of employees whose initial level of performance was
high. Only employees whose initial level of performance was moderate or low
improved their performance after receiving feedback. This result is consistent with
the findings of Atwater, Roush, and Fischthal (1995) and Reilly, Smither, and
Vasilopoulos (1996), who found that employees receiving negative feedback showed
more effort and attempted to improve their performance more than did the employees
receiving positive feedback.

Reilly et al. (1996) added that with setting specific goals and action plans in
feedback process, same improvement could be gained in positive feedback groups.
Smither et al. (1995) found that self-rating level had an important effect on feedback
recipients’ intentions to improve performance. Rather than recipients with very low
or very high self-ratings, recipients with moderate ratings had more intentions for
improvement. They noted that this finding could be explained based on goal setting
and control theories. These theories suggest that employees with very high ratings do
not attempt to change their behaviors because they believe their performance is
sufficient and there is no need for improvement. On the other hand, those with too
low ratings do not attempt to alter their behaviors, either, because they believe that
the gap between their current performance and ideal performance is too large to
cover. However, employees with moderate ratings have strong intentions to change
their work behaviors and improve their job performance, because they believe that it
is possible to get the ideal performance level.

There are also positive relationships between other ratee characteristics and
their perceptions toward feedback. Smither, Walker, and Yap (2004) found that
ratees with more organizational tenure, more salary grade, and at higher
organizational level received more favorable ratings. They also found that ratees
from larger groups received somewhat less favorable ratings than did ratees from

smaller groups. Furthermore, ratees’ first and second performance scores were
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positively correlated, recent ratings had an effect on the subsequent ratings. Smither,
Wohler, and London (1995) pointed out that employee’s tenure had an effect on
his/her perceptions about feedback, employees with high tenure in organization paid
less attention to feedback. This result is consistent with the findings of Ilgen et al.
(1979) who reported that employee age affected the perceptions about feedback. That
is, older employees were less likely to seek for feedback than younger ones.

Culture is another factor playing an important role on effectiveness of the
feedback process by influencing the context (both national and organizational
context) in which performance feedback is provided. Therefore, in the next sections

the effects of cultural dimensions on the feedback context are discussed.

1.4.1.5 Cultural Factors

Culture refers to “the deeper level of basic assumptions and beliefs shared by
members of an organization that operate unconsciously and define in a basic ‘taken
for granted’ fashion an organization’s view of itself and its environment” (Schein,
1992, p. 6). Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) classified cultural values into five
categories whose effects were different from culture to culture: power distance,
individualism-collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, masculinity-feminity, and time
orientation. Cultural norms are expected to be effective on the communication, it is
found that cultural settings are different from one another in terms of the prevalent
communication styles (Early, 1986).

Because national culture has an important effect also in organizational life
(Fletcher & Perry, 2001), organizations’ management styles, performance appraisal
systems (Love, Bishop, Heinisch, & Montei, 1994), performance expectations from
employees, and the role of performance feedback process varied as a function of
their culture (Bretz, Milkovich, & Read, 1992). The effects of culture on feedback
can be examined in two major ways. First, seeking and providing feedback behaviors
depend on cultural values and second, cultural values are related to outcomes of the
feedback process (Shipper, Hoffman, & Rotondo, 2004). The feedback culture of the

organization affects the feedback process, because it gives some clues to the
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employees regarding the value of feedback and support for using feedback in the
organization (Silverman, Pogson, & Cober, 2005). It might affect feedback
recipients’ information processes and decision-styles (Cleveland, Murphy, &
Williams, 1989). Shipper, Hoffman, and Rotondo (2004) investigated the effects of
360-degree feedback system from a cross-cultural perspective and they found that
multi-source feedback was associated with improvements in reactions, cognitions,
behaviors, and outcomes in all investigated cultures such as Ireland, Israel, Malaysia,
Philippines, and the U.S. In this study, Hofstede and Hofstede’s four cultural
dimensions (i.e., power distance, individualism-collectivism, uncertainty avoidance,
and masculinity-feminity) were also found to be positively correlated to this
improvement, especially two of them played an important role. That is, 360-degree
feedback was more effective in cultures which were individualistic and low on power
distance. Therefore in the following sections these two cultural dimensions are

discussed, separately.

1.4.1.5.1 Power Distance

Power distance is a cultural dimension which has an important effect on
supervisor- subordinate relationship at work. Power distance can be defined as “the
extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organizations within a
country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (Hofstede &
Hofstede, 2005, p. 46). In other words, it refers to the physical and psychological
distance between members of an institution or organization. Because feedback is a
communication process and power distance is likely to play an important role in this
process (Fletcher & Perry, 2001).

Cultural settings are different from each other in terms of their power distance
scores (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). Hofstede’s IBM studies (1980, 1981) indicated
that Asian countries, eastern European countries, and Latin countries had higher
power distance scores than German-speaking countries, the Nordic countries, the
United States, and the Great Britain. The score of Turkey on this dimension was

found to be above the average, meaning the Turkish context was found to be high on
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paternalism. Also, Aycan, Kanungo, Mendonca, Stahl, & Kurshid (2000) found the
Turkish culture more paternalistic than the Western countries.

In cultural settings where power distance is high, because the power is
centralized, employees depend on their supervisors and organization rules more than
their own experience and subordinates. They prefer autocratic, paternalistic, and
persuasive supervisors instead of consultative ones; they expect to be told what to do
and they do not want to express their disagreements to their supervisors (Hofstede &
Hofstede, 2005). In such settings, supervisors may prefer to deliver feedback in an
authoritarian way like an order and they may avoid two-way communication and
producing strategies to solve employee problems. Employees are more vulnerable to
unfavorable feedback (Fletcher & Perry 2001), because the relationship between
supervisors and their subordinates is emotional (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005).
Therefore, employees hesitate to express their own feelings, opinions, and
disagreements to their supervisors and when they are given negative feedback, they
may behave defensively and question fairness, importance, and usefulness of
feedback (Beer, 1981). Both subordinates’ defensive behaviors and supervisors’
anxiety may lead to some misunderstandings. As a result, there may be problems in
communication, hence feedback may not serve its deserved purpose, subordinates
may not understand the information they should get from the feedback process (Beer,
1981).

On the other hand, in cultural settings with small power distance, the
relationship between supervisors and their subordinates is pragmatic (Hofstede &
Hofstede, 2005). There is interdependence between supervisors and subordinates,
subordinates can communicate with their supervisors easily and are not afraid of
expressing themselves and disagreements with them. They prefer consultative
supervisors, they expect to be consulted before a decision is made that affects their
work, but they accept that the boss is the one who finally decides (Hofstede &
Hofstede, 2005). Supervisors prefer two-way and supportive communication and
they try to find solutions to problems by talking with their subordinates in a

cooperative action planning and they do not reach a decision before discussing it
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with their subordinates (Fletcher & Perry, 2001). It is known that in this kind of
communication, employees feel much more comfortable and supported, they are
relatively more ready to receive negative feedback and they are much more
enthusiastic to cope with their problems (Rondeau, 1992). Since employees feel
supported, they do not feel threatened; hence they do not behave defensively in the
feedback process. They begin to perceive feedback process more favorably and they
become active participants in the process so that they could learn much more from
feedback and become highly motivated to improve their job performance (Kay,

Meyer, & French, 1965; Rondeau, 1992).

1.4.1.5.2 Individualism — Collectivism

Individualism-collectivism is also expected to be effective on feedback
process. Individualism refers to “the interest of the individual prevails over the
interest of the group,” whereas collectivism refers to “the interest of the group
prevails over the interest of the individual” (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, p. 74).

Cultural settings are different from each other in terms of their individualism-
collectivism scores (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). IBM studies indicated a positive
relationship between country wealth and individualism scores. Asian countries and
Latin countries were found as the most collectivistic countries, whereas the United
States, Australia, the Great Britain, and the Nordic countries were found the most
individualist countries. The score of Turkey on the IBM index was found to be
collectivistic. Moreover, in their study Aycan et al. (2000) found that the Turkish
context was more collectivistic than the Western countries.

In collectivist cultures managers and subordinates avoid open discussions and
they prefer indirect communication. On the other hand, in individualist cultures face-
to-face communication and open discussions are preferred by the managers and
subordinates (Fletcher & Perry, 2001). Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) pointed out
that in collectivist cultures discussing performance appraisal results openly with the
subordinate was unacceptable, hence indirect communication with an intermediary

employee instead of face-to-face communication between supervisor and
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subordinate, was preferred in the feedback process. In collectivist cultures the
personal relationship prevails over the task, whereas in the individualistic cultures
the task is supposed to prevail over any personal relationships.

Early (1986) found a positive relationship between collectivism and
subordinates perceptions of trust toward their managers, suggesting that feedback
was not an effective process on job performance in all cultural settings. In the U.S.,
where power distance and collectivism are low, the feedback including both praise
and criticism led the employees to react positively toward the feedback and improve
their performance. On the other hand, in England, where power distance and
collectivism were found higher than the U.S., employees reacted more positively to
praise than criticism in the feedback process, so only praise had an influence on
employee job performance in the feedback process.

Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) indicated that the two cultural dimensions (i.e.,
power distance and individualism) tended to be negatively correlated. Countries with
high power distance were likely to be lower on individualism (higher on
collectivism); countries with small power distance were likely to be higher on
individualism.

Another factor that has an influence on effectiveness of feedback is
communication between supervisor and subordinate - degree of their relationship -
(Antonioni, 1996). Beer (1981) demonstrated that supervisor - subordinate
relationship is the most important factor in effectiveness of feedback process.
Performance feedback can’t serve its intended purposes unless there is clear, honest,

and supportive communication between the two sides (Vinson, 1996).

1.4.1.6 Supervisor — Subordinate Communication

Giving and receiving feedback were affected by some emotional dynamics
(e.g., how employees thought and felt while giving and receiving feedback) which
prevented the feedback from achieving its potential and expected outcomes (Cannon
& Witherspoon, 2005). Without an awareness of such dynamics, for both themselves

and the other side, feedback providers and recipients may have difficulty in the
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feedback process. Recognizing emotional dynamics of both sides of the feedback in
the feedback process is likely to prevent negative reactions and defensiveness to
feedback even if the feedback is negative, enhance effectiveness of feedback and
result in expected outcomes of feedback.

Supervisor-subordinate trust and confidence in performance appraisal process
play an important role in supervisor decisions, subordinate perceptions, and their
responses to feedback to maintain and/or improve performance (Early, 1986; Fried,
Bellamy, & Tiegs, 1992). Especially feedback-provider has an important role in the
relationship and the feedback process (Wimer, 2002). Supervisors whose aim is to
coach employees and improve their performance should behave as helpers rather
than judges and listen to their subordinates’ problems and make them aware of their
weaknesses (Beer, 1981 & McGregor, 1957). In an effective communication process,
feedback-provider should use clear, and supportive statements; and also when it is
necessary s’he should listen to the subordinate (Wimer, 2002). On the other side,
feedback-recipient should express his/her opinions clearly and accurately and should
listen to her/his feedback-provider without any defensiveness (Wimer, 2002).

Vancouver and Morrison (1995) found that, as they expected the relationship
quality between the source and the feedback-recipient and the expertise of the source
were positively related with the likelihood of asking for feedback. Dorfman, Stephan,
and Loveland (1986) found that supervisor support led to high level of employee
motivation. Hazucha, Hezlett, and Schneider (1993) pointed out that employees
whose supervisors were more supportive reported that they put more effort into their
development and engaged in more development activities. The relationship between
supervisor and organizational support and skill development enhances the
importance of a supportive environment in successful behavior change.

There is a great deal of variability in management of the feedback process by
different managers (Rondeau, 1992). Whereas some managers are perceived as
expert communicators, some managers state that this process is very stressful for
them and they need some training on it. Beer (1981) indicated that because most

managers do not receive any training on how to give feedback effectively, they may
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have difficulties when presenting feedback, especially negative feedback. Because of
these reasons, supervisors and subordinates may fail to clarify job problems, develop
action plans, and understand each other in the feedback process (Rondeau, 1992).
Meyer, Kay, and French (1965) showed that in the feedback process when
supervisor’s criticism toward his/her subordinate increased, subordinate’s defensive
behaviors also increased. For this reason, feedback-provider should be well-trained
to give feedback in the most appropriate way which positively affects the employee
both emotionally and motivationally (Wilson, 1997).

As being directly related to communication between feedback source and
recipient, the role of participation in the feedback process is discussed in the

following section.

1.4.1.7 Participation in Feedback Process

Participation allows employees to state their side of the issue and voice their
opinions in the feedback process. In their study, DeGregorio and Fisher (1988) found
that in feedback process any type of participation increased employee satisfaction,
because participative process gave employees a chance to speak about their
performance, and hence, performance appraisal results were perceived to be more
accurate by the employees. Also, more importantly, participative feedback process
was found to result in performance improvement.

Beer (1981) demonstrated that in order to motivate employees to improve
their job performance, participation in the feedback process is crucial. In this process
supervisors become coaches for their subordinates, and by setting some specific
goals and developing action plans they try to help their subordinates improve their
performance. Meyer, Kay, and French (1965), Sloan and Johnson (1968) found that
subordinates having active roles in clarifying problems, determining goals, and
setting action plans became more favorable toward the feedback process. The
feedback process in which the recipients are provided with more opportunity for
participation is likely to be more effective to fulfill recipients’ needs and improve

their performance (Ludeman, 2000; Williams, Walker, & Fletcher, 1977). There are
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similar research findings indicating that the more the employee participated in the
feedback process, the more they showed positive reactions toward the feedback
(Dipboye & de Pontbriand, 1981; Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Sashkin, 1981), such as
satisfaction (Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995), fairness and
usefulness of the appraisal, and motivation to improve, even if employees knew that
they had a chance only for expressing themselves, but not for affecting the
performance appraisal results (Cawley, Keeping, & Levy, 1998).

Giles and Mossholder (1990) investigated the relationships between
employees’ reactions and both supervisory session variables (i.e., goal setting,
encouragement of employee participation and supervisory criticism) and system
contextual variables (i.e., complexity, implementation, follow-up). They found that
employees’ appraisal session satisfaction was more correlated with the supervisory
session variables as a set, than the system contextual variables. In addition, they
found that employees’ system satisfaction had a stronger relationship with the system
contextual variables than the supervisor session variables. Employees were more
satisfied with their appraisal interview and with their supervisors when they
participated more in the process and more particularly in the interview itself
(Kikoski, 1999).

As can be seen in the discussions above, feedback sign, feedback source, and
feedback recipient are the most widely studied factors affecting feedback process. On
the other hand, medium of feedback is an issue that has not been directly and widely
investigated. Based on the literature on communication and its effects on feedback
process, feedback delivery issue appears to be another important factor. The study

findings on the medium of feedback are discussed in the next section.

1.4.1.8 Medium of Feedback

The feedback-delivery method is another factor that play an important role on
effectiveness of feedback (Brett & Atwater, 2001; DeNisi & Kluger, 2000; Steelman
& Rutkowski, 2004; Walker & Smither, 1999). Feedback process could be conducted

using different modes of communication. There are three major ways to convey
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feedback: written, verbal, or written plus verbal. Feedback could be delivered using
written formats or it may be delivered orally in a face to face feedback session
(Vinson, 1996), or it may include both medium. For an effective feedback process,
written feedback report should be accurate and useful and also, verbal feedback
session should be relevant (Seifert, Yukl, & McDonald, 2003).

Managers are often reluctant and anxious about the performance appraisal
interviews. Specific need for effective face-to-face communication is nowhere more
critical than in performance appraisal interview (Kikoski, 1999). Although feedback
is a critical process, unfortunately, giving and receiving feedback are not always easy
to do (Clarke-Epstein, 2001). If feedback is not delivered appropriately, it may
become an ineffective and painful process for all parties involved. Rondeau (1992)
found that the managers lacking qualities and not given any training on feedback
prefered written feedback and avoided face-to-face communication with their
subordinates, especially when they had to deliver negative feedback. Because of
these reasons, it is important to find the most effective way for conveying feedback
to the employees in order to manage and reduce their potential negative reactions,
make them satistfied with the feedback process, and motivated to act on feedback
(Brett & Atwater, 2001).

Feedback-delivery method may affect the acceptance and perceptions about
accuracy and utility of feedback (Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). DeNisi and Kluger
(2000) concluded that the type of feedback might effect the employee perceptions on
relevance and utility of feedback. Seifert, Yukl, and McDonald (2003) compared
feedback including workshop with written feedback report, written feedback report
only and no-feedback conditions and found that there was no significant difference
between three conditions for perceived accuracy of feedback. On the other hand, the
utility and the capacity of the feedback to improve job performance were rated higher
by the managers who received feedback with a workshop than the managers who
received feedback without a workshop, meaning that feedback workshop with a

facilitator made the feedback process more useful for the feedback recipients.
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Interpreting a feedback report without a discussion process might be difficult
if the content of the feedback is too complex (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000). Hence,
delivering written-only feedback could not be sufficient for an effective feedback
process (Fandray, 2001). Addition of feedback review session might be a solution;
the feedback facilitator could help feedback recipients interpret the feedback
information, set specific improvement goals, and develop action plans in order to
improve their job performance (Fandry, 2001; DeNisi & Kluger, 2000). Superiority
of verbal feedback over written feedback depends on whether the verbal feedback
process takes place appropriately or not. Nemeroff and Wexley (1979) noted five
main characteristics of performance interview sessions: (1) invitation to participate,
(2) participation in goal-setting, (3) the proportion of the total time spoken by
employee, (4) the amount of criticism, and (5) supportive behaviors. They
investigated the relationship between these variables and three outcomes of the
interview (i.e., satisfaction with the interview, satisfaction with the manager, and
motivation to improve for both supervisors and subordinates. The results showed that
the most highly significant correlations were found for subordinates; supportive
behaviors were correlated with invitation to participate, participation in goal-setting,
and also proportion of time spoken. And these variables together were positively
related to both motivation to improve and satisfaction with the manager. For
supervisors there was only one significant relationship between characteristics of
interview data — between supportive behaviors and participation —. On the other
hand, all relationships between three of the interview outcome variables were
significant for the supervisors. The supportive behaviors were positively related to
satisfaction with the feedback for both supervisors and subordinates. The overall
performance feedback characteristic composite indicated a significant relationship
with all three interview outcomes for the subordinates and was significantly related
to satisfaction with the feedback session for the managers. The results showed that
the most important interview characteristic from the subordinates’ viewpoints was
supportive behaviors in the interview. While supportive appraisal behavior and

invitation to participate significantly predicted subordinate satisfaction with the

36



feedback interview, supportive behavior and participation in goal-setting
significantly predicted subordinate motivation to improve job performance. On the
other hand, neither criticism nor the proportion of time spoken had a significant
effect on attitudes of supervisors and subordinates toward the feedback process.

Feedback meetings including discussions on performance appraisal results
might provide a more supportive environment to discuss and clarify written feedback
reports, ask the ratees to think about the feedback more deeply, in sum encourage
them to engage in more attempts to change their insufficient work behaviors.
Discussion of performance ratings with the feedback provider contributed to
feedback recipient’s understanding of the reasons and consequences of the feedback
more clearly, and also with its motivational effect led to behavioral change and
performance improvement (Antonioni, 1996; Walker & Smither, 1999).

In their study including an upward feedback process, Walker and Smither
(1999) found that employees who had a chance to discuss their feedback reports
face-to-face with the feedback providers improved their performance more than
employees who did not engage in a feedback meeting. They also found that
performance improvements increased in the following years when the feedback
meetings continued to be regularly conducted. Bracken (1994) found that feedback
workshops allowed feedback recipients to think about their feedback, set specific
goals, and determine action plans in an uninterrupted time. If a verbal feedback
session is not conducted, feedback recipients with high work load might not spend
time to analyze their feedback and decide on what they should do to develop.
Managers significantly improved expected work behaviors after receiving feedback
especially feedback was given with a workshop, but there was no significant change
on improving expected work behaviors of no-feedback group managers (Seifert,
Yukl, & McDonald, 2003).

The study of Nemeroff and Cosentino (1979) indicated similar results with
Seifert, Yukl, and McDonald (2003) and Walker and Smither (1999) on the
superiority of verbal feedback to written feedback alone. Nemeroff and Cosentino

found that managers, who received both written feedback from their subordinates
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and review of the feedback with a HRD trainer, improved their skills more than did
managers in written-only feedback condition. They also indicated that feedback with
goal setting condition was found to be superior to feedback alone on managers’
perception of feedback interview success, their motivation to improve their job
performance and on their satisfaction with the feedback interview. Feedback
recipients in feedback alone condition without goal setting reported that they had
difficulty to determine which behaviors were needed for improvement. In addition,
they noted that when feedback was given using a written feedback report, it could
have led to more specific goal setting. A similar study was conducted by Antonioni
(1995) who tested the effects of different types of upward feedback systems on
managers’ (feedback-recipient) supervising behaviors. The study included four
experimental groups: (1) written feedback with a review of feedback with the
immediate supervisor, (2) written-only feedback, (3) performance review without a
written feedback, and (4) control group including neither a written feedback nor a
review session. He expected that improvement of the supervisory behaviors and the
satisfaction with the supervision of the managers in Group 1 would be more than the
managers’ in the other three groups, and that managers in Group 2 would improve
their supervisory behaviors significantly more than the managers in Groups 3 and 4,
but non of these expectations was confirmed, there was no significant difference
between the four experimental groups. Antonioni (1995) concluded that there were a
number of explanations as to why the results of his study failed to support the
hypotheses. For example, he noted that feedback session, goal setting and action
planning for Group 1, which was expected to be superior to the other three groups,
was not strong enough to produce significant results.

As opposed to the study findings about superiority of verbal feedback to
written feedback, some researcher reported opposite results. For example, Kluger and
DeNisi (1996) found that verbal feedback was related to lower level of feedback
effect because of involving another person. On the other hand the feedback which
was computerized was related to higher level of feedback effect, because of focusing

attention on the task only not a person. Next, although written feedback entails extra
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effort than verbal feedback, it is a permanent record and guide for the feedback
recipients, which involves more detailed and structured information.

Furthermore, the magnitude of leniency, which is a rating bias, was higher in
face-to-face feedback process than no face-to-face interaction condition (Hauenstein;
1992). Hauenstein (1992) investigated the effects of leniency error based on a
contextual variable (i.e., face-to-face feedback) by using three experimental groups
regarding the interaction expectations with the ratee (immediate-expectation group,
delayed-expectation group, and no-expectation group). The results indicated that
raters who anticipated an interaction with the ratee gave more lenient ratings than the
raters did not anticipate any interaction with the ratee. Raters in immediate-
expectation condition were biased more toward good (relative to poor) work
behaviors than were the raters in other conditions. The most lenient group was
immediate-expectation group, also the ratings of interaction expectation group
regardless of immediate or delayed, were more lenient than the ratings from no-
expectation group. In sum, raters who know they would engage in a face-to-face
interaction with the ratee were more likely to give lenient ratings. Hauenstein
concluded that leniency was a complex phenomenon and its effects on ratings were
mixed.

As the feedback-delivery method is estimated among the most important
factors whose effects should be analyzed on employees’ performance and reactions
toward feedback, the present study aimed at examining the effectiveness of
feedback-delivery method.

As can be seen from the above sections, discussing factors whose effects on
feedback are various, it can be concluded that feedback is an important part of
performance management systems and no matter who conveys and who receives the
feedback, how it is delivered and for which purpose, significance of performance
appraisal and feedback training for an effective feedback process can not been
ignored. And, all other factors whose effects on the feedback process are discussed
above can be seen as important clues to develop and conduct these training

programs.
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1.4.1.9 Rater Training — Feedback Training

Performance management is expected to be more effective when both
performance appraisal process and feedback are applied appropriately. On the other
hand, if the rater, who is a crucial and continuous element of performance appraisals
and also feedback, does not do the job well, the performance appraisal system fails to
produce its deserved outcomes (Martin & Bartol, 1986). In order to make this
process more effective for all stake holders (i.e., organizations, managers, and
employees), and help raters understand the usefulness of performance appraisals and
feedback, conducting training programs on these topics may be a solution. Because
successfully conducted performance-appraisal feedback sessions require a well-
structured plan of action, training programs should aim at providing raters with the
necessary skills to conduct performance appraisal process and convey effective
feedback (Rondeau, 1992). It is important to note that well-trained raters enhance the
success of the performance appraisal and feedback process and subsequent
productivity of the organization (Martin & Bartol, 1986).

It is well established that political considerations are part of the PA process in
work organizations (Longenecker, Sims, & Gioia, 1987) and that rating errors, such
as leniency, halo, contrast effect, and similar to me bias, almost rules rather than
exceptions in this process. Supervisors do not want to give low ratings to their
subordinates because of a number of reasons. They might think that motivating
employees to maintain and/or increase their future performance is much more
important than accurate ratings, or they might be anxious about reactions of their
subordinates and hence may avoid a confrontation with the subordinate. They also
might not want to disturb the positive communication, or they might protect the
subordinates showing poor performance because of personal problems, or they might
not want to negatively affect their subordinates’ compensation or career. But these
are only short-term solutions, in the long run, because of these kinds of strategies,
adopted to avoid confrontation concerning less than desirable performance, and

performance appraisals can not lead to expected improvement on performance.
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Therefore, in order to establish a powerful performance appraisal system, top
management support is a very important factor in an organization (Longenecker,
1989; Longenecker, Sims, & Gioia, 1987). Because conducting training programs
which are one of the most effective solutions to prevent or minimize the rating
biases, top management support become more crucial.

Through rater trainings it is possible to eliminate major rating errors such as
halo and leniency; as a result, improve the accuracy of performance appraisals and
enhance the credibility of the process (Bracken, 1994). Organizations should pay
attention to this kind of training programs in order to reduce the effects of inaccurate
and biased performance ratings which lead to misunderstandings and incorrect
interaction during the feedback process (Rondeau, 1992).

Nemeroff and Wexley (1979) pointed out that the major reason why
performance appraisal interviews failed to enhance job performance was the lack of
effective interview skills. Through feedback training the raters can gain more
confidence in successfully managing a variety of appraisal and feedback situations,
and they can be more likely to face with fewer defensive reactions from the feedback
recipients, hence obtain improvement in job performance. Nemeroff and Cosentino
(1979) pointed out that feedback training was effective on improvement of
manager’s skills, especially when the training was given with supportive techniques
such as role playing and behavior modeling.

Participation in rater training and feedback training programs lead to skill
development (Hazucha, Hezlett, & Schneider, 1993). Brett and Atwater (2001)
pointed out that minimizing the negative reactions toward feedback, especially when
it is negative deserve more attention. These kinds of trainings were effective to deal
with negative attitudinal consequences of the performance appraisal and feedback
process. Supervisors manage the process and the possible negative reactions of the
employees toward low ratings more effectively through these trainings (Pearce &

Porter, 1986).
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In sum, rater training is crucial for raters who are expected to provide
accurate evaluations of performance. Feedback training helps feedback providers
improve their skills on feedback giving and it makes feedback process a planned
action (Rondeau, 1992). With both types of training programs, supervisors and
subordinates may prepare themselves both mentally and emotionally for the

performance appraisal and feedback processes (Ludeman, 2000).

1.5 Purpose of the Study and Hypotheses

As it has been presented above, because of being an important part of
performance appraisal system, more attention should be paid to the feedback process in
performance management. The combination of mixed findings relating to the
effectiveness of feedback on performance and user reactions indicates the complexity
of this issue.

In this study, medium of feedback, whose effect has not been directly and
extensively investigated, was chosen among the other factors to be examined. The
purpose of the present study is to compare and contrast the differential effects of two
different ways of delivering feedback (i.e., different modes of communication) on both
job performance and user reactions which have not been extensively studied together in
the feedback literature. Based on the purpose, feedback-delivery method as written-only
feedback vs. written plus verbal feedback was treated as the independent variable,
whereas job performance of the feedback recipients, utility and affective reactions of
the feedback providers and the recipients toward the feedback process were treated as
the dependent variables of the study. Figure 2 represents the three phases of the present
study. Phase II and Phase III depict the conceptual framework tested in the study.
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Figure 2. Phases of the Study

Consistent with the existing literature, verbal feedback along with a written
one is expected to be superior to written-only feedback on performance, when it is
delivered appropriately (DeGregorio & Fisher, 1988; DeNisi & Kluger; 2000;
Fandry, 2001; Sheifert, Yukl, & McDonald, 2003; Walker & Smither, 1999). When
the verbal feedback process is conducted appropriately (Nemeroff & Wexley, 1979),
it allows the ratee participation in the feedback process especially in the goal-setting
phase and also usage of non-verbal cues (i.e., body language), which are thought to
enhance the effects of verbal communication. In a participative process, having an
active role in discussion of the performance appraisal results with the rater makes the
ratee more motivated to improve his/her job performance. Hence it was hypothesized

that:

Hypothesis 1: Written plus verbal feedback technique is more effective

on feedback recipients’ job performance than written-only feedback.

Verbal feedback together with a written one is also expected to result in more
favorable reactions about the utility of the feedback (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000;

Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). Because it provides a participative process between
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the rater and the ratee and allows the ratee to talk about his/her performance
(Cawley, Keeping, & Levy, 1998; Sheifert, Yukl, & McDonald, 2003; Walker &
Smither, 1999), written plus verbal feedback is expected to be more effective in
motivating the ratees to improve their job performance than is the written-only

feedback. Accordingly,

Hypothesis 2a: Written plus verbal feedback technique is more effective
on utility reactions of feedback providers than written-only feedback.
Hypothesis 2b: Written plus verbal feedback technique is more effective

on utility reactions of feedback recipients than written-only feedback.

Similarly, the literature suggests the positive effects of ratee participation in
the feedback process. Participation has an important role in shaping employee
reactions toward the feedback process (Jawahar, 2006). For example, DeGregorio
and Fisher (1988) asserted that any type of participation in the performance
management process would increase employee/ratee satisfaction. Taking an active
role in the feedback process, hence in the management of one’s own performance, is
likely to increase the ratee’s satisfaction with the whole process (Giles &
Mossholder, 1990; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; Nemeroff & Wexley, 1979). Based

on the reviewed literureture, it was hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 3a: Written plus verbal feedback technique is more effective
on affective reactions of feedback providers than written-only feedback.
Hypothesis 3b: Written plus verbal feedback technique is more effective

on affective reactions of feedback recipients than written-only feedback.

In addition to the research hypotheses, more specifically whether sign of
feedback as positive or negative (i.e., level of performance ratings) affected the
utility and affective reactions toward the feedback process, the effects of feedback-
type on perceptions of handling positive/negative feedback in the feedback process,
and the relationship among the demographic variables and the study variables are

investigated in the study.
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CHAPTER 11

METHOD

2.1. Participants

This study was conducted in four different training units, similar in terms of
major duties, functions, and responsibilities, in the Turkish Land Forces (TLF) in
Ankara. In other words, already existing (i.e., intact) groups that are expected to be
similar to each other in terms of critical variables of interest such as rank, tenure,
major function, length of experience with the chosen subordinate were used in the
study.

The four units were randomly assigned to the two experimental conditions of
the study: Written-Only Feedback (WF) Condition and Written plus Verbal Feedback
(WVF) Condition. In both conditions, each supervisor selected a subordinate from
among all his subordinates to provide performance ratings.

The present study included three major phases (see section 2.3) and the data
were gathered from both supervisor (performance evaluations and reactions toward
feedback they provided) and subordinate officers (reactions toward feedback they
received). Originally, 117 performance appraisal forms were distributed to the
supervisor officers in Phase I (i.e., first performance evaluations) and 89 forms were
returned with 77 usable forms. In Phase II (i.e., reactions toward feedback process),
reaction questionnaires were distributed to 77 supervisor officers, who filled the
performance appraisal forms in the first phase, and to their selected subordinates.
Seventy six supervisors and 71 subordinates completed the reactions toward
feedback questionnaires. In Phase III (i.e., second performance evaluations), 66
supervisors filled out the performance appraisal forms. More detailed information on
the phases of the study and the distribution of the participants into the two feedback

conditions are presented in Appendix A.
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There were 37 supervisors and 34 subordinates in the WF condition, and 40
supervisors and 37 subordinates in the WVF condition. Both supervisor and
subordinate samples were all male and came from a wide variety of ranks. The rank
of the supervisors ranged from first lieutenant to colonel. The final supervisory
sample included 4 first lieutenants (5.2 %), 25 senior captains (32.5 %), 11 majors
(14.3 %), 20 lieutenant colonels (26 %) and 17 colonels (22.1 %). The rank of the
supervisors ranged from lieutenant to lieutenant colonel. The subordinate sample
included 6 lieutenants (8.5 %), 24 first lieutenants (33.8 %), 19 senior captains (26.8
%), 18 majors (25.4 %) and 4 lieutenant colonels (5.6 %). The mean age of
supervisors was 39.2 years (with a range age of 28-48 and standard deviation of 5.32
years). The mean age of subordinates was 33.1 years (with a range age of 23-45 and
standard deviation of 5.77 years).

Seventy seven point nine percent of supervisors (N = 60) and 88.7 % of
subordinates (N = 63) had a 4-year college degree, 20.8 % of supervisors (N = 16)
and 11.3 % of subordinates (N = 8) had a master’s degree, and 1.3 % of supervisors
N =1) had a Ph.D. The average total time spent working together was 12.6 months

with a range of 3-36 months.

2.2. Measures
2.2.1. Performance Appraisal Form

Performance of subordinates was assessed using a performance appraisal
form developed for the jobs in question. This form was developed by a group of
researchers in the Middle East Technical University in a sponsored project conducted
for the Turkish General Staff (Stimer & Bilgig, September 4, 2006).

Some of the sections of this performance appraisal form that were developed
for administrative purposes were not used in this study. Instead, the part of the form
that included 17 performance dimensions such as “Problem Solving and Decision
Making,” “Management and Administration,” and “Technical Skills and Abilities”
was used. The instruction on how to complete the form was included on top of the

first page of performance appraisal form and the respondents were asked to evaluate
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their subordinates’ performance on each dimension using a 5-point Likert type scale,
anchored by “l = insufficient” and “5 = very successful” regarding performance.

Each performance dimension is described in detailed to guide the ratings.

2.2.2. Demographic Information Questionnaire

In order to obtain information about the critical demographic characteristics
of the supervisors and their self-selected subordinates, a demographic information
questionnaire was included in the package along with the “Performance Appraisal
Form” and it was filled out by the supervisors. This questionnaire included questions
on rank, age, and education level of both supervisors and subordinates. Also, the
question on the length of time working together with the selected subordinate was

included in this questionnaire.

2.2.3. Reactions Toward Feedback Questionnaire

Supervisors (i.e., feedback providers) and subordinates (i.e., feedback
recipients) were asked what they thought and felt about the feedback process in
which they had been a part and its effects on them using a reaction questionnaire
tapping into the opinions and feelings of the supervisors and the subordinates about
the feedback process. The reaction questionnaire was developed by the researcher
and it had four versions based on the study conditions: “Written Feedback Process
Evaluation Questionnaire - Supervisor Form” and “Subordinate Form,” “Feedback
Process Evaluation Questionnaire - Supervisor Form” and ‘“Subordinate Form.”
Participants were asked to respond to these questionnaires using a 5-point Likert type
scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly agree). Also, for some items another
response alternative (i.e, not applicable) was provided. More specifically, the raters
and the ratees were asked to skip a question if the either was no performance
dimension rated as 1 or 2 or 5.

“Written Feedback Process Evaluation Questionnaire - Supervisor Form” was
developed for supervisors in the WF condition and included 25 items (first 24 items

are closed-ended and the last one is open-ended) (see Appendix B). In the
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“Subordinate Form” there were 23 items including 22 closed-ended items and one
open-ended item (see Appendix C). “Feedback Process Evaluation Questionnaire -
Supervisor Form” was developed for supervisors in the WVF condition and included
34 items (first 33 items are closed-ended and the last one is open-ended) (see
Appendix D). In the “Subordinate Form” there were 35 items, 34 of which are
closed-ended items and the last of which is an open-ended item (see Appendix E).
The items in all questionnaires were similar in content. That is, reactions
toward the feedback process were measured under two major dimensions: utility and
affective reactions. Additionally, there were a number of items measuring reactions
toward handling positive and negative feedback specifically, and items measuring the
degree to which each of the key behaviors (e.g., invitation for participation in the
feedback process, participation in goal-setting, and appreciation of successful
performance etc.) was displayed in the feedback process by supervisors and
subordinates. The last and the only open-ended item in all four reaction forms (i.e.,
“What are your additional opinions and suggestions about the feedback process?”)
was used to collect information on opinions and suggestions of the supervisors and

subordinates about the feedback process.

2.3. Procedure
2.3.1. Overview of the Procedure

This study was conducted in 3 major phases (see Appendix A). In Phase I, the
supervisors in both conditions of the study (Written-Only Feedback Condition vs.
Written plus Verbal Feedback Condition) were administrated a 3-hour performance
appraisal training in order to assure quality of the ratings provided. Just after this
training, each supervisor was asked to evaluate the performance of one of his
subordinates to evaluate using the Performance Appraisal Form (i.e., first
performance evaluations). After about two weeks, in Phase II, a 3-hour feedback
training including several training techniques were given to the supervisors in order
to prepare them to give feedback to their self-selected subordinates adequately and

successfully. Following the feedback training, all supervisors gave performance
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feedback to their selected subordinates in accordance with the experimental
condition they were in. Following the feedback process, all supervisors and
subordinates evaluated the feedback process using one of the four reaction
questionnaires within a week (i.e., reactions toward feedback process). Phase III
started two months after the administration of the performance feedback. In this
phase, the supervisors in all groups were asked to evaluate the self-selected
subordinates’ performance for the second time (i.e., second performance

evaluations).

2.3.2. Phase I

The first phase of the study was the same for all four groups in the two
experimental conditions. In this phase, based on the idea that feedback can be
effective when performance appraisal results are perceived unbiased, accurate and
honest, a 3-hour performance appraisal training was prepared and administered to
the supervisors in both conditions by the researcher herself and a colleague. This
training is derived from the training program developed for the very same purpose by
Stimer, Bilgi¢, and Erol (2004). Since it is known that halo and leniency were
common in performance appraisal ratings of the military samples, the training was
designed to be a combination of the frame-of-reference training (FOR) and the rater
error training. The FOR training was given to the supervisory trainees both to
familiarize them with the performance appraisal form and to help them develop
common frames of reference in performance appraisal ratings. The rater error
training was given to the trainees to sensitize them about major rating errors/biases
such as halo, leniency, central tendency, and contrast effect. The content of the
performance appraisal training is presented in Appendix F.

At the end of the performance appraisal training, ‘“Performance Appraisal
Forms” were distributed within envelopes to the supervisors, and each supervisor
was asked to evaluate the performance of one of his subordinates that he thinks that
he is in a good position to rate using these forms. Because the anonymity of the

participants was especially important, to enhance the objectivity and accuracy of the
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ratings, supervisors’ and their selected subordinates’ names were not used in the
study; instead, each pair was assigned a number in order to match each supervisor

with his self-selected subordinate.

2.3.3. Phase 11

Phase II involved administration of a feedback training to the supervisory
participants. While the supervisory participants in the WF condition received written
feedback training, the supervisory participants in the WVF condition received both

written and verbal feedback training.

2.3.3.1 Written-Only Feedback Condition

About two weeks after the performance appraisal training, the supervisors in
the WF condition were administered a 3-hour written feedback training titled
“Effective Written Performance Feedback.” In this training program, the supervisors
were given training on only written feedback techniques (for the content of the
written feedback training see Appendix G). The topics of the training were effective
communication techniques (Erdemli & Sencer, 2004), written feedback as a
communication tool, overall written feedback process and its steps, determining
problematic areas, finding solutions to job problems, reinforcing the desired work
behaviors, setting specific goals and action plans for improvement. The training
program also included the section on how to convey negative evaluations in the
“Written Feedback Form” and this form was introduced to the supervisors, and the
supervisors were informed about how they should fill out each part of the written
feedback form.

Next, some examples of appropriately filled out forms were shown to the
supervisors, and the key factors, their importance, effects and relevance on filling the
form were discussed. So, with the training program the feedback process was tried to
be controlled by the researcher.

At the end of the training program, performance appraisal forms, which the

supervisors had filled out about two weeks ago (i.e., pretest performance ratings)
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were collected in closed envelopes directly by the researcher. The supervisors kept a
copy of this form to guide the feedback process. Then the supervisors were given the

following instruction:

You had evaluated one of your subordinates’ job performance about
two weeks ago. Now, based on your evaluations, you are expected to
give written feedback to your subordinate without any face-to-face
exchange of information about the content of the feedback with your
subordinate. Following the administration of written feedback, both
you and your subordinate will evaluate the feedback process using

the forms in the envelopes that I will hand in now.

Next, each supervisor was given two envelopes to be used in the feedback
process. First envelope included one page instruction on the written feedback
process (Appendix J), the “Written Feedback Process Evaluation Questionnaire -
Supervisor Form” (Appendix B), and a diskette including the “Written Feedback
Form” (Appendix L), and two cover letters (Appendix I). Both cover letters were
used to inform subordinates about the purpose and the consequences of the study and
the feedback they received. First letter was signed by the researcher and the second
one was signed by the supervisors. The second envelope included the “Written
Feedback Process Evaluation Questionnaire - Subordinate Form” (Appendix C).

The supervisors were asked to give written feedback to their subordinates by
following the three steps on the instruction form given to them in the envelope and as
consistent with the feedback training they had taken. In the first step, the supervisors
provided written feedback to their subordinates by filling out the “Written Feedback
Form” based on their evaluations. In the second step, they gave “Written Feedback”
and cover letters (Envelope 1), and the “Written Feedback Process Evaluation
Questionnaire - Subordinate Form” (Envelope 2) to their subordinates. As they were
especially warned, the supervisors did not review the feedback with their

subordinates. They only told them to read the feedback and then to evaluate the
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feedback process by using the “Written Feedback Process Evaluation Questionnaire -
Subordinate Form” in the second envelope.

In the last step, both the supervisors and the subordinates rated the feedback
process using “Written Feedback Process Evaluation Questionnaire - Supervisor
Forms” and “Subordinate Forms” within a week following the feedback process. The
questionnaires were self-administered.

The feedback process was completed in about three weeks following the
written feedback training. When it was completed, a copy of the “Performance
Appraisal Form,” “Written Feedback,” and the “Written Feedback Process
Evaluation Questionnaire - Supervisor Form” were collected in closed envelopes
from all supervisors. Also, the “Written Feedback Process Evaluation Questionnaire
- Subordinate Forms” were collected from the subordinates, again in closed

envelopes.

2.3.3.2 Written Plus Verbal Feedback Condition

About two weeks after the performance appraisal training, the supervisors in
the WVF condition were administered a 3-hour written plus verbal feedback training
in order to prepare them to give feedback to their self-selected subordinates (for the
content of the written plus verbal feedback training see Appendix H). In this training
program, titled “Effective Performance Feedback,” the supervisors were informed
about effective communication techniques (Erdemli & Sencer, 2004), feedback as a
communication tool, overall feedback process and its steps, determining problematic
areas, finding solutions to job problems, reinforcing the desired work behaviors,
setting specific goals and action plans for improvement. The training program also
included a section on how to give negative feedback both verbally and on the
“Written Feedback Form,” and this form was introduced to the supervisors, and the
supervisors were informed about how they needed to fill out each part of the written
feedback form.

Next, an example of appropriately filled out written feedback form was

shown along with a videotaped model of an effective verbal feedback to a
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subordinate. Key behaviors in the feedback process, their importance, effects and
relevance to the feedback were also discussed. So, with the training program the
feedback process was tried to be controlled by the researcher.

At the end of the feedback training program, performance appraisal forms,
which the supervisors had filled out about two weeks ago (i.e., pretest performance
ratings) were collected in closed envelopes directly by the researcher. The
supervisors kept a copy of this form to guide the feedback process. Then the

supervisors were given the following instruction by the researcher:

You had evaluated one of your subordinates’ job performance
about two weeks ago. Now, based on your evaluations, you are
expected to give both written feedback and verbal feedback to your
subordinate. Following the feedback session, both you and your
subordinate will evaluate the feedback process using the forms in

the envelopes that I will hand in now.

Next, each supervisor was given two envelopes to be used in the feedback
process. First envelope included one page instruction on the written and verbal
feedback process (Appendix K), the “Steps in Verbal Feedback Process Form”
(Appendix N), the “Feedback Process Evaluation Questionnaire - Supervisor Form”
(Appendix D), and a diskette including the “Written Feedback Form” (Appendix
M), and two cover letters (Appendix I). Both cover letters were used to inform
subordinates about the purpose and the consequences of the study and the feedback
they received. First letter was signed by the researcher and the second one was
signed by the supervisors. The second envelope included the “Feedback Process
Evaluation Questionnaire - Subordinate Form” (Appendix E).

The supervisors were asked to give feedback to their subordinates by
following the four steps on the instruction form given to them consistent with the
feedback training they had taken. In the first step, the supervisors were asked to write
their performance feedback by filling out the “Written Feedback Form.” In the

second step, they met with their subordinates to discuss performance appraisal results
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(i.e., verbal feedback process) by following the steps on the “Steps in Verbal
Feedback Process Form.” As presented in the instruction form, feedback session was
expected to last about 10-25 minutes. In the third step, at the end of the verbal
feedback process the supervisors gave “Written Feedback”, cover letters (Envelope
1), and the “Feedback Process Evaluation Questionnaire - Subordinate Form”
(Envelope 2) to their subordinates, and they told their subordinates to evaluate the
feedback process using the “Feedback Process Evaluation Questionnaire -
Subordinate Form” in the second envelope.

In the last step, both the supervisors and the subordinates rated the feedback
process using “Feedback Process Evaluation Questionnaire - Supervisor Forms” and
“Subordinate Forms” within a week following the feedback process. The
questionnaires were self-administered.

The feedback process was completed in about three weeks following the
feedback training. When it was completed, a copy of the “Performance Appraisal
Form,” “Written Feedback,” and the “Feedback Process Evaluation Questionnaire -
Supervisor Form” were collected in closed envelopes from all supervisors. Also, the
“Subordinate Forms” were collected from the subordinates, again in closed

envelopes.

2.3.4 Phase II1
Two months after the administration of the feedback, the supervisors in the
WF condition and the WVF condition were asked to evaluate the same subordinates’

performance for the second time. This phase of the study lasted about two weeks.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

3.1 Overview

Analyses conducted can be examined under five headings: (1) data cleaning,
factor and reliability analyses, (2) correlation analyses on the study variables, (3)
analyses on the performance data produced by the supervisors, (4) analyses on the
reaction data toward the feedback process expressed by both the supervisors (raters)
and the subordinates (ratees), and (5) additional analyses.

In data cleaning, missing cases and values were detected and not used in the
analyses only for which they were found to be missing. Next, a series of principal
component analyses were conducted on the performance data and the reactions data
separately to identify the number of factors underlying performance evaluations and
reactions toward feedback. Additionally, reliabilities of the variables of intent were
calculated.

In correlation analyses, the correlations between demographic variables (e.g.,
rank, education etc.), pretest and posttest performance ratings and each reaction
ratings (i.e., utility reactions and affective reactions), and also means and standard
deviations of performance and reaction ratings were examined.

In order to test whether feedback recipients’ job performance varied as a
function of the feedback type (Hypothesis 1), a 2 x 2 mixed ANOVA repeated on the
second factor was conducted. The first factor - feedback type (written vs. written plus
verbal) - was used as the between-subjects variable and the second factor -
performance ratings before and two months after the feedback (pretest vs. posttest) -
were used as the within-subjects variable.

To investigate the effects of feedback-type on utility and affective reactions of

supervisors and subordinates (Hypothesis 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b), separate one-way
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between subjects ANOVAs for the reaction sub-scale scores were conducted.

Additionally, separate one-way between subjects ANOVAs were conducted to
assess the effects of feedback type on supervisors’ ability of handling
positive/negative feedback from both supervisors’ and subordinates’ point of view.
Furthermore, for each of the individual items, which were not included in the
reactions toward feedback sub-scales, were analyzed using separate one-way
between subjects ANOVAs. Finally, a content analysis was performed to investigate
whether the supervisors’ and subordinates’ opinions and suggestions varied as a

function of feedback-type.

3.2 Data Cleaning, Factor and Reliability Analyses
As the analyses of the study were conducted on two types of data (i.e.,
performance data and reactions data), the detection and elimination of missing values

were done for every single analysis conducted on each data set, separately.

3.2.1 Data Cleaning on Performance Data

Supervisors who filled out the first “Performance Appraisal Form” but not the
second one (N = 6) were eliminated from the analysis used to compare pretest and
posttest performance ratings. Four of the eliminated cases were from the WF
condition and 2 of them were from the WVF condition. The remaining sample size
was 71 (N = 33 in the WF Condition, N = 38 in the WVF Condition) for further

analyses on performance.

3.2.2 Data Cleaning on Reaction Data

Supervisors who didn’t fill out the “Feedback Process Evaluation
Questionnaire - Supervisor Form” and the subordinates who didn’t fill out the
“Subordinate Form” were deleted. More specifically, 3 subordinates in the WF
condition, 1 supervisor and 3 subordinates in the WVF condition were discarded

from further analyses on reactions toward the feedback process.
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Because the sample size was not large enough, on the assumption that it
might affect the results of the study, any mean substitution technique was not used to
deal with the missing values. The cases were eliminated from the analyses on
reactions in which they included missing values. Finally, analyses on reactions were
conducted on data from 76 supervisors (N = 37 in the WF condition, N = 39 in the
WVF condition) and from 71 subordinates (N = 34 in the WF condition, N = 37 in
the WVF condition).

3.2.3 Factor Analysis and Reliability Analysis on Performance Data

Although the sample size was not an ideal one to run a factor analysis on
performance data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001), a principal component analysis
(PCA) was run to have an idea about the number of the factors underlying the
performance measure (i.e., “Performance Appraisal Form”). Since factor correlations
were higher than .32 in component correlation matrix, a PCA was run with oblimin
rotation. By looking at Kaiser’s criterion, eigenvalues and scree plot it was
concluded that all items in the appraisal form reflected a single factor, explaining
43.86 % of the variance, and the following analyses were run by using all items
under one performance factor. Internal consistency reliability of the performance

factor was found to be .92.

3.2.4 Factor Analyses and Reliability Analyses on Reaction Data
Although an attempt was made to factor analyze the reaction data, the
resulting factor structures for all four reaction questionnaires were not interpretable.
Hence, items were grouped by hand by the researcher in terms of the reaction types.
The four questionnaires were categorized into four sub-scales each measuring
utility reactions, affective reactions, perceptions of supervisors’ (i.e., feedback
providers) ability of handling positive/negative feedback from their own and

subordinates’ (i.e., feedback recipients) point of view:

57



Sub-scale 1 (Utility Reactions) was intended to measure usefulness of the
feedback process. It had two versions to assess utility reactions of the supervisors
and subordinates toward the feedback process.

Sub-scale 2 (Affective Reactions) was intended to measure enjoyment
with the feedback process. It had two versions to assess affective reactions of the
supervisors and subordinates toward the feedback process.

Sub-scale 3 (Perceptions of Handling Positive Feedback) was intended to
measure supervisor’s ability in expressing very successful performance dimensions
(scored 5 on a 5-point scale), their specific examples, and reasons from both
supervisors’ and subordinates’ point of view. This sub-scale was also related to
expressing appreciation and encouragement regarding successful job performance to
the subordinates by their supervisors. There were two versions of this sub-scale:
“Perceptions of Self-Handling Positive Feedback” (for supervisors) and
“Perceptions of Supervisor’s Handling Positive Feedback” (for subordinates).

Sub-scale 4 (Perceptions of Handling Negative Feedback) was intended to
measure supervisor’s ability in expressing insufficient performance dimensions
(scored 1 or 2 on a 5-point scale), their specific examples, and reasons from both
supervisors’ and subordinates’ point of view. There were two versions of this sub-
scale: “Perceptions of Self-handling Negative Feedback” (for supervisors) and
“Perceptions of Supervisor’s Handling Negative Feedback” (for subordinates).

Reliabilities of the utility reactions sub-scale, affective reactions sub-scale,
perceptions of handling positive feedback sub-scale, and perceptions of handling
negative feedback sub-scale are presented in Table 1 and Table 2 for supervisors and
subordinates, respectively.

The remaining reaction items, which were not included in any of the reaction
sub-scales, were analyzed individually in the further analyses on reaction data. These
items are also presented in Table 1 and Table 2 for supervisors and subordinates,

respectively.
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Table 1. User Reactions: Sub-Scales, Their Reliabilities, and Individual Reaction Items — Supervisor Forms (Appendix B and Appendix D)

SUB-SCALES

EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS

Written + Verbal Feedback

Written Feedback

Item Numbers Alpha Item Numbers Alpha
Utility Reactions Sub-Scale 1,2,21%,25% 28 .83 1,2,18,20%, 23 .81
Affective Reactions Sub-Scale 6,11,22,27 72 6,17,19* 22 .81
Perceptions of Self-Handling Positive Feedback Sub-scale 12, 14, 16, 19, 20 78 5,10, 12, 15, 16 .80
Perceptions of Self-Handling Negative Feedback Sub-Scale 7%, 13,15, 17 .81 7*,9,11, 13 .63

INDIVIDUAL REACTION ITEMS

Item Numbers

Item Numbers

In the feedback process, I openly and clearly stated what [ wanted to say to my subordinate.

In the feedback process, I realized that I paid more attention to my subordinate’s recent performance
rather than his overall performance.

Because of the possibility of negative reactions, I did not express some points in the feedback process.

I had difficulty when I was verbally expressing the points that I had made on the written feedback form.

I would prefer to give written-only feedback.

Feedback session was uncomfortable for my subordinate.

I let my subordinate express himself openly and clearly.

I asked my subordinate to express his opinions about the performance goals that I had set.
I think that verbal feedback and written feedback that I provided are consistent.

I did not encourage my subordinate to participate in the feedback process.

10

26

18

23

24
29

8

21

14

Note. * Reversed items which were recoded in reliability analyses. Sub-scales and individual items are ranged from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree.
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Table 2. User Reactions: Sub-Scales, Their Reliabilities, and Individual Reaction Items — Subordinate Forms (Appendix C and Appendix E)

EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS

Written + Verbal Feedback Written Feedback
SUB-SCALES Item Numbers Alpha Item Numbers Alpha
Utility Reactions Sub-Scale 1,2,21%,25% 28 .68 1,2, 16, 18% 21 .66
Affective Reactions Sub-Scale 6,11,22,27 .79 5,15,20 94
Perceptions of Supervisor’s Handling Positive Feedback Sub-scale 12, 14, 16, 19, 20 .82 4,9,11,13, 14 .82
Perceptions of Supervisor’s Handling Negative Feedback Sub-scale 7*%,13,15,17 .88 6*, 8,10, 12 .82
INDIVIDUAL REACTION ITEMS Item Numbers Item Numbers
In the feedback process, my supervisor openly and clearly stated what he wanted to say. 10 7
In the feedback process, my supervisor paid more attention to my recent performance rather
than my overall performance. 26 19
I did not find what my supervisor stated in the feedback process to be persuasive. 31 17
I completely understood what my supervisor told me. 32 22
My supervisor had difficulty when he was verbally expressing the points that he had made on
the written feedback form. 4 -
I would prefer to receive written-only feedback. 5 -
Feedback session was uncomfortable for my supervisor. 8 -
In the feedback session, my supervisor let me express myself openly and clearly. 9 -
My supervisor asked me to express my opinions about the performance goals that my 23 -
supervisor had set.
I think that verbal feedback and written feedback that I received are consistent. 24 -
My supervisor did not encourage me to participate in the feedback process. 29 -

Note. * Reversed items which were recoded in reliability analyses. Sub-scales and individual items are ranged from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree.
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3.3 Correlations Between Study Variables

Correlations among demographic variables (i.e., rank and education of
supervisors and subordinates and length of time working together) and study
variables (i.e., pretest and posttest performance ratings and four reaction sub-scale
scores) are reported for the WF condition and the WVF condition in Table 3 and
Table 4, respectively with relevant means, standard deviations, and internal
consistency reliabilities.

In the WF condition, the highest positive correlation was between pretest and
posttest performance ratings » = .85, p < .01. Pretest performance ratings were also
positively correlated with perceptions of supervisor’s handling positive feedback,
r=.37, p<.05.

Next significant correlations for the WF condition were between reaction
sub-scale ratings. Utility reactions of supervisors were found to be positively
correlated with their affective reactions, » = .64, p < .01, and perceptions of self-
handling positive feedback, » = .69, p < .01. Affective reactions of supervisors were
positively correlated with perceptions of self-handling positive feedback, » = .36,
p < .05, and utility reactions of subordinates, » = .38, p < .05. Perceptions of self-
handling positive feedback were positively related to utility reactions of
subordinates, » = .37, p < .05, and perceptions of supervisor’s handling positive
feedback, r = .42, p < .05. Additionally, there were positive correlations between
utility reactions of subordinates and both their affective reactions, » = .72, p < .01
and perceptions of supervisor’s handling positive feedback, » = .37, p < .05.
Perceptions of supervisor’s handling positive feedback were also positively related to
perceptions of supervisor’s handling negative feedback, » = .44, p <.05.

Last significant correlations for the WF condition were found between
demographic variables and study variables. Affective reactions of subordinates were
positively related to both supervisor rank, » = .58, p < .01 and subordinate rank,
r=.58, p <.0l. Subordinate rank was also related to posttest performance ratings,

r =-38, p <.05. The last significant correlation was found between subordinate
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education and both utility reactions of subordinates, » = .48, p < .01, and affective
reactions of supervisors toward the feedback process, » = .33, p <.05.

In the WVF condition, the highest positive correlation was found between
pretest and posttest performance ratings, » = .90, p <.01. Pretest performance ratings
were also positively correlated with perceptions of supervisor’s handling positive
feedback, » = .57, p < .01, perceptions of self-handling positive feedback, » = .48,
p < .01, and also affective reactions of supervisors, » = .38, p < .05. Posttest
performance ratings were positively correlated with perceptions of supervisor’s
handling positive feedback, » = .55, p < .01, and perceptions of self-handling
positive feedback, » = .49, p <.01.

Next significant correlations for the WVF condition were found between
reaction sub-scale ratings. Utility reactions of supervisors were found to be positively
correlated with their affective reactions, » = .75, p <.01, perceptions of self-handling
positive feedback, » = .65, p < .01, and utility reactions of subordinates, » = .48,
p <.01. Affective reactions of supervisors had a positive association with perceptions
of self-handling positive feedback, » = .61, p < .01, and with utility reactions of
subordinates, » = .35, p < .05. Furthermore, perceptions of self-handling positive
feedback and perceptions of supervisor’s handling positive feedback, » = .41, p <.05
and utility and affective reactions of subordinates toward the feedback process,
r=.63, p <.01 were significantly correlated with each other.

Last significant correlations for the WVF condition were between
demographic variables and study variables. Subordinate rank was positively
correlated with perceptions of self-handling negative feedback, » = .53, p < .05.
Supervisor education was negatively correlated with perceptions of supervisor’s
handling negative feedback, » = -.51, p < .05. The last significant correlation was
found between length of time working together and affective reactions of
subordinates toward the feedback process, » = .36, p <.05.

When the correlations between the same study variables in the two feedback

conditions were compared with Fisher’s z-test (Bobko, 1995), only two relationships
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were found to be significantly different. First, the correlation between the affective
reactions of the supervisors and their perceptions of self-handling positive feedback
was found to be significantly greater in the WVF condition (» = .61, p <.01) than it
was in the WF condition (» = .36, p < .05), z' = 2.05, p < .05. Second, the
correlation between pretest performance ratings and perceptions of supervisor’s
handling positive feedback was found to be greater in the WVF condition (r = .57,
p < .01) than it was in the WF (» = 37, p < .01), 22 = 1.68, p < .05.
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Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, Intercorrelation Coefficients and Reliability Estimates for Performance and Reaction Scores

of the Supervisors and Subordinates in the WF Condition
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

—

. Supervisor Rank -

2. Subordinate Rank 83FF
3. Supervisor Education -10  -.19 -
4. Subordinate Education 15 .09 33% -
5. Length of Time Working Together 13 14 -18  -.05 -
6. Pretest Performance Ratings -.24 =31 -10 21 .05 92
7. Posttest Performance Ratings -31 -38% .23 31 -.05 85%* 95
8. Utility Reactions-SP -09  -.00 15 .16 -01  -.16 -.01 81
9. Affective Reactions-SP .19 27 .01 33% 17 -.16 -.13 .64%% 81
10. Perceptions of Self-handling PF -.16 -.20 15 24 .09 .14 .34 .69%* - 36% .80
11. Perceptions of Self-handling NF 22 21 -.29 .10 23 .08 .04 -30 A5 =27 .63
12. Utility Reactions-SB 32 .30 .02 A8** .08 .08 .05 34 38% 37 .20 .66
13. Affective Reactions-SB S8**  58%*% .06 32 -14  -10  -10 13 31 .03 .30 J2¥* 04
14. Perceptions of Supervisor’s Handling PF .01 -.06 18 31 .06 37* 32 17 .06 42% 33 37* 22 82
15. Perceptions of Supervisor’s Handling NF 24 .33 .20 27 A5 -.05 -.04 .09 -.15 31 27 .19 18 44% 82
M= - - - - 12.08 458 4.71 3.60 334 430 341 381 3.87 440 321
SD = - - - - 9.08 A1 .39 .78 .92 .60 .89 .78 112 .61 .92
Number of ltems = - - - - - 17 17 5 4 5 4 5 3 5 4

Note. *p <.05 **p<.01. Reliabilities in bold are presented at the diagonal. SP = Supervisor, SB = Subordinates, PF = Positive Feedback, NF = Negative Feedback.
Performance Ratings (1 = Insufficient; 5 = Very successful), Reaction Ratings (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly agree), Length of time working together was presented with
months.
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Table 4. Means, Standard Deviations, Intercorrelation Coefficients and Reliability Estimates for Performance and Reaction Scores

of the Supervisors and Subordinates in the WVF Condition

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1. Supervisor Rank -
2. Subordinate Rank T3
3. Supervisor Education -31*% 0 -21 -
4. Subordinate Education .00 -10  -.09 -
5. Length of Time Working Together -.09 -12 Jd0 0 -21 -
6. Pretest Performance Ratings -.04 -.05 .14 .09 -.16 92
7. Posttest Performance Ratings -.24 -.16 .16 .07 -.09 90** 91
8. Utility Reactions-SP 15 -02 -05 A1 15 31 .26 .83
9. Affective Reactions-SP .19 14 -10 .16 A3 38%* 31 TS5k T2
10. Perceptions of Self-handling PF -.03 .00 .11 .01 -.03 A8** A9**  65%*%  61** 78
11. Perceptions of Self-handling NF -12 S3*% 0 -.05 .02 -23 -.03 -.03 .02 .14 .09 81
12. Utility Reactions-SB -.16 -22 -4 .04 .30 -.02 .05 A8**  35% 26 -41 .68
13. Affective Reactions-SB -20 -26 -31 -.04 36%  -.02 .04 A3 .16 -.06 -31 .63%* 79
14. Perceptions of Supervisor’s Handling PF  -.07 .09 28 -.01 -.03 STEE Ss¥% 25 21 A41% 0 -18 29 18 82
15. Perceptions of Supervisor’s Handling NF .30 34 -51* .03 .10 -.01 -.10 -.06 -.14 .03 -.13 -.01 32 .04 .88
M= - - - - 1310 459 4.75 3.95 372 4.58 364 388 393 4.62 360
SD= - - - - 800 44 .32 .70 81 45 .99 .69 85 43 .93
Number of Items = - - - - - 17 17 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 4

Note. *p <.05 **p<.01. Reliabilities in bold are presented at the diagonal. SP = Supervisor, SB = Subordinates, PF = Positive Feedback, NF = Negative Feedback.
Performance Ratings (1 = Insufficient; 5 = Very successful), Reaction Ratings (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly agree), Length of time working together was presented with
months.
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3.4 Analyses on Performance Data and Hypothesis Testing
3.4.1 ANOVAs on Performance Data

The effects of the feedback-type intervention were assessed in terms of
changes in job performance from the pretest to the posttest ratings. The pattern of
change in feedback recipients’ (i.e., subordinates) job performance across the two
months period for both groups were analyzed using a 2x2 mixed ANOVA repeated
on the second factor. In the analysis, the effects of the feedback type (written plus
verbal feedback vs. written-only feedback) were assessed on feedback recipients’ job
performance. The analysis was performed using each subject’s mean performance
score before (pretest) and two months after the feedback (posttest).

As presented in Table 5, the feedback type didn’t have a significant effect on
feedback recipients’ job performance. No significant difference was obtained
between improvement scores on subordinates’ job performance in the two feedback
conditions (F(1, 69) =.78, p > .05), with n> = .01 which indicates that the strength
of the association between the feedback-delivery method and performance was weak
based on Cohen’s convention (Aron & Aron, 2003). That is, the WVF subordinates
did not improve their job performance significantly more than did the WF
subordinates. Hence, Hypothesis 1 was not supported. However, it was also found
that the subordinates in the two feedback conditions significantly improved their
performance after receiving feedback regardless of the feedback type.

In order to separately investigate the nature of the differences between pretest
and posttest ratings for each feedback condition, separate one-way ANOVAs with
repeated measures were computed. The results of these analyses indicated that
feedback had a significant effect on job performance of both the WVF subordinates,
F(1,37)=23.63, p <.001 and the WF subordinates, F(1, 32)=10.58, p <.01 (see
Table 6). Based on Cohen’s convention (Aron & Aron, 2003), it was found that that
the strength of the association between the WVF and performance was strong, with
n?> = .39. The examination of the means revealed that the WVF subordinates
improved their job performance from 4.58 to 4.75 from Time 1 to Time 2 over

S5-point scale. This improvement in the WF was from 4.59 to 4.71, with n*> = .25
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which is not as strong as it was in the WVF condition. Table 6 presents means and

standard deviations of pre and post performance ratings for both feedback conditions.

Table 5. ANOVA Results on Pretest-Posttest Performance Ratings

Source Type Il Sum of Squares  df Mean Square F
Between-subjects 19.463 70

Feedback type .005 1 .005 .02

Error 19.458 69 282
Within-subjects 2.293 71

Performance 127 1 127 32.36*
Feedback*Performance 017 1 017 78

Error 1.549 69 .02

Total 21.756 141

Note. *p <.001. Performance Ratings (1 = Insufficient; 5 = Very successful)

Table 6. ANOVA Result, Means, and Standard Deviations on Comparison of

Pretest-Posttest Performance Ratings of the Two Conditions

PRETEST POSTTEST

CONDITION F p N M SD M SD
Written Feedback 10.58 .003* 33 459 40 4.71 .39
Written + Verbal Feedback  23.63 .000* 38 4.58 45 4.75 32

Note. *p <.001. Performance Ratings (1 = Insufficient; 5 = Very successful).

Based on the high correlations among study variables and demographic
variables, a hierarchical regression analysis was run on the posttest performance
ratings to be able to identify potential contributors of the posttest performance. The
results indicated a significant effect of pretest performance ratings (B = .95) and

supervisor’s rank (f = -.86) on the posttest performance ratings, F(8, 15)= 11.60,
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p < .001. Therefore, the effect of feedback type on performance was also assessed
using a one way between-subjects ANCOVA, after controlling for the effects of
pretest performance ratings and supervisor’s rank. Similar to the ANOVA results, the
ANCOVA results indicated no significant effect of the feedback type on
subordinates’ job performance even when the pretest performance ratings and

supervisor’s rank were controlled, F(1, 67)=.07, p > .05.

3.5 Analyses on Reaction Data and Hypotheses Testing
3.5.1 ANOVAs on Utility Reactions

Utility reactions of supervisors toward the feedback process were compared
based on the experimental condition they were in (Written plus verbal feedback vs.
Written-only feedback) using one-way between subjects ANOVAs. The results
showed that the utility reactions of supervisors in the two conditions differed
significantly from each other, F(1, 74)=4.39, p <.05. That is, the WVF supervisors
(M = 3.95) rated the feedback more favorably than did the WF supervisors (M =
3.60), yielding support for Hypothesis 2a.

When subordinates’ utility reactions toward the feedback process were
compared with a one-way between subjects ANOVA, it was found that although
there was a difference between the WVF subordinates’ (M = 3.88) and the WF
subordinates’ (M = 3.81) utility reactions in the expected direction, this difference
was not statistically significant, F(1, 69)= .18, p > .05; so, Hypothesis 2b was not
supported. The ANOVA results for both supervisors and subordinates are presented
in Table 7.

68



Table 7. ANOVA Results on the Utility Reactions of the Supervisors and Subordinates
in the Two Feedback Conditions

Source Type III Sum of Squares  df Mean Square  F
Supervisors
Feedback-type 2.396 1 2.396 4.39%
Error 40.384 74 546
Total 42.781 75
Subordinates
Feedback-type .095 1 .095 18
Error 37.240 69 .540
Total 37.335 70

Note. *p <.05. Utility Reaction Ratings (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly agree)

3.5.2 ANOVAs on Affective Reactions

The two feedback group supervisors’ and subordinates’ affective reactions
toward the feedback process were analyzed with one-way between subjects
ANOVAs. The results demonstrated a significant difference between the affective
reactions of supervisors in the two conditions, F(1, 74)= 3.68, p <.05, (see Table 8).
Affective reactions of supervisors who had given WVF (M = 3.72) were significantly
more favorable than those of the WF supervisors (M = 3.34), yielding support for
Hypothesis 3a.

However, Hypothesis 3b was not supported; that is, as presented in Table 8
there was no significant difference between affective reactions of the subordinates
who had received WVF (M = 3.93) and the subordinates who had received WF only
(M =3.87), F(1, 69)= .06, p>.05.
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Table 8. ANOVA Results on the Affective Reactions of the Supervisors and
Subordinates in the Two Feedback Conditions

Source Type III Sum of Squares df  Mean Square  F
Supervisors
Feedback-type 2.738 1 2.738 3.68%
Error 55.018 74 743
Total 57.757 75
Subordinates
Feedback-type .064 1 .064 .06
Error 67.070 69 972
Total 67.134 70

Note. *p <.05. Affective Reaction Ratings (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly agree)

3.6 Additional Analyses

Following the ANOVAs conducted to test the research hypotheses on
reactions, a linear regression analysis was run to examine the effects of feedback sign
as positive or negative (i.e., level of performance ratings) on reactions. Also, in order
to get more information about the effects of feedback-type on reactions, separate
one-way between subjects ANOVAs were conducted on perceptions of supervisors’
ability of handling positive/negative feedback and on individual reaction items.
Additionally, a content analysis was performed to investigate whether the
supervisors’ and subordinates’ opinions and suggestions concerning the feedback

process varied as a function of feedback-type.

3.6.1 Linear Regression Analyses

In order to explore whether sign of feedback affected the reactions toward the
feedback process, the utility and affective reactions of both feedback providers and
recipients were regressed on the pretest performance ratings in three sets of linear

regression analyses. In the first set of the regression analyses, the role of pretest
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performance ratings was assessed on overall utility and affective reactions of the
supervisors, and the utility and affective reactions of the subordinates regardless of
the feedback-type. The results revealed that pretest performance ratings did not
significantly predict any of the overall reaction ratings, F(1, 74) = .86, p > .05, F(1,
74)=.02, p>.05, F(1,69)=.29, p> .05, F(1, 69)= .25, p> .05, respectively.

In the second set of the regression analyses, the effects of pretest performance
ratings were examined on both utility and affective reactions of the supervisors, and
the utility and affective reactions of the subordinates in the WVF condition. The
results indicated that pretest performance ratings significantly predicted the utility
reactions (B =.31) and the affective reactions ( = .38) of the WVF supervisors, F(1,
37)=3.85, p<.05, F(1,37)=6.28, p <.05, respectively. However, it was not found
to be a significant predictor of the utility and the affective reactions of the WVF
subordinates, F(1, 35)=.01, p> .05, F(1,35)=.02, p > .05, respectively.

In the third set of the regression analyses, the role of pretest performance
ratings was assessed on the utility and affective reactions of the supervisors, and the
utility and affective reactions of subordinates in the WF condition. The results
showed that pretest performance ratings did not significantly predict any of the
reaction ratings in the WF condition, F(1, 35)= .91, p > .05, F(1, 35)=.96, p > .05,
F(1,32)=.19, p> .05, F(1, 32)= .34, p> .05, respectively.

3.6.2 ANOVASs on Perceptions of Handling Positive Feedback

One-way between subjects ANOVAs were performed on perceptions of self-
handling positive feedback for supervisors and perceptions of supervisor’s handling
positive feedback for subordinates in both conditions. The items in these sub-scales
having “not applicable” response alternative and not answered by the respondents
were not included in these analyses.

As presented in Table 9, ANOVA results indicated a significant effect of
feedback type on perceptions of self-handling positive feedback for supervisors,
F(1, 74) = 5.32, p < .05, and a marginally significant effect on perceptions of
supervisor’s handling positive feedback for subordinates F(1, 68) = 2.75, p < .10.
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Supervisors (M = 4.58) in the WVF condition were more comfortable when giving
positive feedback to their subordinates than the supervisors (M = 4.30) in the WF
condition. Also, the subordinates in the WVF condition (M = 4.62) thought that their
supervisors were more comfortable when giving positive feedback than did the

subordinates (M = 4.41) in the WF condition.

Table 9. ANOVA Results on the Perceptions of Handling Positive Feedback of the

Supervisors and Subordinates in the Two Feedback Conditions

Source Type III Sum of Squares ~ df  Mean Square  F
Supervisors
Feedback-type 1.475 1 1.475 5.32%*
Error 20.504 74 277
Total 21.979 75
Subordinates
Feedback-type .760 1 760 2.75%
Error 18.807 68 2717
Total 19.567 69

Note. **p < .05, *p <.10. Perceptions of Handling Positive Feedback Sub-scales (1 = Strongly
disagree; 5 = Strongly agree)

3.6.3 ANOVAs on Perceptions of Handling Negative Feedback

One-way between subjects ANOVAs were performed on perceptions of self-
handling negative feedback for supervisors and perceptions of their supervisors’
handling negative feedback for subordinates in both conditions. Because all items in
these sub-scales had “not applicable” response alternative, the items not answered
and the respondents who had not answered all of the items in these sub-scales were
eliminated from the analyses.

ANOVA results (see Table 10) indicated that although the WVF supervisors
(M = 3.64) scored higher on perceptions of self-handling negative feedback than did
the supervisors (M = 3.41) in the WF condition, this difference between the two
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feedback condition was not found to be significant (F(1, 40) = .59, p > .05).
Similarly, although the WVF subordinates (M = 3.60) scored higher on perceptions
of their supervisors’ handling negative feedback (M = 3.21), they did not
significantly differ from the WF subordinates (F(1,41) =1.93, p>.05).

Table 10. ANOVA Results on the Perceptions of Handling Negative Feedback of

the Supervisors and Subordinates in the Two Feedback Conditions

Source Type Il Sum of Squares ~ df  Mean Square  F
Supervisors
Feedback-type Sl 1 S11 .59
Error 34.614 40 .865
Total 35.125 41
Subordinates
Feedback-type 1.652 1 1.652 1.93
Error 35.098 41 .856
Total 36.750 42

Note. Perceptions of Handling Negative Feedback Sub-scales (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly
agree).

3.6.4 Analyses on Individual Reaction Items

In order to investigate whether there were significant differences between the
two feedback groups’ answers to individual reaction items, separate one-way
between subjects analyses of variances (ANOVAs) were performed on the items
which were not included in one of the sub-scales (i.e., utility reactions, affective
reactions, and perceptions of handling positive/negative feedback) of the feedback
process evaluation questionnaires.

ANOVA results were found to be significant only for two of the reaction
items. The first one-way between subjects ANOVA was performed on the WVF and
WF subordinates’ responses to the item “/ did not find what my supervisor stated in

the feedback process to be persuasive.” ANOVA results indicated that there was a
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significant difference between the WVF subordinates and the WF subordinates in
terms of their responses to this item, F(1, 68)=3.75, p <.05. The WF subordinates
(M = 2.18) scored higher than did the subordinates in the WVF condition (M = 1.70).
That is, the subordinates who had received both written and verbal feedback
perceived their supervisors as being more persuasive in the feedback process than did
the subordinates who had received written-only feedback.

Second one-way between subjects ANOVA performed on the supervisors’
responses to the item “In the feedback process, I openly and clearly stated what [
wanted to say to my subordinate.” demonstrated a significant effect of feedback-type
(F(1,74)=4.36, p <.05). The supervisors in the WVF condition (M = 4.31) scored
higher on this item than did the supervisors in the WF condition (M = 3.95).
Interestingly however, one-way between subjects ANOVA on the item “In the
feedback process, my supervisor openly and clearly stated what he wanted to say.”
did not yield the same effect for the feedback recipients, F(1, 68)=.01, p>.05.

Two other one-way between subjects ANOVAs were performed on “In the
feedback process, I realized that I paid more attention to my subordinate’s recent
performance rather than his overall performance.” for supervisors and “In the
feedback process, my supervisor paid more attention to my recent performance
rather than my overall performance.” for subordinates. These ANOVAs indicated
that neither supervisors nor subordinates in the two experimental conditions differed
significantly from each other in terms of their responses on this item (F(1, 74)=1.93,
p>.05and F(1,69)=2.60, p> .05, respectively).

Next, the two feedback condition supervisors’ responses to the item “Because
of the possibility of negative reactions, I did not express some of the points in the
feedback process.” were compared with a one-way between subjects ANOVA, and it
was found that although the WF supervisors’ mean scores (M = 2.17) were higher
than the WVF supervisors’ (M = 1.79), however this difference was not significant,
F(1,73)=2.57, p>.05.

Finally the two feedback group subordinates’ responses to the item “7

completely understood what my supervisor told me.” were compared by performing

74



another one-way between subjects ANOVA resulting in no significant difference
between the two condition supervisors’ mean scores, F(1, 67)=.00, p>.05.
All one-way ANOVA results performed on individual reaction items for both

supervisors and subordinates are summarized in Table 11.

Table 11. Summary Table of the ANOVA Results on the Individual Reaction Items
for the Supervisors and Subordinates in the Two Feedback Conditions

and the Respective Item Means

Feedback Condition (Mean)
Individual Items Written + Verbal Written F

In the feedback process, I openly and clearly
stated what [ wanted to say to my
subordinate. (SP) 4.31 3.95 4.36*

In the feedback process, my supervisor
openly and clearly stated what he wanted
to say. (SB) 4.22 4.24 .01

In the feedback process, I realized that I paid
more attention to my subordinate’s recent
performance rather than his overall

performance. (SP) 2.97 3.32 1.93

In the feedback process, my supervisor paid
more attention to my recent performance rather
than my overall performance. (SB) 3.05 2.59 2.60

Because of the possibility of negative reactions,
1 did not express some points in the feedback
process. (SP) 1.79 2.17 2.57

1 did not find what my supervisor stated in the
feedback process to be persuasive. (SB) 1.70 2.18 5.65%

1 completely understood what my supervisor

told me. (SB) 425 4.24 .00

Note. *p <.05. ** Reversed items which were recoded. VW F = Written plus verbal feedback,
WF = Written Only Feedback. All items are ranged from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly
agree. SP = Items answered by supervisors, SB = Items answered by subordinates.
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To further analyze and compare the perceptions of the supervisors and their
subordinates in the WVF condition, separate one-way between subjects analyses of
variances (ANOVAs) were performed on the corresponding items for the WVF
condition participants only. ANOVA results are presented in Table 12. The only
significant difference between the supervisors’ and subordinates’ responses was
found for the item about being comfortable or not in the feedback process. The
perceptions of the subordinates about their supervisors’ comfort were found to be
more favorable (M = 2.82) than the perceptions of the supervisors about their
subordinates’ comfort in the feedback process (M = 2.27), F(1, 74)=7.46, p < .0l.
For the remaining items, although not statistically significant, there was a general
trend that the supervisors had more favorable reactions toward the feedback process

than their subordinates.

Table 12. Means and Standard Deviations of the Corresponding Reaction Items
for the Supervisors and Subordinates in the WVF Condition

Corresponding Reaction Items Mean  SD F
I would prefer to give written-only feedback. (SP) 1.95 .86
I would prefer to receive written-only feedback. (SB) 2.11 140 49

[ had difficulty when [ was verbally expressing
the points that I had made on the written
feedback form. (SP) 246 1.12

My supervisor had difficulty when he was verbally
expressing the points that he had made on the written
feedback form. (SB) 241 1.16 .05

Feedback session was uncomfortable for
my subordinate. (SP) 2.82 .82

Feedback session was uncomfortable for
my supervisor. (SB) 2.27 93 7.46*
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Table 12 (cont’d)

Corresponding Reaction Items Mean SD F
1 let my subordinate express himself openly and

clearly. (SP) 4.56 .55

In the feedback session, my supervisor let me express

myself openly and clearly. (SB) 4.38 .76 1.50
I asked my subordinate to express his opinions about

the performance goals that I had set. ** (SP) 4.32 .56

My supervisor asked me to express my opinions about

the performance goals that he had set.** (SB) 4.21 74 37
1 think that verbal feedback and written feedback that 1

provided are consistent. (SP) 4.33 .66

1 think that verbal and written feedback that I received

are consistent. (SB) 4.49 .61 1.10
1 did not encourage my subordinate to participate

in the feedback process. (SP) 1.90 .85
My supervisor did not encourage me to participate

in the feedback process. (SB) 1.78 .79 .36

Note. *p < .01. **Items having “not applicable” response alternative. SP = Items answered by the
supervisors, SB = Items answered by the subordinates. All items were ranged from 1 = Strongly

disagree to 5 = Strongly agree.

3.6.5 Content Analysis of the Open-ended Reaction Items

In order to allow supervisors and subordinates to express their opinions and
suggestions about the feedback process, an open-ended question was included at the
end of each feedback process evaluation questionnaire. The responses to this open-
ended question (i.e., “What are your additional opinions and suggestions about the

feedback process?”’) were content analyzed. In the content analysis, both supervisors’
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and subordinates’ answers were read by the researcher and the responses with similar
content were put under an identified theme. Nine major themes emerged
summarizing supervisors’ and subordinates’ opinions and suggestions. Then, the
number of the participants providing a response under each theme regarding the
feedback condition was determined. The results of the content analysis are presented
in Table 13. Both supervisors and subordinates, especially those in the WF condition,
preferred verbal feedback more than written feedback, because they thought that
writing feedback was difficult and time-consuming. Also, they pointed out that
feedback effectiveness based on the number of factors such as timing of feedback,
frequency of feedback, effect of unit culture, feedback training etc., and feedback
had both advantages and disadvantages on job performance; so some cautions should
be taken in both performance appraisal and feedback process to make the process
more effective. Appendix O and Appendix P present the two feedback condition
supervisors’ and subordinates’ all responses summarized under these 9 major themes,

respectively.
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Table 13. Summary of the Content Analysis Results for the Additional Reactions Toward the Feedback Process

MAJOR THEMES SUPERVISORS SUBORDINATES
Written + Verbal Written N GN Written + Verbal ~ Written N GN

1. Feedback should be verbal only 5(26.3 %) 14 (73.7 %) 19 76 - 10 10 71

2. Feedback should be written only - 1 1 76 - 2 2 71

3. Feedback might have both advantages
and disadvantages on job performance - 12 12 76 3 (75 %) 1 (25 %) 4 71

4. Timing and frequency of feedback
are critical 5 (50 %) 5 (50 %) 10 76 6 (60 %) 4 (40 %) 10 71

5. Feedback training is crucial for
both feedback providers and recipients - 1 1 76 - 1 1 71

6. Cautions should be taken in
performance appraisals for an effective

and objective system - 2 2 76 - 5 5 71
7. Feedback is effective for
development and improvement 3 (60 %) 2 (40 %) 5 76 5(71.4 %) 2(286%) 7 71
8. Some parts of feedback format - 2 2 76 1 (20 %) 4 (80 %) 5 71
should be changed
9. Unit culture is important - 1 1 76 1 - 1 71
TOTAL 13 (24.5 %) 40 (75.5%) 53 76 16 (35.6 %) 29 (64.4%) 45 71

Note. N =Number of participants responding, GN = Number of participants. Percentage of participants responding to the question is presented in
parenthesis.
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CHAPTER 1V

DISCUSSION

4.1 Overview

The present study was conducted to compare and contrast differential effects
of two feedback-delivery techniques on both feedback recipients’ job performance
and feedback-givers’ and recipients’ utility and affective reactions toward the
feedback process. Additionally, (1) the effects of the feedback-type on the
perceptions of supervisor’s handling positive/negative feedback; (2) the effects of the
feedback sign (i.e., positive vs. negative) on the reactions toward the feedback
process; and (3) the relationship among demographic variables and the study
variables were examined.

In the following sections, first the findings concerning the study hypotheses
and the findings related to the additional analyses are discussed. Finally, the

implications of the findings, limitations and strengths of the study are stated.

4.2 Discussion of Hypothesis Testing

In the present study, the feedback-delivery technique was found to be
differentially effective on only supervisors’ utility and affective reactions toward the
feedback process. Specifically, Hypothesis 2a (stating that the WVF is more effective
on utility reactions of feedback-givers than the WF) and Hypothesis 3a (stating that
the WVF is more effective on affective reactions of feedback-givers than the WF)
were supported. However, the two feedback condition did not differ in terms of their
effects on the subordinates’ utility and affective reactions as well as job performance,
yielding no support for Hypotheses 2b, 3b, and 1.

Consistent with the findings of Nemeroff and Wexley (1979), the present

study indicated that when feedback was delivered using both written and verbal
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methods, it was perceived to be more useful by the supervisors than it was delivered
using written method only. Also, the supervisors in the WVF condition stated that
they liked the feedback process more than did the supervisors who delivered written-
only feedback.

The supervisors in the WVF condition expressed that in a face-to-face
meeting they stated what they wanted to say about the performance of the employee
more than did those in the WF condition, even if they were to deliver negative
evaluations to their subordinates. As a supportive finding, the WVF condition
supervisors rated the reaction item “Because of the possibility of negative reactions, 1
did not express some points in the feedback process.” less favorably than the WF
condition supervisors. The negative ratings of the WVF condition supervisors to
other reaction items such as “I would prefer to give written-only feedback.” and “I
had difficulty when I was verbally expressing the points that I had made on the
written feedback form.” (see the results section, p. 76) also indicated the preference
of verbal feedback to written feedback by the supervisors.

The preference for face-to-face interaction when providing negative feedback
could be explained by especially the paternalistic (Aycan, Kanungo, Mendonca, Yu,
Stahl, & Kurshid, 2000) and the collectivist (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005) aspects of
the Turkish work context. Collectivism involves a concern for the related others.
Paternalism, on the other hand refers to taking all the decisions for the others who are
at lower level of the organizational hierarchy. Paternalism in the Turkish context
involves caring and consideration for the subordinates rather than adapting a purely
authoritarian attitude (Aycan et al., 2000). Paternalistic and collectivist tendencies of
the culture are likely to be more evident in the organizational context of the present
study. In the armed forces, despite an emphasis on the power differentials, the
relationship between supervisors and subordinates are more likely to be paternalistic.
Supervisors in the military context assume a special responsibility for the personal
and professional development of their subordinates. In the present study, the
supervisors might have preferred verbal communication to written one to be able to

personally support the subordinates receiving negative evaluations. The supervisors
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might have thought that they could ease the stress and frustration of a subordinate
receiving negative feedback in a face-to-face meeting, and they could control the
reactions of their subordinates more effectively. The supervisors themselves
expressed that they preferred WVF feedback to WF because WF might have resulted
in a too formal relationship with their subordinates. The correlation between the
length of time working together and affective reactions of subordinates in the WVF
condition supported these interpretations about the effect of emotional relationships
between supervisors and subordinates in the feedback process. That is, the longer the
length of time working together, the more likely were the subordinates to have
favorable reactions toward the feedback they had received.

Another plausible explanation for the preference of WVF to WF by the
supervisors might be that writing feedback in itself is too difficult and time
consuming especially for the supervisors having a large number of subordinates.
However, with WVF they were not required to write everything in the feedback
report, they were able to explain some critical points in the verbal feedback process,
which is less time and energy consuming. Furthermore, not wanting to create a
permanent record of negative performance evaluations, the supervisors could have
specifically preferred to give face-to-face feedback for negative/below average
performance. This interpretation was also supported by the responses of the
supervisors to the open-ended reaction question in the user reaction questionnaire.

As it is pointed out, reactions are the first step to respond to feedback and
change behavior (Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979), and these initial reactions to
feedback and beliefs about change are expected to affect performance improvement
(Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). That is, there seems to be a relationship between
feedback recipients’ reactions toward the feedback process and improvement in their
job performance. In the present study, although the results of the hierarchical
regression analysis did not indicate the effects of reactions on posttest performance
ratings, the user reaction scores and the performance improvement scores were found
to be somewhat parallel. The results of the present study showed that regardless of

the feedback type, both supervisors’ and subordinates’ positive reactions toward the
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feedback were accompanied by an improvement in subordinates’ subsequent job
performance. That is, consistent with the literature (e.g., Atwater, Roush, &
Fischthal, 1995; Fedor, Rensvold, & Adams, 1992; Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979;
Ilgen & Moore, 1987; Pearson, 1991), any kind of feedback led to an increase in
subsequent performance of the feedback recipients.

When the subordinate reactions and the performance improvement were
explored depending on the feedback-delivery technique, it was found that neither
reactions nor performance of the feedback recipients in the two feedback conditions
differed significantly from each other. Although the WVF group subordinates’ utility
and affective reactions tended to be slightly higher than those of the subordinates in
the WF condition, this difference did not reach significance. Furthermore, parallel
with their reaction scores, the WVF condition subordinates improved their
performance more than did the WF subordinates, yet consistent with the findings of
Antonioni (1995), this difference was not significant either. All told, although the
empirical evidence suggests that any type of participation increases more favorable
reactions, such as satisfaction with the feedback process, perceptions of usefulness of
feedback, and performance improvement (e.g., DeGregorio & Fisher, 1998; Giles &
Mossholder, 1990; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995), the present findings failed to
support that evidence. That is, the WVF, which involved participation of the ratees in
the feedback process, did not yield more favorable user reactions than the WF.

There are some plausible explanations as to why the results of the present
study failed to support three of the research hypotheses which were on subordinates’
reactions (i.e., utility & affective) and improvement in performance. First, it is
possible that the verbal (face-to-face) feedback session may not have conducted as
intended. That is, the five main characteristics of the feedback interviews (i.e.,
invitation to participate, participation in goal-setting, the proportion of total time
spoken by employee, the amount of criticism, and supportive behaviors) (Nemeroff
& Wexley, 1979), which were expected to make the WVF condition to be superior to
the WF condition, might not have been realized enough in the present study to

produce a significant difference between the two feedback conditions. This may be
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due to the fact that effectiveness of feedback is likely to be affected by the cultural
context (Bretz, Milkovich, & Read, 1992). High power distance characterizing the
Turkish work context (Aycan et al., 2000; Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005) was probably
enhanced in the military context as a result of the rank differences between feedback
providers and recipients. As a result, the feedback recipients could not have benefited
from the typical advantages of a face-to-face feedback session. In the present study,
the results of the regression analyses supported this interpretation. Specifically, on
the posttest performance ratings supervisors’ rank was a negative (yet not significant)
predictor of subordinates’ performance improvement. The rank of the supervisor and
the posttest performance ratings were negatively correlated regardless of the
feedback type. It was also found that in the WF condition, when the rank of the
supervisor was high, subordinates’ satisfaction with the feedback increased.

Second reason for not supporting the hypotheses could be that although it was
tried to be controlled for by the researcher (through the instruction forms and training
programs), supervisors in the WF condition could have provided verbal feedback to
their subordinates, resulting in a restriction of the differences between the two
feedback-delivery methods in terms of their effects on subordinate reactions and job
performance.

As the third plausible explanation, perception differences between the
supervisors and the subordinates about the effectiveness of the feedback process
could be used to explain why the superiority of the WVF feedback to the WF was
found to be significant for the supervisors’ reactions, but not found for the
subordinates’ reactions. Concerning the comparison of the WVF condition
supervisors’ and the subordinates’ responses to the corresponding reaction items
(e.g., “I let my subordinate express himself openly and clearly.” and “I asked my
subordinate to express his opinions about the performance goals that I set.” see the
results section, p. 77), although not statistically significant, the supervisors seemed to
have more favorable reactions toward the feedback process than their subordinates.
The supervisors seemed to have overestimated the extent to which they practiced

supportive appraisal behaviors in the verbal feedback session. One reason for this
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finding could be that they might have thought that the success of the feedback
process was equivalent to their success. Alternatively, this can be interpreted as a
form of self-serving bias. Self-serving bias refers to the beliefs that one is more
successful than others, and it leads people to attribute success to their own skills and
abilities and failure to external factors (Mikulincer & Florian, 2002; Sedikides,
Campbell, Reeder, & Elliot, 1998). The responses of the supervisors to the reaction
scales supported this interpretation. The supervisors pointed out that they gave
chance to their subordinates to express themselves clearly and openly, and to
participate in the feedback process. Hence, they might have rated the process more

favorably to indicate that they managed the feedback process effectively.

4.3 Discussion of Additional Analyses

Exploratory analyses, in which the utility and affective reactions of both the
supervisors and subordinates were separately regressed on the pretest performance
ratings, indicated that the subordinates’ pretest performance ratings did not have an
effect on overall reactions of the supervisors and the subordinates regardless of the
feedback type. That is, the sign of feedback (i.e., positive vs. negative) did not seem
to affect the supervisors’ and the subordinates’ reactions toward the feedback. This
finding may be due to the fact that in the present study the supervisors gave relatively
high performance rating to their subordinates and the performance score variances
were restricted in a small range.

However, when the data were analyzed for each feedback condition
separately, performance ratings were found to be a significant predictor of the utility
and affective reactions of the supervisors in the WVF condition. That is, when the
WVF supervisors rated their subordinates more favorably, their perceptions about the
effectiveness of the feedback and their satisfaction with the feedback increased.
Similarly, an examination of the correlations for the WVF condition showed that
when the supervisors rated their subordinates’ performance more favorable, they
became more satisfied with the feedback they provided. That is, when pretest ratings

increased, supervisors’ satisfaction with the feedback also increased. It can be due to

85



face-saving reasons; giving feedback on the performance dimensions which were
rated as positive was likely to make the supervisors more comfortable in the
feedback process.

In another analysis, neither for the supervisors nor the subordinates in the two
feedback conditions there was a perceptual difference about the supervisor’s success
of handling negative feedback. However, both the supervisors and subordinates in
the two feedback conditions differed significantly from each other regarding their
perceptions of supervisor’s success of handling positive feedback. That is, the WVF
condition supervisors reported that they handled positive feedback more effectively
than did their counterparts in the WF condition. Also, the subordinates in the WVF
condition stated that their supervisors handled positive feedback more effectively
than did the subordinates in the WF condition. There was positive correlation
between pretest performance ratings and subordinates’ perceptions of supervisor’s
handling positive feedback which was found to be significantly higher in the WVF
condition than it was in the WF condition. These findings were also supported by the
magnitude of leniency observed in the ratings of especially the WVF condition
supervisors. The interaction expectation with the subordinate seems to have been
affected the likelihood of expressing positive feedback to the subordinates by the
supervisors in the verbal feedback session. However, in the open-ended reaction item
and some individual reaction items such as “In the feedback process, I openly and
clearly stated what I want to say to my subordinate.” (see the results section, p. 75),
the WVF condition supervisors indicated that they had preferred a verbal feedback
process and they experienced no problem in providing negative feedback to their
subordinates as also discussed before.

The correlation analyses indicated that there was a high positive correlation
between utility and affective reactions of supervisors and subordinates. That is, the
more feedback was thought to be useful by the supervisors, in both the WVF
condition and the WF condition, the more satisfied were the supervisors with the
feedback. Furthermore, the more the supervisors in both conditions were satisfied

with the feedback, the more their subordinates thought that the feedback was useful
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as a tool to improve their job performance. Additionally, as the subordinates’
perceptions about the effectiveness of feedback on their job performance in both
feedback conditions increased, their enjoyment with the feedback also increased.

It was also found that when the supervisors’ perceptions of success in self-handling
positive/negative feedback and subordinates’ perceptions of supervisor’s success in
handling positive/negative feedback increased, their perceptions of usefulness and
enjoyment of feedback increased also.

As another and important finding of the study, the WVF was found to be
significantly more persuasive than the WF by the feedback recipients. As
DeGregoria and Fisher (1988) stated, it may be due to a participative process
enhances employee perceptions of objectivity of the feedback they received. The
feedback process, in which the subordinates had an active role and a chance to speak
on their performance appraisal results and make decisions together with the
supervisors, might have been perceived more persuasive by the subordinates. The
results also indicated that although the WVF was significantly more persuasive than
the WF, both types of feedback were found to be persuasive by the feedback
recipients. It may be due to the feedback recipients’ perceptions about the expertise
and the power of the supervisors. Paternalist behaviors of the supervisors in the
feedback process might also have affected the acceptance of the feedback (Fedor,
Rensvold, & Adams, 1992). Employees, in general, perceive feedback as being more
objective when it comes from a competent supervisor (Kinicki, Wu, Prussia, &

McKee-Ryan, 2004).

4.4 Practical Implications of the Findings

Regarding utility and affective reactions toward the feedback process, the
WVF received more favorable reactions from the feedback providers (i.e.,
supervisors). However, for the feedback recipients (i.e., subordinates), the two
feedback methods were not found to be different from each other in terms of the
perceptions of usefulness and the enjoyment of the feedback, and also on the

subsequent job performance. It can be concluded that for the recipients, both

87



feedback methods were equally and positively effective on both reactions and job
performance. For the feedback providers, however, the WVF was superior to the
WEF. Yet, the results showed that the WF was still perceived positively, suggesting
that it was better than nothing or no-feedback at all.

No matter how it was delivered, performance feedback especially the WVF
one seemed to be effective in improving subordinate performance. However, due to
the absence of a no-feedback control group, it is difficult to definitely conclude that
performance feedback resulted in the observed improvement in performance.
Therefore, before making this kind of definite conclusions about the effectiveness of
feedback on job performance, a replication of the study including a “no-feedback-
control group” is needed. Moreover, conducting the replication of the study using
more representative and relatively more random units of the military will enhance the
generalizability of the study results to all military units in the Turkish Armed Forces.

Furthermore, if feedback is going to be used as a part of the performance
appraisal system in this organization, intensive feedback training programs need to
be conducted for both potential feedback providers and recipients to be able to
construct a more effective system. Performance appraisal training programs should
also be developed and administered to raters to minimize the rating biases/errors,
which negatively affect the psychometric quality of performance ratings.

It is also important to note that the frequency of feedback affects the
subordinate perceptions and performance (Chhokar & Wallin, 1984; Kinicki et al.,
2004). Performance feedback should be as frequent as to let the subordinates realize
the relationship between their current performance, feedback they received, and the
expected performance (Ilgen et al., 1979). The feedback provider is another
important issue which deserves more attention. The feedback provider should be the
most knowledgeable person about the employee’ job performance and should use the
feedback process to encourage the employee to maintain and/or improve his/her job
performance. Perhaps working with a feedback facilitator who is not the first
supervisor of the feedback recipient in the organization may reduce the problems

associated with providing and receiving performance feedback in a relatively
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collectivist context. This may help the subordinate/ratee feel more comfortable and
also more participative in the feedback session. More specifically, the superiority of
the WVF over the WF may increase with a feedback facilitator instead of the
supervisor.

Moreover, after the feedback process becomes a part of the performance
appraisal system, the quality of the feedback process needs to be controlled by a
mechanism in the organization. The attitudes and reactions of both the feedback
providers and the recipients toward the feedback process should be continuously
monitored/assessed. Based on the suggestions, feedback system might be improved

and adapted for different units within the organization.

4.5 Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Research

Limitations of the study are reported under five issues: (1) sample restriction,
(2) sample size, (3) existence of leniency bias, (4) absence of training for ratees, and
(5) absence of a control group with no-feedback or with no-feedback training.

First, data was collected from four units of the Turkish Land Forces selected
based on availability. This potentially restricted the generalizability of the study
results to all military units in the TLF. The replication of the study findings for
different and more representative units of the organization is needed. Inclusion of
different units representing the whole organization could ensure more generalizable
findings.

Second, the sample size per treatment group was relatively small, which
might have contributed to the lack of differences between the two experimental
groups on subsequent performance and user reactions regarding feedback-delivery
technique. Because of the small sample size, the expected superiority of the WVF
over the WF might not have been reached significance. Significant differences could
have been obtained from a larger and more representative sample.

Third, rating biases, especially leniency bias, were observed on the
performance ratings in the present study. An examination of the distribution of the

ratings showed that the performance ratings were restricted in range and the
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distribution was negatively skewed. That is, most of the supervisors seemed to have
evaluated their subordinates’ performance quite favorably, in other words as higher
than their actual performance. Range restriction is a serious threat to the quality of
ratings/evaluations. It is highly likely that this range restriction played a role in our
fake to obtain a significant difference between the conditions in terms of the
dependent variables of interest. In other words, it would be more likely to see a
significant difference between the two conditions if the range of ratings in both
conditions was wider.

Fourth, in addition to feedback training which was administered to only the
feedback providers, additional feedback training for the feedback recipients would
enhance the positive effects of feedback process on performance and reactions. By
this way, the feedback recipients may participate in the feedback process more
knowledgeable and with more positive attitudes.

Last, both feedback-delivery techniques were found to be positively effective
on job performance. However, lack of a no-feedback and a no-training control
groups is a potential threat to the internal validity of the results and restricts the
generalizability of the findings. Failure to find significant differences between the
two feedback conditions could be explained by the effectiveness of feedback training
in general regardless of its type. It is not clear whether similar effects of feedback on
performance would be observed where feedback providers did not receive feedback
training. Similarly, the absence of control group with no-feedback process makes it
difficult to determine whether the performance improvement occurred as a result of
receiving any kind of feedback. Therefore, future studies including no-feedback and

no-training control groups are needed.

4.6 Strengths and Significance of the Study

Potentional contributions of the current study to the literature on the
feedback—performance relationship are discussed in five steps. First, the present
study investigated the medium of feedback which has not been extensively and

directly studied in the literature. The effectiveness of two different feedback-delivery
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methods (i.e., modes of communication) was evaluated based on more than one
criterion: job performance and user reactions which have not been extensively
investigated together in the feedback literature.

Second, the effectiveness of feedback was examined in a specific cultural
setting (in Turkey) where performance appraisal feedback is not commonly provided
or is not a typical part of performance management systems. This study is an
important one to highlight what we already know about the effects of feedback on
job performance and user reactions, which has been especially studied in the western
cultures. Therefore, the present study contributed to the emerging local literature on
performance management in Turkey.

Third, the present study is an important one because it was carried out in a
real life organization, with real life supervisors and subordinates.

Fourth, in the present study, the subordinates’ performance was evaluated
using a “Performance Appraisal Form” developed for the Turkish Armed Forces
specifically based on comprehensive examinations of the job in questions, attitude
surveys, and interviews. This form included all specific dimensions of the military
officer jobs, and had good psychometric properties (Siimer & Bilgic, September 4,
20006). It 1s thought to produce high quality and validity in performance ratings.

Fifth, the present study used the changes in job performance ratings as one of
the criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of feedback-delivery technique by
comparing the pretest and the posttest ratings. Using a pretest-posttest quasi
experimental design enabled the researcher to compare and the contrast the effects of
feedback-delivery method on performance improvement in the two experimental
conditions. A pretest-posttest design helped in isolating the effects of individual
differences and group differences that might have affected the results by using same
participants before and after the manipulation. This type of research design clearly
differentiated the two feedback-delivery techniques between the pretest and the
posttest performance appraisals. Inclusion of the posttest data helped the researcher
assess whose job performance actually changed and how user reactions differed

based on the feedback.
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Table 1. The Phases of the Study

Conditions Phase 1 Interval 1 Phase 2 Interval 2 Phase 3
Performance appraisal WEF training
Written-Only Feedback training + Performance
Condition + Interval WF 2 months appraisal 2
Performance appraisal 1 +
reactions
Number of Participants 37 Supervisors - 37 Supervisors - 33 Supervisors
34 Subordinates
Performance appraisal WVF training
Written + Verbal training + Performance
Feedback Condition + Interval WVF 2 months appraisal 2
Performance appraisal 1 +
reactions

Number of Participants

40 Supervisors

39 Supervisors
37 Subordinates

38 Supervisors
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APPENDIX B

WRITTEN FEEDBACK PROCESS EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
SUPERVISOR FORM
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DIKKAT ! : Liitfen bu anket formunun ve formu doldurduktan sonra icine
koyacagimz zarfin sag iist kosesine arastirma boyunca size verilen zarflarin

iizerindeki seri numarasim yaziniz.

Tarth:

YAZILI GERIBILDIiRIiM SURECINI DEGERLENDIiRME FORMU
(A1)

Bu galigmanin amaci, performansa yonelik etkili geribildirim yontemlerini tespit
edebilmektir. Bu amaca uygun olarak, sizden istenen, bu c¢alisma kapsaminda maiyetinize
vermis oldugunuz geribildirim ile ilgili goriis ve diislincelerinizi belirtmenizdir.
Degerlendirmeleriniz, geribildirim silirecinin iyilestirilmesine ve olasi eksikliklerin
giderilmesine yonelik olarak kullanilacaktir. Bu nedenle, vereceginiz cevaplar bizim igin
biiyiik 6nem tagimaktadir.

Verdiginiz cevaplarin gizliliginin korunacagini ve arastirmaci tarafindan kimlik
ortaya ¢ikartacak sekilde kimseyle paylasilmayacagini 6zellikle belirtmek isteriz.

Liitfen, asagida yer alan ifadelerin her birine ne kadar katildiginizi, sunulan 5-
basamakli dlcek yardimi ile degerlendiriniz. Sizin i¢in uygun olan secenegi ifade eden
rakamui daire i¢ine aliniz.

Katiliminiz ve katkilariniz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz...

Kesinlikle Biraz Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katiliyorum Katiliyorum katiliyorum
1 2 3 4 5

1) Verdigim yazili geribildirimin, maiyetimin performansini

gelistirmesinde yararli olacagina inaniyorum. 1 2 3 4 5

2) Verdigim yazil geribildirim sayesinde maiyetimin gorevi
esnasinda karsilasabilecegi sorunlarla daha rahat basa 1 2 3 4 5

¢ikabilecegini diisiniiyorum.

3) Geribildirimi sadece sozlii olarak vermeyi tercih ederdim. 1 2 3 4 5

104




Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

Katilmiyorum

Biraz
katiliyorum

Katiliyorum

Kesinlikle
Katiliyorum

1

2

3

4

5

4) Geribildirimi yazili olarak vermek, maiyetimle yiiz
yilizeyken sdylemekten ¢ekinebilecegim bazi noktalar: daha

rahat ifade etmemi sagladi.

5) “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nda, maiyetimin gérevinde
basarili oldugu noktalar1 belirttim.

6) Maiyetime, performansina yonelik yazili geribildirim
vermekten hoslandim.

7) Maiyetimin gorece diisiik performans gosterdigi noktalar1
kaleme alirken zorlandim. (Maiyetinizin performansini bu
sekilde degerlendirdiginiz performans boyutu yoksa bu
maddeyi bos birakiniz.)

8) “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nu doldururken, sdylemek
istediklerimi agik ve net bir sekilde ifade ettim.

9) “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nda, maiyetimin gorevinde
gorece diisiik performans gosterdigi noktalar: belirttim.
(Maiyetinizin performanswni bu sekilde degerlendirdiginiz
performans boyutu yoksa bu maddeyi bog birakiniz.)

10) Maiyetimin performansi hakkinda yaptigim giiclii
degerlendirmelerin nedenlerini yazabildim. (Maiyetinizi 5
puan ile degerlendirdiginiz performans boyutu yoksa bu
maddeyi bos birakiniz.)

11) Maiyetimin performansi hakkinda yaptigim zay1f
degerlendirmelerin nedenlerini yazabildim. (Maiyetinizi 1 ya
da 2 puan ile degerlendirdiginiz performans boyutu yoksa bu
maddeyi bos birakiniz.)

12) Maiyetimin performansi hakkinda yaptigim giicli
degerlendirmelere yonelik 6rnekler sunabildim. (Maiyetinizi 5
puan ile degerlendirdiginiz performans boyutu yoksa bu
maddeyi bog birakiniz.)

13) Maiyetimin performansi hakkinda yaptigim zay1f
degerlendirmelere yonelik &rnekler sunabildim. (Maiyetinizi 1
va da 2 puan ile degerlendirdiginiz performans boyutu yoksa
bu maddeyi bos birakiniz.)

14) Maiyetimin tepki gosterebilecegini diisiinerek “Yazilt

Geribildirim Formu”nda bazi noktalar1 ifade etmedim.
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Kesinlikle Biraz Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katiliyorum Katiliyorum Katiliyorum

1 2 3 4 5

15) Basarili oldugu boyutlarda maiyetimin bu bagarisini
takdir ettim. 1 2 3 4 5

16) Performansini gelistirmesi yoniinde maiyetimi tesvik
ettim. 1 2 3 4 5

17) Maiyetime bundan sonra da bu sekilde (yazili olarak)

geribildirim vermek isterim. 1 2 3 4 5

18) Yazil geribildirime ek olarak sozlii geribildirim de
vermenin, maiyetimin performansi {izerinde art1 bir etkisi 1 2 3 4 5

olacag inancindayim.

19) “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nu doldururken, genel

olarak zorlandim. 1 2 3 4 5

20) Verdigim yazil1 geribildirimin, maiyetimin igsindeki

performansini degistirecegine inanmryorum. 1 2 3 4 5

21) “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nu doldururken,
maiyetimin daha ¢ok son dénemlerdeki performansini 1 2 3 4 5

dikkate aldigimi fark ettim.

22) Ben de amirimden bu sekilde (yazili olarak)
geribildirim almak isterim. 1 2 3 4 5

23) Geribildirimi yazili olarak vermek siireci etkili hale

getirdi. 1 2 3 4 5

24) “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nu ne kadar siirede doldurdunuz? ............... dk.

25) Geribildirim siireci ile ilgili varsa diger goriis ve onerileriniz nelerdir?
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APPENDIX C

WRITTEN FEEDBACK PROCESS EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
SUBORDINATE FORM
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DIKKAT ! : Liitfen bu anket formunun ve doldurduktan sonra formu icine
koyacagimz zarfin sag iist kosesine anketin size verildigi zarfin sag iist kosesindeki

seri numarasini yaziniz.

Tarth:

YAZILI GERIBILDIiRIiM SURECINI DEGERLENDIiRME FORMU
(A2)

Bu galigmanin amaci, performansa yonelik etkili geribildirim yOntemlerini tespit
edebilmektir. Bu amaca uygun olarak, sizden istenen, bu c¢alisma kapsaminda amirinizden
almis oldugunuz geribildirim ve bu geribildirimin verilis sekli ile ilgili goriis ve
diisiincelerinizi belirtmenizdir. Degerlendirmeleriniz, geribildirim siirecinin iyilestirilmesine
ve olasi eksikliklerin giderilmesine yonelik olarak kullanilacaktir. Bu nedenle, vereceginiz
cevaplar bizim i¢in 6nem tagimaktadir.

Verdiginiz cevaplarin gizliliginin korunacagini ve arastirmaci tarafindan kimlik
ortaya ¢ikartacak sekilde kimseyle paylasilmayacagini 6zellikle belirtmek isteriz.

Liitfen, asagida yer alan ifadelerin her birine ne kadar katildiginizi, sunulan 5-
basamakli dlcek yardimi ile degerlendiriniz. Sizin i¢in uygun olan secenegi ifade eden
rakami daire i¢ine aliniz.

Katiliminiz ve katkilariniz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz. ..

Kesinlikle Biraz Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katiliyorum Katiliyorum katiliyorum
1 2 3 4 5

1) Yazili olarak aldigim geribildirimin, performansim

gelistirmemde yararli olacagina inantyorum. 1 2 3 4 5

2) Yazili olarak aldigim geribildirim sayesinde, gérevim
esnasinda karsilagabilecegim sorunlarla daha rahat basa 1 2 3 4 5

cikabilecegimi diisiiniiyorum.

3) Geribildirimi sadece sozlii olarak almayi tercih ederdim. 1 2 3 4 5
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Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

Katilmiyorum

Biraz
katiliyorum

Katiliyorum

Kesinlikle
Katiliyorum

1

2

3

4

5

4) Amirim, “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nda gérevimde

basarili oldugum noktalar1 belirtmis.

5) Performansima yonelik yazili geribildirim almaktan

hoslandim.

6) Amirimin, gorece diisiik performans gosterdigim noktalart
kaleme alirken zorlandigini diisiiniiyorum. (Performansinizin
bu sekilde degerlendirildigi boyut yoksa bu maddeyi bos
birakiniz.)

7) “Yazili Geribildirim Formunda, amirim sdylemek

istediklerini agik ve net bir sekilde ifade etmis.

8) Amirim, “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nda gérevimde
gorece diisiik performans gosterdigim noktalari
belirtmis.(Performansinizin bu sekilde degerlendirildigi boyut
yoksa bu maddeyi bos birakiniz.)

9) Amirim, performansim hakkinda yaptig giiglii
degerlendirmelerin nedenlerini belirtmis. (Performansinizin
“giiclii/iistiin basarili” olarak degerlendirildigi boyut yoksa
bu maddeyi bog birakiniz.)

10) Amirim, performansim hakkinda yaptig1 zayif
degerlendirmelerin nedenlerini belirtmis. (Performansinizin
“zayif ya da geligtirilmesi gerekli” olarak degerlendirildigi
boyut yoksa bu maddeyi bos birakiniz.)

11) Amirim, performansim hakkinda yaptigi giiglii
degerlendirmelere yonelik 6rnekler sunmus.
(Performansimizin “gii¢lii/iistiin bagarili” olarak
degerlendirildigi boyut yoksa bu maddeyi bos birakiniz.)

12) Amirim, performansim hakkinda yaptig1 zayif
degerlendirmelere yonelik drnekler sunmus.
(Performansmmizin “zayif ya da gelistirilmesi gerekli” olarak
degerlendirildigi boyut yoksa bu maddeyi bos birakiniz.)

13) Amirim, basarilt oldugum boyutlarda bu basarimi takdir
etmis.

14) Amirim, performansimi gelistirmem yoniinde beni tesvik
etmis.
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Kesinlikle Biraz Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katiliyorum Katiliyorum Katiliyorum
1 2 3 4 5

15) Bundan sonra da bu sekilde (yazili olarak)
geribildirim almak isterim. 2 4 5
16) Geribildirimi yaziliya ek olarak sozlii olarak da
almanin, performansim {izerinde art1 bir etkisi olacagi 2 4 5
inancindayim.
17) Amirimin “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nda ifade
ettiklerini ikna edici bulmadim. 2 4 5
18) Aldigim yazili geribildirimin, isimdeki
performansimi degistirecegine inanmiyorum. 2 4 5
19) Amirim “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nu doldururken,
daha ¢ok son donemlerdeki performansim iizerinde 2 4 5
durmus.
20) Ben de maiyetime bu sekilde (yazili olarak)
geribildirim vermek isterdim. 2 4 5
21) Geribildirimi yazili olarak almak siireci etkili hale
getirdi. 2 4 5
22) Amirimin “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nda ifade
ettiklerini tam olarak anladim. 2 4 5

23) Geribildirim siireci ile ilgili varsa diger goriis ve onerileriniz nelerdir?
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APPENDIX D

FEEDBACK PROCESS EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
SUPERVISOR FORM
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DIKKAT ! : Liitfen bu anket formunun ve formu doldurduktan sonra icine
koyacagimz zarfin sag iist kosesine, arastirma boyunca size verilen zarflarin

iizerindeki seri numarasim yaziniz.

Tarth:

GERIBILDiRiM SURECINi DEGERLENDIiRME FORMU
(B1)

Bu galigmanin amaci, performansa yonelik etkili geribildirim yontemlerini tespit
edebilmektir. Bu amaca uygun olarak, sizden istenen, bu c¢alisma kapsaminda maiyetinize
vermig oldugunuz geribildirim ile ilgili yonelik goriis ve diislincelerinizi belirtmenizdir.
Degerlendirmeleriniz, geribildirim silirecinin iyilestirilmesine ve olasi eksikliklerin
giderilmesine yonelik olarak kullanilacaktir. Bu nedenle, vereceginiz cevaplar bizim igin
Onem tasimaktadir.

Verdiginiz cevaplarin gizliliginin korunacagini ve arastirmaci tarafindan kimlik
ortaya ¢ikartacak sekilde kimseyle paylasilmayacagini 6zellikle belirtmek isteriz.

Liitfen, asagida yer alan ifadelerin her birine ne kadar katildiginizi, sunulan 5-
basamakli dlcek yardimi ile degerlendiriniz. Sizin i¢in uygun olan secenegi ifade eden
rakamui daire i¢ine aliniz.

Katiliminiz ve katkilariniz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz...

Kesinlikle Biraz Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katiliyorum Katiliyorum katiliyorum
1 2 3 4 5

1) Verdigim geribildirimin maiyetimin performansini

gelistirmesinde yararli olacagina inantyorum. 1 2 3 4 5

2) Verdigim geribildirim sayesinde maiyetimin gorevi
esnasinda karsilagabilecegi sorunlarla daha rahat baga 1 2 3 4 5

¢ikabilecegini diisiniiyorum.

3) Geribildirimi sadece sozlii olarak vermeyi tercih ederdim. 1 2 3 4 5
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Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

Katilmiyorum

Biraz
katiliyorum

Katiliyorum

Kesinlikle
Katiliyorum

1

2

3

4

5

4) “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nda belirttigim noktalar1

maiyetime s6zlii olarak ifade ederken zorlandim.

5) Geribildirimi sadece yazili olarak vermeyi tercih ederdim.

6) Maiyetime, performansina yonelik geribildirimi hem yazil

hem s6zlii olarak vermekten hoglandim.

7) Maiyetimin gorece daha diisiik performans gosterdigi
noktalart ele alirken zorlandim. (Maiyetinizin performansini
bu sekilde degerlendirdiginiz performans boyutu yoksa bu
maddeyi bos birakiniz.)

8) Geribildirim siireci maiyetim i¢in rahatsizlik vericiydi.

9) Maiyetimin sdylemek istediklerini agik ve net bir sekilde

ifade etmesine firsat verdim.

10) Geribildirim siirecinde soylemek istediklerimi, maiyetime

acik ve net bir sekilde ifade ettim.

11) Maiyetime bundan sonra da bu sekilde (sozlii ve yazili

olarak) geribildirim vermek isterim.

12) Geribildirim siirecinde maiyetimin gorevinde basarili

oldugu noktalar1 belirttim.

13) Geribildirim siirecinde maiyetimin gérevinde gorece
diisiik performans gosterdigi noktalari belirttim. (Maiyetinizin
performansini bu sekilde degerlendirdiginiz performans
boyutu yoksa bu maddeyi bog birakiniz.)

14) Maiyetimin performansi hakkinda yaptigim giiclii
degerlendirmelerin nedenlerini ifade edebildim. (5 puan ile
degerlendirdiginiz performans boyutu yoksa bu maddeyi bog

birakiniz.)

15) Maiyetimin performansi hakkinda yaptigim zayif
degerlendirmelerin nedenlerini ifade edebildim. (1 ya da 2
puan ile degerlendirdiginiz performans boyutu yoksa bu
maddeyi bos birakiniz.)
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Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

Katilmiyorum

Biraz
katilryorum

Katiliyorum

Kesinlikle
Katiliyorum

1

2

3

4

5

16) Maiyetimin performansi hakkinda yaptigim giiclii
degerlendirmelere yonelik 6rnekler sunabildim. (5 puan
ile degerlendirdiginiz performans boyutu yoksa bu
maddeyi bos birakiniz.)

17) Maiyetimin performansi hakkinda yaptigim zayif
degerlendirmelere yonelik drnekler sunabildim. (7 ya
da 2 puan ile degerlendirdiginiz performans boyutu
yoksa bu maddeyi bos birakiniz.)

18) Maiyetimin tepki gosterecegini diisiinerek, “Yazili
Geribildirim Formu”nda belirttigim bazi noktalar1 sozlii

olarak ifade etmedim.

19) Basarili oldugu boyutlarda maiyetimin bu basarisini

takdir ettim.

20) Performansim gelistirmesi yoniinde maiyetimi tesvik

ettim.

21) Geribildirimi yaziliya ek olarak sozlii olarak da
vermenin, maiyetimin performansi iizerinde art1 bir etkisi

olacagina inanmiyorum.

22) Geribildirim siirecinde genel olarak rahattim.

23) Performansim gelistirmesi yoniinde belirledigim
hedefler konusunda maiyetimin de fikrini aldim.
(Belirlediginiz hi¢chir hedef yoksa bu maddeyi bog
birakiniz.)

24) Verdigim yazil1 ve sozlii geribildirimlerin birbiriyle

tutarli oldugunu diistintiyorum.

25) Verdigim geribildirimin, maiyetimin igindeki

performansini degistirecegine inanmiyorum.

26) Geribildirim siirecinde, maiyetimin daha ¢ok son

donemlerdeki performansini dikkate aldigimi fark ettim.

27) Ben de amirimden bu sekilde (s6zlii ve yazili olarak)

geribildirim almak isterim.
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Kesinlikle Biraz Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katiliyorum Katiliyorum Katiliyorum

1 2 3 4 5

28) Geribildirimi sozIi ve yazili olarak vermek siireci

etkili hale getirdi. 1 2 3 4 5

29) Maiyetimin geribildirim siirecine katilimini tesvik

etmedim. 1 2 3 4 5

30) Sozlii geribildirim vermenin bizim kurum

kiiltiirimiize uymayacagin diisliniiyorum. 1 2 3 4 5

31) “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nda yazdiklarim iizerinde, sozlii geribildirim siireci sirasinda bazi

degisiklikler yaparak “notlar” boliimiine yazdim. (Uygun secenegi yuvarlak icine aliniz.) Evet

Hayir
32) “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nu ne kadar siirede doldurdunuz? ................ dk.
33) Sozlii geribildirim siireci ne kadar siirdii? ............... dk.

34) Geribildirim siireci ile ilgili varsa diger goriis ve dnerileriniz nelerdir?
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APPENDIX E

FEEDBACK PROCESS EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
SUBORDINATE FORM
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DIKKAT! : Liitfen bu anket formunun ve doldurduktan sonra formu icin
koyacagimz zarfin sag iist kosesine, anketin size verildigi zarfin sag iist kosesindeki

seri numarasini yaziniz.

Tarih:

GERIBILDiRiM SURECINi DEGERLENDIiRME FORMU
(B2)

Bu galigmanin amaci, performansa yonelik etkili geribildirim yOntemlerini tespit
edebilmektir. Bu amaca uygun olarak, sizden istenen, bu c¢alisma kapsaminda amirinizden
almis oldugunuz geribildirim ve bu geribildirimin verilis sekli ile ilgili goriis ve
diisiincelerinizi belirtmenizdir. Degerlendirmeleriniz, geribildirim siirecinin iyilestirilmesine
ve olasi eksikliklerin giderilmesine yonelik olarak kullanilacaktir. Bu nedenle, vereceginiz
cevaplar bizim i¢in 6nem tagimaktadir.

Verdiginiz cevaplarin gizliliginin korunacagini ve arastirmaci tarafindan kimlik
ortaya ¢ikartacak sekilde kimseyle paylasilmayacagini 6zellikle belirtmek isteriz.

Liitfen, asagida yer alan ifadelerin her birine ne kadar katildiginizi, sunulan 5-
basamakli dlcek yardimi ile degerlendiriniz. Sizin i¢in uygun olan secenegi ifade eden

rakami daire i¢ine aliniz.

Katiliminiz ve katkilariniz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz...

Kesinlikle Biraz Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katiliyorum Katiliyorum katiliyorum
1 2 3 4 5

1) Aldigim geribildirimin, performansimi gelistirmemde

yararli olacagina inaniyorum. 1 2 3 4 5

2) Aldigim geribildirim sayesinde, gérevim esnasinda

karsilagabilecegim sorunlarla daha rahat basa ¢ikabilecegimi 1 2 3 4 5
diistiniiyorum.
3) Geribildirimi sadece sozlii olarak almayi tercih ederdim. 1 2 3 4 5
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Kesinlikle Biraz Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katiliyorum Katiliyorum Katiliyorum
1 2 3 4 5

4) Amirim, “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nda belirttigi
noktalar1 sozlii olarak ifade ederken zorlandi. 1 2 4 5
5) Geribildirimi sadece yazil1 olarak almayi tercih ederdim. 1 2 4 5
6) Performansima yonelik geribildirimi, hem yazilt hem sozli
olarak almaktan hoslandim. 1 2 4 5
7) Amirim gorece daha diisiik performans sergiledigim
noktalari ele alirken zorland1. (Performansinizin bu sekilde 1 2 4 5
degerlendirildigi boyut yoksa bu maddeyi bos birakiniz.)
8) Geribildirim siireci amirim i¢in rahatsizlik vericiydi. 1 2 4 5
9) Geribildirim siirecinde amirim, séylemek istedigim seyleri
acik ve net bir sekilde ifade etmeme firsat verdi. 1 2 4 5
10) Geribildirim siirecinde amirim sdylemek istediklerini agik
ve net bir sekilde ifade etti. 1 2 4 5
11) Bundan sonra da bu sekilde (s6zli ve yazili) geribildirim
almak isterim. 1 2 4 5
12) Geribildirim siirecinde amirim gérevimde basarili
oldugum noktalari belirtti. 1 2 4 5
13) Geribildirim siirecinde amirim gérevimde gorece diisiik
performans gosterdigim noktalar1 belirtti. (Performansinizin 1 2 4 5
bu sekilde degerlendirildigi boyut yoksa bu maddeyi bos
birakiniz.)
14) Amirim, yaptig1 giicli degerlendirmelerin nedenlerini
belirtmis. (Performansinizin “gii¢li/iistiin basarili” olarak 1 2 4 5
degerlendirildigi boyut yoksa bu maddeyi bos birakiniz.)
15) Amirim, yaptig1 zayif degerlendirmelerin nedenlerini
belirtmis. (Performansimizin “zayif ya da gelistirilmesi 1 2 4 5
gerekli” olarak degerlendirildigi boyut yoksa bu maddeyi bos
birakiniz.)
16) Amirim, yaptig1 giiclii degerlendirmelere yonelik 6rnekler
sundu. (Performansmmizin “gii¢lii/iistiin basarihi” olarak 1 2 4 5
degerlendirildigi boyut yoksa bu maddeyi bos birakiniz.)
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Kesinlikle Biraz Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katiliyorum Katiliyorum Katiliyorum
1 2 3 4 5

17) Amirim, yaptig1 zayif degerlendirmelere yonelik
ornekler sundu. (Performansimizin “zayif ya da 2 3 4 5
gelistirilmesi gerekli” olarak degerlendirildigi boyut
yoksa bu maddeyi bos birakiniz.)
18) Amirim, “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nda deginmis
oldugu baz1 noktalar sozlii olarak ifade etmedi. 2 3 4 5
19) Amirim, basarilt oldugum boyutlarda bu bagarimi
takdir etti. 2 3 4 5
20) Amirim, performansimi gelistirmem yoniinde beni
tesvik etti. 2 3 4 5
21) Geribildirimi yaziliya ek olarak sozlii olarak da
almanin, performansim iizerinde olumlu bir etkisi 2 3 4 5
olacagina inanmiyorum.
22) Geribildirim siirecinde genel olarak rahattim. 2 3 4 5
23) Amirim, performansimi gelistirmem yoniinde
belirledigi hedefler konusunda benim de fikrimi ald1. 2 3 4 5
(Amirinizin belirledigi hi¢hir hedef yoksa bu maddeyi
bogs birakiniz.)
24) Aldigim yazili ve sozlii geribildirimlerin birbiriyle
tutarli oldugunu diistiniiyorum. 2 3 4 5
25) Aldigim geribildirimin, isimdeki performansimi
degistirecegine inanmiyorum. 2 3 4 5
26) Amirim geribildirim siirecinde, daha ¢ok son
donemlerdeki performansim tizerinde durdu. 2 3 4 5
27) Ben de maiyetime bu sekilde (sozlii ve yazilr)
geribildirim vermek isterdim. 2 3 4 5
28) Geribildirimi sozli ve yazili olarak almak siireci
etkili hale getirdi. 2 3 4 5
29) Amirim, geribildirim siirecine katilimimi tegvik
etmedi. 2 3 4 5
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Kesinlikle Biraz Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katiliyorum Katiliyorum Katiliyorum
1 2 3 4 5

30) Amirim, geribildirim siirecinde sdylediklerimi
dikkatli bir sekilde dinledi. 1 2 3 4 5
31) Amirimin geribildirim siirecinde sdylediklerini ikna
edici bulmadim. 1 2 3 4 5
32) Amirimin sdylediklerini tam olarak anladim. 1 2 3 4 5

33) Amirim “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nda yazdiklari {izerinde sozlii geribildirim siireci sirasinda
baz1 degisiklikler yaparak “notlar” boliimiine yazmuis. (Uygun secenegi yuvarlak igine aliniz.) Evet

Hayir

34) Sozlii geribildirim siireci ne kadar stirdi? ................ dk.

35) Geribildirim siireci ile ilgili varsa diger goriis ve Onerileriniz nelerdir?
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APPENDIX F

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL TRAINING PROGRAM
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PERFORMANS DEGERLENDIRMESI EGITiM PROGRAMI

1. OTURUM
icerik:

1.1. Egitmenin Kendisini Tanitmasi

1.2. Programin Amacinin Ag¢iklanmasi

1.3. Katilimcilar ile Tanisma

1.4. Performans Degerlendirme Konusuna Giris

1.5. Performans Degerlendirmesinin Onemi

1.6. Bireysel Performans Degerlendirme Sistemi

1.6.1. Bireysel Performans Degerlendirme Formu
1.7. Performans Degerlendirme Siirecine Iliskin Yanlis Diisiinceler ve

Degerlendirme Yanliliklari

15 dakika ara

2. OTURUM

icerik:

2.1. Performans Degerlendirme Sistemini Dogru Olarak Uygulamak igin
Yapilmasi Gerekenler ve Yanliliklardan Arinma

2.2. Performans Degerlendirme Standartlari

2.3. Uygulama

2.4. Genel Degerlendirme ve Hatirlatmalar

2.5. Soru-Cevap

2.6. Kapanig

TOPLAM SURE: 3 saat
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APPENDIX G

WRITTEN FEEDBACK TRAINING PROGRAM
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YAZILI GERIBILDIiRIM EGIiTIM PROGRAMI

1. OTURUM
icerik:
1.1. Egitmenin Kendisini Tanitmasi
1.2. Programin Amacinin Ag¢iklanmasi
1.3. Katilimcilar ile Tanisma ve Isinma
1.4. Geribildirim Konusuna Girisg
1.5. Tletisim Konusunda Genel Hatirlatmalar
1.6. Bir Iletisim Araci Olarak Yazili Geribildirim
1.7. Yazili Geribildirim Siireci ve Basamaklari
1.7.1. Yazih Geribildirim Siirecinde Dikkat Edilmesi Gereken Noktalar

1.7.2. Yazili Geribildirim Siirecinde Onemli Noktalardan Biri: Hedef Belirleme

10 dakika ara

2. OTURUM

icerik:

2.1. Yazih Geribildirim Siirecinde Olumsuz Degerlendirmelerin ifade Edilmesi
2.2. Yazih Geribildirim Siirecinde Izlenmesi Gereken Adimlarin Ornekler Uzerinde Incelenmesi
2.2.1. Uygulama: “Yazili Geribildirim Form” Orneklerinin Sunumu
2.3. Genel Degerlendirme ve Soru-Cevap

2.4. Kapanis

TOPLAM SURE: 3 saat
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APPENDIX H

WRITTEN PLUS VERBAL FEEDBACK TRAINING PROGRAM
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GERIBILDIiRIiM EGIiTiM PROGRAMI

1. OTURUM

icerik:

1.1. Egitmenin Kendisini Tanitmasi
1.2. Programin Amacinin A¢iklanmasi
1.3. Katilimcilar ile Tanigsma ve Isinma
1.4. Geribildirim Konusuna Giris
1.5. Tletisim Konusunda Genel Hatirlatmalar
1.6. Bir iletisim Araci Olarak Geribildirim
1.7. Geribildirim Siireci ve Basamaklar1
1.7.1. Geribildirim Siirecinde Dikkat Edilmesi Gereken Noktalar

1.7.2. Geribildirim Siirecinde Onemli Noktalardan Biri: Hedef Belirleme

10 dakika ara

2. OTURUM

Icerik:

2.1. Geribildirim Siirecinde Olumsuz Degerlendirmelerin ifade Edilmesi
2.2. Geribildirim Siirecinde izlenmesi Gereken Adimlarin Ornekler Uzerinde incelenmesi
2.2.1. Uygulama: “Yazili Geribildirim Formu” Orneginin Sunumu ve Sézlii Geribildirim
Canlandirma Ornegi
2.3. Genel Degerlendirme ve Soru-Cevap

2.4. Kapanig

TOPLAM SURE:;: 3 saat
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APPENDIX I

COVER LETTERS
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Tarih

Degerli Komutan,

Icinde bulundugunuz siire¢, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Endiistri ve Orgiit
Psikolojisi Yiiksek Lisans Programi kapsaminda yiiriitmekte oldugum arastrmanin énemli
bir béliimiinii olusturmaktadir.

Arastirmamin amact, TSK biinyesinde etkili bir performans degerlendirme sisteminin
olusturulmasina katkida bulunmak ve sistem iginde etkili geribildirim ydéntemlerini tespit
edebilmektir. Bu nedenle, performansiniza yon verirken, amirinizden bu ¢calisma kapsaminda
almig oldugunuz geribildirimi dikkate almaniz son derece onemlidir.

Bu bir bilimsel ¢alismadir ve 6rnek bir uygulama niteligindedir. Kimlik bilgilerinizi
aciga ¢ikaracak hichir islem yapilmayacak; yapilan uygulama hicbir sekilde sicil
degerlendirme amacgh kullanilmayacak, isleme konmayacak ve kurumca takip
edilmeyecektir. Toplanan bilgiler, grup bazinda, istatistiksel analizlere tabi tutulacaktir.

Gergekgi ve yansiz bir sekilde yapacaginizi umdugum degerlendirmeler ve siirece
olan ilginiz, calismadan elde edilecek verilerin kalitesini belirleyecektir.

Katulvminiz ve katkilariniz igin simdiden tesekkiir eder, saygilar sunarim.

ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Arastirmaci
E-posta: Psikolog Cigdem Erdemli
Tel:
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Tarih

Ekteki form, gectigimiz c¢alisma doneminde gostermis oldugunuz performansa
yonelik olarak yaptigim degerlendirmeleri yansitmaktadir. Yapilan degerlendirme ve
sunulan geribildirim, bir bilimsel ¢aliymanin pilot uygulamasi niteligindedir ve TSK 'de etkin
bir performans degerlendirmesi sistemi kurulmasi amacina hizmet etmek lizere
yiiriitiilmektedir.  Sizden, bu formda yer alan bilgileri dikkatlice incelemeniz ve yapilan
degerlendirmeler ve verilen geribildirim siginda performansiniza yon vermeniz
beklenmektedir.

Sonuglar/degerlendirmeler,  hi¢cbir  sekilde  sicil  degerlendirme  amagl
kullamilmayacak, isleme konmayacak ve kurumca takip edilmeyecektir. Bununla birlikte,
vapulan degerlendirmelerin performansinizi gelistirme ve/va daha da iyilestirme konusunda
dikkate alinmasi gerekmektedir.

Oncelikle, sunulan degerlendirmeyi ve geribildirimi inceleyiniz ve muhafaza ediniz.
Daha sonra ise, kapali zarf i¢inde bulunan anketi doldurarak yine kapal zarf i¢ine koyunuz.
Anket formu, izleyen giinlerde arastirmaci tarafindan toplanacaktir.

Vermis oldugum geribildirimin yararli olacagini umar, ¢alismalarinizda basariar

dilerim.

Imza Adi-Soyadi

129



APPENDIX J

INSTRUCTION FORM
FOR
WRITTEN-ONLY FEEDBACK CONDITION
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YAZILI GERIBILDIRiM YONERGESI

Bu uygulamada, maiyetinizin performans: hakkinda yaptiginiz degerlendirme sonug¢larini iceren
bir geribildirim metni hazirlamaniz ve bu metni maiyetinize iletmeniz istenmektedir. Bu islemi asagidaki

basamaklar takip ederek gercgeklestiriniz:

Maiyetinize performansi hakkinda vereceginiz yazili geribildirimi, diskette verilen “Yazili Geribildirim
Formu”ndaki boliimleri doldurmak suretiyle hazirlayiniz.

Liitfen her bir boliim i¢in degerlendirmelerinizi detayli sekilde yazmaya dzen gosteriniz.

Arial 10 punto yazi karakteri kullaniniz; yazmak istediklerinizin ayrilan bolime/kutucuga sigmamasi
durumunda yeri genisletebilir, bir sonraki sayfaya gecebilirsiniz.

Formu, eger bilgisayarda doldurmak istemiyorsaniz, yaptiginiz degerlendirmelere gore gereksiz kutucuklar
sildikten sonra formun ¢iktisini alip elle doldurunuz, gerekli ise arka sayfaya da gegebilirsiniz.

1, 2 yada 5 puan ile degerlendirdiginiz performans boyutu yoksa, bu degerlendirmeler i¢in ayrilan bdliimleri
siliniz.

3 ve 4 puan ile degerlendirdiginiz boyutlara genel degerlendirme béliimiinde degininiz. Eger 1, 2 ya da 5 puan
ile degerlendirdiginiz boyut yoksa, 3 ya da 4 puan verilen boyutlara yonelik degerlendirmelerinize formda daha
genis yer veriniz.

Doldurdugunuz “Yazih Geribildirim Formu”nun 3 adet ¢iktisini aliniz. Formu elle doldurmay: tercih
etmeniz durumunda da formun 3 adet kopyasi alinmalidir (birincisi kendiniz, ikincisi maiyetiniz, liglinciisii
aragtirmaci igin).

Ustten alta dogru, size hazir halde verilen 6n mektuplari, “Yazih Geribildirim Formu”nu ve
“Degerlendirme Yapilan Performans Boyutlar1” formunu siralayarak, verilen bos zarfin i¢ine koyunuz ve
agz1 kapali bicimde maiyetinize elden teslim ediniz.

Zarfi maiyetinize teslim ederken, ¢alismanin yalmzca amaci ile ilgili 6n bir bilgi veriniz. Bunun ig¢in, zarfta
bulunan 6n mektubu kisaca dzetleyebilirsiniz.

Yazdiginiz geribildirimin icerigi hakkinda maiyetinizle kesinlikle sozlii bir diyaloga girmeyiniz.

Size verilen diger kapali zarfi da maiyetinize teslim ediniz; zarfta yer alan formu mutlaka doldurmasini,
formun belirtilen tarihte (arastirmaci ile ortaklasa saptanan tarih) yine kapali zarf i¢inde kendisinden geri
almacagim bildiriniz.

Doldurdugunuz “Yazih Geribildirim Formu”nun diger 2 kopyas (biri kendiniz i¢in, digeri arastirmaciya
teslim etmek i¢in) ve “Performans Degerlendirme Formu” (arastirmaciya teslim etmek i¢in) sizde
kalmalidir.

Sizde kalan formlarin birer kopyasini arastirmaciya teslim etmek {izere bos zarfa koyunuz ve agzini kapatiniz.

Bu zarf, aragtirmaci tarafindan belirlenen tarihte (arastirmaci ile ortaklasa saptanan tarih) sizden alinacaktir.

ONEMLI NOT: Arastirmanmn saghkl bir sekilde yiiriitiilebilmesi icin kullandiginiz tiim formlarin ve

zarflarin sag iist kogesine arastirma boyunca kullandiginiz seri numarasini yazmayt unutmayiniz.

Katilimimiz ve katkilariniz i¢in tesekkiirler. ..
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APPENDIX K

INSTRUCTION FORM
FOR
WRITTEN PLUS VERBAL FEEDBACK CONDITION
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GERIBILDIiRIiM YONERGESI

Bu uygulamada, maiyetinizin performansi hakkinda yaptiginiz degerlendirme sonuclarini iceren
bir geribildirim metni hazirlamaniz ve degerlendirmelerinizi s6zlii olarak da maiyetinize iletmeniz

istenmektedir. Bu islemi asagidaki basamaklari takip ederek gerceklestiriniz:

Maiyetinize performansi hakkinda vereceginiz yazili geribildirimi, diskette verilen “Yazih Geribildirim Formu”ndaki

uygun boliimleri doldurmak suretiyle hazirlayiniz.

Liitfen her bir boliim i¢in degerlendirmelerinizi detayli sekilde yazmaya 6zen gosteriniz.

Arial 10 punto yazi karakteri kullaniniz; yazmak istediklerinizin ayrilan bolime/kutucuga sigmamasi durumunda yeri

genisletebilir, bir sonraki sayfaya gecebilirsiniz.

Formu, eger bilgisayarda doldurmak istemiyorsaniz, yaptigimiz degerlendirmelere gore gereksiz kutucuklari sildikten sonra

formun ¢iktismni alip elle doldurunuz, gerekli ise arka sayfaya da gegebilirsiniz.

1,2 ya da 5 puan ile degerlendirdiginiz performans boyutu yoksa, bu degerlendirmeler igin ayrilan boliimleri siliniz.

3 ve 4 puan ile degerlendirdiginiz boyutlara genel degerlendirme boliimiinde degininiz. Eger 1, 2 ya da 5 puan
ile degerlendirilen boyut yoksa, 3 ya da 4 puan verilen boyutlara yonelik degerlendirmelerinize formda daha genis
yer veriniz.

Doldurdugunuz “Yazih Geribildirim Formu”nun 3 adet ¢iktisini aliniz. Formu elle doldurmayi tercih etmeniz durumunda

da formun 3 adet kopyas1 alinmalidir (birincisi kendiniz, ikincisi maiyetiniz, {iglinciisii aragtirmaci i¢in).

Degerlendirme sonuglarini maiyetinize sozlii olarak ileteceginiz bir goriisme tarihi saptayimiz.

Maiyetinizle yapacaginiz geribildirim goriismesinde, “Geribildirim Siirecinde Takip Edilecek islem Siras1” nin
belirtildigi yonergede yer alan basamaklari izleyerek geribildiriminizi veriniz. Gegtiginiz her bir basamak i¢in, o
basamagin yaninda ayrilan yere tik (v') atiniz.

Vereceginiz sozlii geribildirimin, goriisme 6ncesinde hazirlamis oldugunuz “Yazih Geribildirim Formu”nda
yazdiklarinizla tutarl olmasina 6zen gosteriniz.

Doldurdugunuz “Yazih Geribildirim Formu”nun her 3 kopyasini da gériisme sirasinda yaninizda bulundurunuz.

Goriisme sirasinda “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nda ayrilan “notlar” boliimiine gerekli goriirseniz not alabilir, belirlenen
yeni hedefler varsa buraya ilave edebilirsiniz. Bu iglemi her 3 kopya iizerinde de (kendi oniiniizdeki form, maiyetinize
goriisme sonunda vereceginiz form, arastirmaciya verilecek form) yapiniz.

Yapacaginiz gorismenin 10-25 dakika arasinda olmasina 6zen gosteriniz.

Gorilismenin sonunda, istten alta dogru, size hazir halde verilen 6n mektuplari, “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”nu ve

“Degerlendirme Yapilan Performans Boyutlar1” formunu siralayarak, verilen bos zarfin i¢ine koyunuz ve agzi agik
bi¢cimde maiyetinize teslim ediniz.

Maiyetinize iletmeniz igin size verilen agzi1 kapali zarfi da yaptiginiz geribildirim gériismesinin sonunda maiyetinize teslim

ediniz. Zarfta yer alan formu mutlaka doldurmasini, formun belirtilen tarihte (arastirmaci ile ortaklasa saptanan tarih) yine

kapali zarf iginde kendisinden geri almacagini bildiriniz.

Doldurdugunuz “Yazih Geribildirim Formu”nun diger 2 kopyasi (biri kendiniz i¢in, digeri arastirmactya teslim etmek igin)
ve “Performans Degerlendirme Formu” (arastirmaciya teslim etmek i¢in) sizde kalmalidir.

Sizde kalan formlarin birer kopyasini arastirmaciya teslim etmek tizere bos zarfa koyunuz ve agzini kapatiniz. Bu zarf,

aragtirmaci tarafindan belirlenen tarihte (arastirmaci ile ortaklasa saptanan tarih) sizden aliacaktir.

ONEMLI NOT: Arastirmamn saghkl bir sekilde yiiriitiilebilmesi icin kullandiginiz tiim formlarin ve

zarflarin sag iist kosesine arastirma boyunca kullandiginiz seri numarasini yazmay: unutmayiniz.

Katilimimiz ve katkilariniz i¢in tesekkiirler. ..
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APPENDIX L

WRITTEN FEEDBACK FORM
FOR
WRITTEN-ONLY FEEDBACK CONDITION
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YAZILI GERIBILDIRiM FORMU

e  Ustiin basar1 gosterilen boyutlar, nedenleri ve degerlendirme donemi icinde
gozlenmis olan belirgin 6rnekleri:

e Yetersiz ya da gelistirilmesi gereken boyutlar, nedenleri ve degerlendirme
donemi icinde gozlenmis olan belirgin 6rnekleri:

e Belirlenen hedefler, bu hedeflere ulasma yollari, gerekli ise belirlenen
hedeflerin gerceklestirilmesi icin saptanan siire:

e Genel Degerlendirme / Toparlama:
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APPENDIX M

WRITTEN FEEDBACK FORM
FOR
WRITTEN PLUS VERBAL FEEDBACK CONDITION
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YAZILI GERIBILDIRiM FORMU

Ustiin basar1 gosterilen boyutlar, nedenleri ve degerlendirme dénemi icinde
gozlenmis olan belirgin érnekleri:

e Yetersiz ya da gelistirilmesi gereken boyutlar, nedenleri ve degerlendirme
donemi icinde gozlenmis olan belirgin érnekleri:
e Belirlenen hedefler, bu hedeflere ulasma yollari, gerekli ise belirlenen
hedeflerin gerc¢eklestirilmesi icin saptanan siire:
e Genel Degerlendirme / Toparlama:
e Notlar:
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APPENDIX N

STEPS IN VERBAL FEEDBACK PROCESS FORM
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SOZLU GERIBILDIiRiM SURECINDE TAKIiP EDILECEK iSLEM SIRASI

GERIBILDIiRiM VEREN AMIRIiN;  ADI SOYADI: RUTBESI:

EGITiM DUZEYI: CINSIYETI: YASI:
GERIBILDiRiM ALAN MAIYETIN; ADI SOYADI: RUTBESI:

EGITiM DUZEYI: CINSIYETI: YASI:
GERIBILDIRIM VERILEN TARIH: SURE:
NE KADAR SUREDIR MAIYETINiZLE BiRLIKTE CALISIYORSUNUZ? :

Maiyetinizle yapacaginiz goriismede liitfen asagidaki islem sirasini takip ediniz,
gectiginiz her bir basamaktan sonra yaninda ayrilan yere “v” isareti koyunuz. Yapacaginiz
performans geribildirim goriismesinin igeriginin, doldurdugunuz “Yazili Geribildirim Formu”

ile tutarlilik gostermesine dikkat ediniz.

1. Goriigmenin amacinin agiklanmast

2. Mevcut ise, “Ustiin Basar1” gosterilen (5 puan ile degerlendirilen) performans boyutlar,
nedenleri ve belirgin 6rneklerinin ifade edilmesi; gerekli takdirin ve tesvikin verilmesi

3. Mevcut ise, “Yetersiz” ya da “Gelistirilebilir” performans gosterilen (1 ya da 2 puan ile
degerlendirilen) boyutlar, nedenleri ve 6rneklerinin ifade edilmesi

4. “Yetersiz” ya da “Gelistirilebilir” performans gosterilen boyutlar mevcut ise, bu
boyutlarda gosterilen diisiik performansin nedenlerinin maiyete sorulmast

5. 1,2 yada5 puan ile degerlendirilen boyut yoksa, “Yeterli” ya da “Basarili” performans
gosterilen (3 ya da 4 puan ile degerlendirilen) boyutlar lizerinde durulmast

6. Maiyetin kendi performansi hakkindaki goriislerinin alimmast

7. Maiyetin performansini gelistirme yollar1 hakkinda diisiinmesi i¢in yonlendirilmesi ve

tesvik edilmesi

8. Yazili geribildirim formunda deginilen hedeflerin maiyete iletilmesi, hedefler konusunda
maiyetin de fikrinin alinmasi, gerekli ise bu hedeflerin gerceklestirilecegi siirenin belirlenmesi

9. Soylemek istedigi seyler varsa, ¢alisana son olarak s6z hakki verilmesi

10. Genel degerlendirme / Toparlama (Madde S gerceklestirilmemis ise, “Yeterli” ya da
“Basaril’” performans gosterilen (3 ya da 4 puan ile degerlendirilen) performans
boyutlarina yer verilmesi)
11. Goriismede belirlenen yeni hedefler ya da eklenmek istenen noktalar varsa “Yazih

Geribildirim Formu” iizerinde ayrilan “notlar” bdliimiine yazilmasi (Bu islemi, “Yazil

Geribildirim Formu”nun 3 kopyasi iizerinde de yapiniz)
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APPENDIX O

CONTENT ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SUPERVISORS
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Tablo 1. Amirlerin Geribildirim Siireci Hakkindaki Diisiincelerini ve Goriislerini Ozetleyen Ana Temalar ve Frekanslart

1. Geribildirim 2. Geribildirim 3. Geribildirim maiyet 4. Geribildirimin 5. Etkili bir 6. Yapilan 7. Gelismek ve 8. Geribildirim 9. Orgiitiin
sadece sozlu yazili olmalt lizerinde bazi faktorlere verilis zamani ¢gok | geribildirim performans gelistirmek formatinda kiiltiirel dokusu
olmali, yazili (1WF) bagl olarak olumlu kadar 6nemli stireci i¢in degerlendirmele | acisindan etkili bir | degisiklik geribildirim
geribildirim gii¢ olumsuz etki de yaratabilir egitim sart rinin yaklasim yapilmali verirken dikkate
ve zaman alict (1WF) (1WF) objektifligi [2(IWVF, 1WF)] alinmali (1WF)
[92WVEF, 7 WF)] onemli
1.1 Ast sayisi fazla 3.1 Astin kendine olan Geribildirim; 6.1 Astina 7.1 Personelin 8.1 Geribildirim
olan amirler igin ozgiiveni, yetenekleri, 4.1 Anlik olmals, geribildirim basarili ve yetersiz | taktir ve ceza
yazili geribildirim kisilik 6zellikleri ve basarili ya da verecegini yonlerini gérmesi formatindan
vermek biiyiik bir ¢aligma arkadaglari ile olan | hatali bilen amir ve gerekli ¢ok temenni
yik iliskileri dikkate alinmali performanstan degerlendirmel | tedbirleri almasi formatinda
[7@WVEF, SWF )] (2WF) hemen sonra erinde objektif acisindan yararl olmali (IWF)
verilmeli olamayabilir [2(WVF, WF)]

1.2 Ast sayis1 az 3.2 Geribildirimin [6(1WVEF, 5WF)] (2WF) 8.2 Forma nasil
olan ve astlariyla olumsuzluk derecesi 7.2 TSK’de doldurulacagina
genelde yiiz yiize 6nemli (2WF) 4.2 Bir sicil kullanilan giincel iliskin 6rnek
olan amirler igin doneminde 2 kez sistemlerle climleler
yazili geribildirim 3.3 Siiregte paylasilan verilmeli (1WVF) birlestirilmeli konmal1 (1WF)
vermek itici ve zor hedefler olmali(1WF) (1WF)
(1WF) 4.3 Daha genis

3.4 Geribildirim zaman
1.3 5 puan verilen personelin performansi araliklarinda
boyut sayis1 fazla lizerinde ek bir motivasyon | yapilmali (1WVF)
oldugunda hepsine saglamaz ve etkin olarak
deginmek zor, kullanilamaz (3WF) 4.4 Onemli

basar1 daha kisa ve
genel olarak ifade
edilmeli (IWVF)

1.4 Her boyuta
deginmek
gerektiginde bu
¢ok zor (1WF)

3.5 Geribildirimin sisteme
onemli bir getirisi yoktur
(2WF)

3.6 Cok kiigiik hatalari bile
puana yansitmast sicil
verme igleminin
fonksiyonunu diigiirmekte
ve geribildirimi islemez
hale getirmektedir (1WF)

gorevlerden sonra
verilmeli
(IWVF)

4.5 Amir ve ast1
psikolojik olarak
buna hazirken
verilmeli (1WVF)

Toplam 19 Kisi

Toplam 1 kisi

Toplam 12 kisi

Toplam 10 Kisi

Toplam 1 kisi

Toplam 2 kisi

Toplam 5 Kisi

Toplam 12 Kisi

Toplam 1 kisi

Not. WF = Yazili Geribildirim Grubu, WVF = S6zlii ve Yazili Geribildirim Grubu. Ana temalar altinda yer alan goriis ve diislincelere sahip amir sayisi ve iginde bulunduklart
geribildirim kosulu parantez iginde belirtilmigtir.
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APPENDIX P

CONTENT ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SUBORDINATES
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Tablo 1. Astlarin Geribildirim Siireci Haklandaki Diisiincelerini ve Goriislerini Ozetleyen Ana Temalar ve Frekanslart

1. Geribildirim
sadece sOzlii olmali
(4WF)

2. Geribildirim
yazili olmali

3. Geribildirim
maiyet lizerinde
bazi faktorlere
bagl olarak
olumlu kadar
olumsuz etki de
yaratabilir

4. Geribildirimin
verilis zaman1 gok
onemli

5. Etkili bir
geribildirim
stireci i¢in
egitim sart

6. Yapilan
performans
degerlendirmelerinde
dikkat edilmesi
gereken noktalar var

7. Gelismek ve
geligtirmek
agisindan etkili bir
yaklagim (1WF)

8. Geribildirim
formatinda degisiklik
yapilmali

9. Orgiitiin
kiiltiirel dokusu
geribildirim
verirken dikkate
almmal

1.1 Igerigi olumsuz
oldugunda yazili
geribildirim astlar
i¢in olumsuz
performanslarinin
kanit1 olabilir
(1WF)

1.2 Sozli
geribildirim
siirecinde karsilikli
fikir birligi i¢inde
belirlenen hedeflerin
performans iizerinde
daha olumlu ve
inandirici bir etkisi
olacaktir 2QWF)

1.3 Yazil
geribildirim amir ve
ast1 arasinda
samimiyetsizlik
yaratir (1WF)

1.4 Karsilikli
tartigma sonucu
birlikte iiretilen
¢Oziimler
performans iizerinde
daha olumlu etki
yaratir (1WF)

1.5 Siirecte astin da
50z sahibi olmasi
6nemlidir (1WF)

2.1Geribildirimin
yazili olarak
verilmesi
performansi
arttiric etki yapar
(1WF)
2.2Geribildirimin
sadece sozli
olarak verilmesi
durumunda yazili
degerlendirme ile
s0zli siireg
birbirini
tutmayabilir
(1WF)

3.1 Geribildirim
personel iizerinde
moral bozuklugu
ve performans
distikligi
yaratabilir (1WF)
3.2 Degiskenlerin
fazla oldugu bu
meslekte
geribildirim ¢ok
saglikli degil
(IWVF)

3.3 Aralarinda
asirt mesafe ve
resmiyet olan amir
ve astlar1 i¢in
kolay bir siireg
degil, birbirlerine
kars1 agik ve rahat
olamayabilirler
(IWVEF)

3.4 Cok fazla
ayrinti kiginin
dikkatini sadece
bu noktalara
odakladigindan
yanlis anlamalara
neden olabilir
(IWVF)

Geribildirim;

4.1 Anlik olmals,
hatali
hareketlerden
hemen sonra
verilmeli

[4(1 WVF, 3 WF)]
4.2 Uger aylik
periodlar halinde
uygulanmali
(1WF)

4.3 Degisik zaman
araliklarinda
yapilmali (1WVF)
4.4 Onemli
faaliyetlerden
sonra verilmeli
(IWVF)

4.5 Amir ve ast1
psikolojik olarak
buna hazirken
verilmeli (1IWVF)
4.6 Geribildirim
zaten her
faaliyetten sonra
kullaniliyor, genis
kapsamli tiirden
degerlendirilebilir
(IWVF)

4.7 Geribildirimin
stirekliligi olmali
(IWVF)

5.1 Etkili ve
faydali bir
geribildirim
siireci igin
personelde
kiiltiir ve
davranig
degisikligi
saglamak sart
(1WF)

6.1 Oncelikle yapilan
performans
degerlendirmelerinin
objektifligi onemli,
astina geribildirim
verecegini bilen amir
degerlendirmelerinde
objektif olamayabilir
(2WF)

6.2 Geribildirim
verecek amirlerin
degerlendirmelerinde
objektif olabilmeleri
icin konumlari
giiclendirilmeli
(1IWF)

6.3 Degerlendirilen
personelin ¢aligma
arkadaglarinin da
degerlendirme
stirecine katilmas1
etkili olur (1WF)

6.4 Personelin ayni
gorevde calisma
stiresi, goreve
yonelik aldig: egitim,
kurs ya da 6nceki
gorevleriyle
benzesme durumunu
sorgulayacak acik
uglu sorular forma
eklenmeli (1WF)

7.1 Personelin
eksiklerinin ve
basarilarinin
farkina varmasi
[2(IWVE, 1WF)]
7.2 Amirinin
kendisi hakkindaki
diistincelerini
Ogrenmesi,
(IWVF)

7.3 Performansi ve
sicil notu hakkinda
bilgi sahibi olmasi
bakimindan yararli
ve yol gosterici bir
yontem (2WVF)
7.4 Astin kendi
kendisini
degerlendirdigi bir
formu amirine
vermesi kendi
hatalarinin
farkinda olup
olmamasti
konusunda
amirinin bilgisini
arttirarak
geribildirim
verilmesini
kolaylastiracak ve
geribildirimin
islevselligi
artacaktir (1WVF)

8.1 Geribildirimin
kim tarafindan kime
verildigi yazilip
imzalanmali (1WF)
8.2 Degerlendirmenin
hangi tarihte
yapildig1 ve hangi
donem ait oldugu
yazilmali (1WF)

8.3 Form boliimlere
ayrilmamali ki kisi
metni okurken
olumlu ve olumsuz
performans
gosterdigi noktalari
kendi bulsun (1WF)
8.4 1 yada 2 puan
verilen boyut
olmadiginda bu
kutucugun formdan
kaldirilmasi yanlis
anlamalar
dogurabilir;
belirlenen hedeflerin
yol gostermek amaglt
mu kisiye eksiklerini
gostermek amagli m1
yazildig1
anlasilmayabilir
[2(IWVEF, IWF)]

9.1 Kurumda
bazi konularda
(meslegi sevime,
birlik-
beraberlik ruhu,
dogru egitim-
ogretim vs.)
geribildirim
otomatik olarak
saglanir
1(WVF)

Toplam 10 Kisi

Toplam 2 Kisi

Toplam 4 Kisi

Toplam 14 Kisi

Toplam 1 kisi

Toplam 5 kisi

Toplam 7 Kisi

Toplam 5 kisi

Toplam 1 kisi

Not. WF = Yazil1 Geribildirim Grubu, WVF = Sozlii ve Yazili Geribildirim Grubu. Ana temalar altinda yer alan goriis ve diisliincelere sahip ast sayis ve i¢inde bulunduklar
geribildirim kosulu parantez iginde belirtilmistir.
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