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Abstract
Performance appraisal is intended to be an instrument for
performance improvement and the use of ratings is based on the
assumption that rating feedback will have an impact on objective
performance outcomes. Yet, most studies measure improvement as
changes in performance ratings over time and there is limited
empirical evidence to support this assumption. The present
experiment was designed to address this gap in the literature by
directly testing the effect of rating feedback on objective
performance. Groups completed two problem solving tasks, receiving
rating feedback on several team performance dimensions after the
first task. Improvement in ratings and objective performance scores
on the second task was measured to evaluate the impact of the
feedback. Results replicated past research, demonstrating that rating
feedback leads to improvement in subsequent ratings. Further, this
experiment provides empirical evidence in support of the assumption
that rating feedback can result in objective performance
improvement.
Keywords: performance appraisal, ratings, feedback, performance
improvement
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Introduction

In today's dynamic and competitive corporate environment,
organizational success is contingent on the continuous development of
human resources and the maximization of human performance
(Mondy, Noe, & Premeaux, 2001). To facilitate these outcomes, more
than 90% of Fortune 1000 companies utilize performance appraisal
(Brutus, Petosa, & Aucoin, 2005). Performance appraisal is a formal
process through which employees are evaluated by a judge, typically a
supervisor, who assesses performance against a set of dimensions,
assigns a score to performance, and communicates these results to
the employee (DeNisi & Murphy, 2017). Performance appraisal has
been of critical interest to academics and practitioners for more than
a hundred years and the effectiveness of performance appraisal
systems remains a vital topic in the field of Industrial Organizational
Psychology (DeNisi & Murphy, 2017; Iqbal, Akbar, & Budhwar, 2015).

Despite a long term focus on performance appraisal, Adler et al.
(2016) report that dissatisfaction with performance appraisal is at an
all time high. Human resource managers feel that performance
evaluation can be cumbersome, time consuming, and ultimately
demonstrate few direct improvements on employee engagement or
performance (Dorsey & Mueller-Hanson, 2017). These concerns have
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led many companies to consider changes to their performance
management systems, with a critical focus on the common practice of
using ratings to evaluate employee performance (Adler et al., 2016).
Performance ratings were developed due to the need to measure
performance when objective measures were unavailable or deficient
(Newman, Kinney, & Farr, 2004). Today, most organizations measure
performance subjectively via ratings and performance appraisal
typically involves rating an employee's performance on one or more
dimensions using a 3-, 5-, or 7-point scale (Dorsey & Mueller-Hanson,
2017; Wall et al., 2004). Although common, this practice is a source of
frustration for academics and practitioners as it has been studied and
used for decades, often without favorable results (Bleckman et al.,
2016).
For many organizations, performance appraisal is intended to
be an instrument for performance improvement, which if used
correctly, should motivate employees, result in positive behavior
changes, and ultimately enhanced performance (Adler et al., 2016;
Jansen & Vloeberghs, 1999). Despite this intention, the effectiveness
of appraisal as a catalyst for performance improvement may be based
on faulty assumptions and has long been debated. One key issue
fueling this debate centers on the use of ratings to evaluate
performance. This practice is often based on the assumption that
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there is a relationship between the performance of employees and the
ratings they receive and that rating feedback will have an effect on
subsequent performance. In other words, that low performing
employees will receive low ratings and, as a result, use this feedback
to objectively improve performance (Adler et al., 2016; Dorsey &
Mueller-Hanson, 2017). Yet, there is great controversy as to whether
this assumption is warranted. Many executives do not believe that
performance ratings are accurate reflections of performance (Dorsey
& Mueller-Hanson, 2017) and, even if accurate, there is insufficient
reason to believe that these ratings would be accepted and acted
upon by the employee (Adler et al., 2016).
Consistent with these opinions, there is a lack of empirical
evidence to support the assumption that rating feedback will translate
into improvement in objective performance outcomes (Atwater,
Waldman, & Brett, 2002). The few studies focused on this assumption
have shown limited or no support that rating feedback impacts
performance outcomes (e.g., Bernardin, Hagan, Ross, & Kane, 1995).
Given that organizations typically provide employees with rating
feedback with the intention of improving performance, it would seem
that research investigating the effect of subjective rating feedback on
objective performance outcomes would have the highest utility for
practitioners. Contrary to this, two categories of research dominate
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the literature. The first focuses on the effects of objective feedback on
improvements in objective performance outcomes (see Davis, Carson,
Ammeter, & Treadway, 2005; Mesch, Farh, & Podsakoff, 1994;
Thorndike, 1927; Trowbridge & Cason, 1932). This traditional,
predominantly laboratory-based approach defines feedback as
knowledge of results: the type, extent, or direction of errors (Becker,
1978). While this type of experimental research yields many fruitful
insights into the effectiveness of feedback interventions, its external
validity is limited by the widespread use of subjective ratings as the
basis for performance appraisal.
Thus, many researchers have shifted focus to field-based studies
investigating the effects of subjective rating feedback on subjective
performance improvements measured as changes in performance
ratings over time (see Atwater, Roush, & Fischthal, 1995; Heslin &
Latham, 2004; Smither et al., 1995; Reilly, Smither, & Vasilopoulos,
1996; Walker & Smither, 1999). On average, these studies have found
a small, albeit significant positive effect on subsequent ratings after
feedback (Byham & Weaver, 2005). While these studies provide
evidence for feedback effectiveness, some researchers warn that
comparing an individual’s performance ratings before and after
feedback is a deceptively simple approach to measuring performance
improvement (Smither & Walker, 2001) and highlight that the lack of
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focus on objective performance outcomes reduces the opportunity to
illustrate a link between rating feedback and performance (Atwater,
Waldman, & Brett, 2002; Church, 2000). Many authors have called for
additional research that investigates the effect of rating feedback on
objective measures of individual and organizational performance
outcomes (Atwater et al., 2002; Atwater & Brett, 2005; Dominick,
Reilly, & McGourty, 1997; Healy & Rose, 2003; Rotundo, 2002;
Seifert, Yulk, & McDonald, 2003).
An additional concern regarding research common to the
performance appraisal literature is that the frequent use of quasiexperimental designs, particularly the lack of random assignment to
feedback conditions and no-feedback control groups, limit the
interpretability of research findings (Atwater et al., 1995; Johnson &
Ferstl, 1999; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005; Smither & Walker,
2001; Walker & Smither, 1999). Due to organizational constraints,
much research has defined feedback interventions as molar packages
which consist of many different parts. Therefore, even if a positive
effect is identified, it is often unclear whether this improvement can
be attributed to feedback alone or another aspect of the intervention
such as an awareness of appraisal criteria or development planning.
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One aspect of the performance appraisal process that may
contribute to performance improvement, independent of feedback, is
knowledge of behavioral (appraisal) criteria - the criteria on which
employees are evaluated. Simply participating in the appraisal
process may familiarize employees with relevant behavioral criteria /
expectations and help them focus on improvement even without
feedback (Dalessio, 1998). Numerous researchers have found
supportive evidence of this phenomenon, showing improvement in
performance ratings as a result of familiarization with the appraisal
instrument alone (Dominick et al., 1997; Smither et al., 1995; Van
Veslor & Leslie, 1991). A second, commonly accepted, practice to
supplement feedback is development planning. While familiarity with
the appraisal instrument or feedback alone may be effective at
increasing self-awareness, intentional change cannot be expected
without commitment and planning. The importance of setting
developmental goals is supported by Kluger and DeNisi’s (1996) metaanalytic findings and numerous researchers have found that a
combination of feedback and developmental goal setting had a larger
effect on performance improvement than feedback alone (Hazucha,
Hezler, & Schneider, 1993; Walker & Smither, 1999).
The present study was designed to replicate past research and
to address gaps in the literature, using an experimental design to
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directly test the assumption that rating feedback can lead to
improvements in objective performance. Specifically, this research
investigated the independent and combined effects of knowledge of
behavioral criteria, rating feedback, and development planning on
changes in subsequent performance ratings and objective
performance. Based on previous research it was expected:
H1. There is a main effect of condition on posttest performance
ratings, when pretest ratings are held constant such that (a)
participants receiving knowledge of behavioral criteria obtain higher
ratings than the control group; (b) participants receiving feedback
obtain higher ratings than those receiving only knowledge of criteria;
and (c) the addition of development planning leads to higher ratings
compared to either knowledge of criteria or feedback alone.
H2. There is a main effect of condition on posttest group performance
scores, when pretest scores are held constant such that (a)
participants receiving knowledge of behavioral criteria achieve higher
scores than the control group; (b) participants receiving feedback
achieve higher scores than those receiving only knowledge of criteria;
and (c) the addition of development planning leads to higher scores
compared to either knowledge of criteria or feedback alone.
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METHOD

PARTICIPANTS
Participants were 75 undergraduate students enrolled in
Introduction to Psychology at a Northeastern University. Sixty one
percent of participants were female. To volunteer, students selected
one time slot which included the dates and times of two sessions.
Based on their selection, participants were placed in three-person
groups. Each of the 25 groups was then randomly assigned to one of
the five conditions: (1) knowledge of behavioral criteria, (2)
knowledge of behavioral criteria and development planning, (3) rating
feedback, (4) rating feedback and development planning, or (5) notreatment control group
Materials and Measures
Tasks. Participants completed two group consensus seeking
tasks: Adventures in the Amazon (Ukens, 1998) and Lost in the Cradle
of Gold (Ukens, 2005). A pilot study confirmed that the two tasks are
equivalent in difficulty level. Both tasks required participants to read
a scenario depicting an emergency situation and individually rank 15
items based on importance for survival. Upon completion, participants
engaged in a group discussion to come to consensus regarding the
prioritization of items. Group performance was calculated as the
summed difference score of the group’s prioritization of each item
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compared to an optimal solution. Possible accuracy scores ranged
from 0 (perfect) to 112. Tasks were chosen so that: (1) participants
could be observed engaging in a group discussion, allowing for
performance ratings and (2) both tasks have an optimal solution
which enables the calculation of an objective performance score.
Rating form. The completion of each task required significant
interaction and discussion among participants and therefore it was
possible to observe and rate their behaviors while performing the
task. Each group discussion was videotaped and later reviewed by
trained assessors. The rating form used to subjectively evaluate
participants’ performance in the consensus seeking discussion was
adapted from the Team Developer assessment program (McGourty &
DeMeuse, 2001). To reduce the full list of 50 behavioral items, three I/
O Psychology Master’s students who served as raters in the
experiment viewed a pilot study of participants completing the two
tasks. The quality of each of the potential behavioral items was
evaluated using five criteria proposed by Lovler, Rose, and Wesley
(2002) (Appendix A). Twelve behavioral items, across four dimensions
of team performance (collaboration, communication, decision making,
and self-management), met all five criteria and were included in the
final rating form (Appendix B). Participants in the experiment were
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evaluated using a quality scale ranging from 1 – Inadequate to 7 –
Excellent.
Intervention. Participants in the experimental conditions
received variations of a comprehensive feedback and development
planning guide adapted from the Team Developer assessment
program. The complete guide consisted of a list of the 12 behavioral
items included in the rating form, a feedback report including the
participant's ratings on each behavioral item, developmental
suggestions to improve each behavior, and a blank development
planning worksheet which allowed participants to select three
behaviors for improvement and choose two developmental
suggestions for each behavior. Participants received variations of this
guide, based on their condition, via email after the first experimental
session. All participants were required to respond to the email to
ensure treatment receipt.
Design and Procedure
The present study used a randomized pre-test post-test
experimental design with a no-treatment control group. Each threeperson group was randomly assigned to one of five intervention
conditions. Groups participated in two group consensus seeking tasks,
scheduled two weeks apart. The intervention was manipulated as an
email, with variations of the feedback and development planning
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guide, sent to participants two days after the first experimental
session. Two dependent measures were collected after each
experimental session, subjective individual performance ratings and
objective group performance score. This allowed for the assessment of
both subjective and objective performance improvements in each
group.
Session one. In session one of the experiment, each group
performed one of the consensus seeking tasks, which were
counterbalanced to reduce order effects. Each session was
videotaped. The participants first read the emergency scenario and
performed the task individually. Upon completion, group members
engaged in discussion to reach consensus on the prioritization of the
15 items. The accuracy of their prioritization was calculated and
served as an objective measure of the group’s performance at time 1
(pre-intervention). Following session one, trained raters observed
videotapes of participants engaging in the group consensus seeking
task. Each rater was randomly assigned one of the three participants
to observe and evaluated that participant on 12 behavioral criteria.
These ratings were the basis of the feedback intervention. The
average rating for each participant was calculated and served as the
subjective measure of performance at time 1 (pre-intervention).
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Intervention. Two days after session one of the experiment,
participants were emailed variations of the feedback and development
planning guide based on their experimental condition as detailed:

Design and Procedure
The present study used a randomized pre-test post-test
experimental design with a no-treatment control group. Each three-person
group was randomly assigned to one of five intervention conditions. Groups
participated in two group consensus seeking tasks, scheduled two
weeks apart. The intervention was manipulated as an email, with
variations of the feedback and development planning guide, sent to
participants two days after the first experimental session. Two
dependent measures were collected after each experimental session,
subjective individual performance ratings and objective group
performance score. This allowed for the assessment of both subjective
and objective performance improvements in each group.
Session one. In session one of the experiment, each group performed one of the
consensus seeking tasks, which were counterbalanced to reduce order effects. Each
session was videotaped. The participants first read the emergency scenario and performed
the task individually. Upon completion, group members engaged in discussion to reach
consensus on the prioritization of the 15 items. The accuracy of their prioritization was
calculated and served as an objective measure of the group’s performance at time 1 (pre-
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intervention). Following session one, trained raters observed videotapes of participants
engaging in the group consensus seeking task. Each rater was randomly assigned one of
the three participants to observe and evaluated that participant on 12 behavioral criteria.
These ratings were the basis of the feedback intervention. The average rating for each
participant was calculated and served as the subjective measure of performance at time 1
(pre-intervention).

Intervention. Two days after session one of the experiment, participants were
emailed variations of the feedback and development planning guide based on their
experimental condition as detailed:

Knowledge of behavioral criteria. The email included a list of 12 behaviors from
the rating form. Participants were told that these behaviors were essential to effective
group performance. Although they did not receive feedback on their performance, they
were instructed to review the list before the next experimental session.

Knowledge of behavioral criteria and development planning. In addition to
knowledge of behavioral criteria, these participants received a development planning
guide and were instructed to review the list of behaviors, think about their performance in
the task, and create a development plan. The guide included developmental suggestions
and a blank development planning worksheet which allowed participants to target three
behaviors for improvement by selecting two developmental activities to help improve
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each behavior. Participants were instructed to use the developmental suggestions to
improve their behavior before Session 2 of the experiment.

Rating feedback. Participants were informed that their performance in the group
consensus seeking task had been rated by trained assessors on 12 behaviors essential to
team performance. The email included a feedback report detailing their ratings on each of
the 12 behaviors and instructions on how to interpret the report.

Rating feedback and development planning. In addition to feedback, participants
received a development planning guide and were told to review their feedback report and
select the three lowest-rated behaviors for improvement. The guide included
developmental suggestions and a blank development planning worksheet which allowed
participants to select two developmental activities to help improve each of the three
lowest-rated behaviors. They were instructed to work on these behaviors before the next
experimental session.

No-treatment control. Participants received a reminder email about Session 2
with no additional instructions.

Session two. Two weeks following Session 1, the three-person groups returned to
complete the second consensus seeking task. This time period was selected to allow
participants in the development planning conditions time to work on improving their

Journal of Management and Innovation, 4(2), Fall 2018
Copyright Creative Commons 3.0

TESTING ASSUMPTIONS

16

behavior. Session 2 followed the same procedure as Session 1. The accuracy of the
group’s prioritization on the second task was calculated and served as an objective
measure of the group’s performance at time 2 (post-intervention). Following Session 2,
trained assessors reviewed the videotaped experimental sessions and again were
randomly assigned to rate one participant. The average behavioral rating for each
participant was calculated and served as a subjective measure of performance at time 2
(post-intervention). No additional feedback was provided.

Results

Hypothesis 1: Subjective Performance Ratings

To analyze improvement in subjective ratings, an overall rating
was calculated for each participant across all 12 behaviors at Time 1
and Time 2. Before aggregating items, the inter-item reliability for the
12 behavioral items was computed (α = .78). Descriptive statistics for
ratings, including improvement from Time 1 to Time 2, are shown in
Table 1. Mean improvement scores calculated as the average rating at
Time 2 - Time 1 indicate that participants in the control condition
were rated lower at Time 2 (M = -0.28) while those receiving a
combination of feedback and development planning showed the
greatest improvement (M = 0.54). Due to the relatively small sample
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size, ANCOVA was chosen to assess differences in behavioral ratings
at the posttest, while holding pretest differences constant. Results of
previous studies suggest that in randomized trials, ANCOVA often
provides a more powerful analysis compared to similar statistical
techniques including gain score analysis (Oakes & Feldman, 2001).

Table 1
Results of Descriptive Statistics for Subjective Performance Ratings
Overall Rating
Time 1
SD

Improvement
M
SD

n

M

Condition 1

15

3.72

0.54

3.62

0.49

-0.10

0.60

15

3.82

0.64

3.87

0.64

0.04

0.73

15

3.66

0.47

4.08

0.68

0.42

0.66

15

3.79

0.64

4.33

0.84

0.54

0.59

15

3.63

0.54

3.34

0.57

-0.28

0.60

Knowledge of Behavioral Criteria

M

Time 2
SD

Condition

Condition 2
Knowledge of Criteria & Development
Planning

Condition 3
Feedback

Condition 4
Feedback & Development Planning

Condition 5
Control

Note: Overall rating is an average of participant’s ratings on all 12 behavioral items.
The possible range of overall rating was 1 (inadequate) to 7 (excellent).
A positive improvement indicates higher ratings at Time 2.

Consistent with Hypothesis 1, results of ANCOVA indicated a
significant difference among posttest ratings across conditions, F(4,
69) = 5.77, p = 0.00 (Table 2). Results of Fisher's Least Significant
Difference (LSD) pairwise comparisons provided a more detailed
examination of the differences in posttest ratings. Contrary to
Hypothesis 1a, participants who received only knowledge of criteria
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were not rated higher than participants in the control condition.
Providing support for Hypothesis 1b, participants who received
behavioral feedback did obtain significantly higher posttest ratings
compared to those in the control condition and who received only
knowledge of criteria. Finally, the addition of development planning
did lead to slightly higher mean posttest ratings than either
knowledge of behaviors or feedback alone. However, in contrast to
Hypothesis 1c, these differences were not significant. The addition of
development planning did not result in significant improvements in
behavioral ratings compared to knowledge of criteria or feedback
alone.
Table 2
Results of ANCOVA for Subjective Performance Ratings
Condition
Error

df

MS

F

p

Effect Size

Observed
Power

4

1.96

5.77

0.00

0.25

0.98

69

0.34

Hypothesis 2: Objective Performance Scores

Descriptive statistics for objective group performance scores,
including improvement from Time 1 to Time 2, are shown in Table 3.
Note that while average subjective ratings were calculated for each
individual participant, only one objective performance score could be
calculated per group. Lower scores indicate greater accuracy, thus
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negative improvement scores demonstrate better performance at
Time 2. An examination of mean improvement scores reveals that the
control condition performed worse at Time 2 (M = 8.80), while
participants receiving only behavioral feedback showed the greatest
improvement in objective performance (M = -6.80).
Table 3
Results of Descriptive Statistics for Group Performance Scores
Group Performance Score
Time 1
M
SD

Time 2
M
SD

Improvement
M
SD

Condition

n

Condition 1

5

58.00

13.19

62.40

4.34

4.40

15.65

5

56.00

11.22

53.20

1.79

-2.80

12.13

5

59.60

9.53

52.80

3.35

-6.80

9.58

5

60.40

2.61

54.40

4.98

-6.00

6.78

5

53.60

6.69

62.40

6.84

8.80

6.10

Knowledge of Behavioral Criteria

Condition 2
Knowledge of Criteria & Development
Planning

Condition 3
Feedback

Condition 4
Feedback & Development Planning

Condition 5
Control

Note: The possible range of group performance score was 0 (perfect score) 112.
A negative improvement indicates greater accuracy at Time 2.

ANCOVA was again performed to assess the differences in
group performance score at Time 2, with pretest scores held constant.
Consistent with Hypothesis 2, results indicated a significant difference
between posttest scores across conditions, F(4, 19) = 5.31, p = 0.01
(Table 4). LSD pairwise comparisons reveal a pattern of results
similar to improvements in behavioral ratings. As in the previous
analysis, Hypothesis 2a was not supported. Participants who received
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knowledge of criteria were not significantly more accurate than the
control condition. Consistent with Hypothesis 2b, participants who
received behavioral feedback achieved significantly greater posttest
performance scores than the control condition or those receiving
knowledge of criteria. Providing partial support for Hypothesis 2c, the
effects of development planning were mixed. As predicted, those
receiving a combination of knowledge of criteria and development
planning outperformed those receiving only knowledge of criteria.
However, similar to the results for behavioral ratings, a combination
of behavioral feedback and development planning did not lead to
greater accuracy than feedback alone.

Table 4
Results of ANCOVA for Group Performance Scores
Condition
Error

df

MS

F

p

Effect Size

Observed
Power

4

116.83

5.31

0.01

0.53

0.92

19

21.99

Discussion

Organizations continue to critically focus on the effectiveness of
their performance appraisal systems, particularly the use of
performance ratings as the foundation of these systems. The longstanding dissatisfaction with the use of ratings and lack of empirical
evidence supporting the assumption that rating feedback will impact
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performance has left many organizations considering the elimination
of performance ratings and, in some cases, annual appraisals
altogether (Adler et al., 2016; Cappelli & Tavis, 2016). Estimates,
however, suggest that most organizations are enacting less extreme
changes to their performance systems. Many researchers and
practitioners acknowledge a need for the use of performance ratings
and believe that eliminating such systems is not the panacea (Adler et
al., 2016; Cappelli & Tavis, 2016; Gorman, Cunningham, Bergman, &
Meriac, 2016). At this critical time in the history of performance
appraisal, research is needed to test the assumptions on which
traditional performance appraisal systems were developed. The
present experiment adds to the existing literature by directly
examining the impact of rating feedback on both subjective and
objective performance improvements.

Explanation of Results

The first goal was to replicate results of past research by
measuring changes in subjective behavioral ratings following the
intervention. Feedback was found to be a necessary and sufficient
condition for improvement in behavioral ratings. Contrary to
expectations, participants who received only knowledge of behavioral
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criteria did not show greater improvement than the no-treatment
control condition. Participants who received rating feedback
outperformed those in the control condition and those receiving only
knowledge of criteria. This result is consistent with hypotheses, as
well as findings of prior research, touting the positive impact of
feedback on improvements in behavioral ratings. Further, feedback
was found to be a sufficient condition for improvement as the addition
of development planning did not have a significant effect on
improvements in behavioral ratings.

Second, this experiment extended results of past research by
directly measuring the impact of behavioral rating feedback on
objective performance improvement. Results for improvement in
objective performance scores closely mirrored those for changes in
subjective performance ratings following the intervention.
Specifically, results revealed that knowledge of behavioral criteria
was insufficient to cause an improvement in objective performance.
Feedback, again, was found to be a necessary condition for
improvement and participants in the feedback condition achieved the
greatest improvements in objective performance scores following the
intervention. Results for development planning were mixed. While the
addition of development planning significantly improved post-test

Journal of Management and Innovation, 4(2), Fall 2018
Copyright Creative Commons 3.0

TESTING ASSUMPTIONS

23

scores for the knowledge of behavioral criteria condition, it did not
have a significant impact for participants receiving feedback.

Limitations

Contrary to expectations, knowledge of behavioral criteria and
development planning were not found to have a significant impact on
performance improvement. This finding is inconsistent with the
results of prior research. These discrepancies may be due to
methodological differences and limitations in the present study. One
primary difference is the use of a laboratory-based intervention as
compared to the field studies commonly used to evaluate performance
appraisal initiatives. Much prior research investigating the
effectiveness of feedback interventions has been conducted in a field
setting where the implementation of performance appraisal suggests
that the organization is making an effort to foster development.
Because such development may lead to a number of desired
consequences such as recognition, bonuses, and promotion,
participants are likely more motivated to improve as compared to
laboratory-based interventions, even in the absence of direct
feedback.
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Several other methodological characteristics of the present
study may help to explain differences in results. Past research has shown
that individuals who simply participate in a performance appraisal process achieve
similar improvements in behavioral ratings as those who actually receive feedback
(Dominick et al., 1997; Reilly et al., 1996; Smither et al., 1995). To explain this finding,
researchers suggest that familiarization with relevant behavioral criteria may be sufficient
to cause spontaneous goal setting even without feedback (Locke & Latham, 1990;
Delassio, 1998). In much of this prior research, participants were not only exposed to
behavioral criteria but were involved in the appraisal process, using those criteria to rate
their manager or peers. Hence, mere exposure to the behavioral criteria may not be
sufficient for performance improvement. Participation in an appraisal initiative, such as
through the provision of ratings, may be necessary to yield improvements in the absence
of feedback.

The contradictory findings regarding development planning may
also be partially explained by a methodological limitation. Participants
engaged in individual development planning with the purpose of
improving group performance. However, research has suggested that
individual goal setting leads to feeling less like a team, less
cooperative, and more competitive toward group members. Further,
individuals have reported forming significantly less cooperative
strategies and more competitive strategies in which they tried to
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outperform their group members which can lead to decreased group
performance (Mitchell & Silver, 1990). Thus setting individual goals
for an interdependent task may have masked the effects of
development planning in the present experiment.

Conclusions

Overall, rating feedback was found to have the greatest impact
on both improvements in subsequent behavioral ratings and objective
performance scores. Most notably, this experiment provides support
for the assumption that rating feedback can impact objective
performance. Participants who received behavioral rating feedback
obtained significantly higher objective performance scores on a group
consensus seeking task than those who did not receive feedback. At a
time when many organizations are considering significant changes to
their performance appraisal systems, it is critical that researchers and
practitioners continue to examine the effectiveness of rating feedback
on performance improvement. Future field research is needed to
generalize results of the present study in an organizational setting.
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Appendix A
Criteria Proposed by Lovler, et al. (2002)
1
2
3
4
5

The meaning of the behavioral statement was clear.
The assessor could be expected to reliability distinguish
between multiple levels of performance on the behavior.
Candidates could be expected to vary in their performance
on the behavior.
There was a clear opportunity to observe the behavior in
the exercise.
The behavioral statement measured a single behavior.
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Appendix B
Final Rating Form

Based on your observation of the participant's behavior in the group consensus seeking task, evaluate his/her level of performance on each
behavior using the 7 point rating scale below.

I. Collaboration
Demonstrating a commitment to the team’s overall purpose, helping team members to identify mutual objectives, working cooperatively and
constructively with others in the team, actively participating in team activities, showing support and encouragement for fellow team members.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Inadequate

Poor

Fair

Average

Good

Very Good

Excellent

Acknowledges issues that the team needs to confront & resolve....















Encourages participation among all participants………….….……...















Shares information with others…………..……………...…………….















Reinforces the contributions of others..…………...…………….…...















II. Communication
Helping to sustain an environment where people feel free to speak candidly, articulating ideas clearly and concisely, listening and
demonstrating an understanding of others’ perspectives.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Inadequate

Poor

Fair

Average

Good

Very Good

Excellent

Restates what has been said to show understanding……….…….















Uses facts to get points across…………………..………………….















III. Decision Making
Gathering information and weighing alternatives when addressing an issue, working with the team toward resolution, promoting innovative
thinking, ensuring that a rationale forms the basis for the decision made
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Inadequate

Poor

Fair

Average

Good

Very Good

Excellent

Generates new ideas……….……………………………….………..















Discourages others from rushing to conclusions without facts…..















IV. Self Management
Utilizing appropriate styles, methods and procedures to direct individuals and the team toward goal achievement, modeling and modifying
behavior as required to achieve results while being sensitive to individual and group processes.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Inadequate

Poor

Fair

Average

Good

Very Good

Excellent

Puts top priority on getting results…………..……………………..















Stays focused on the task during work sessions…..………………















Suggests ways to proceed during work sessions………..………...















Reviews progress through work sessions…………………...…..…
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